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PREFACE 

l would like te acknDv1edge particular works which have been 

of great assistance to me. ~f'essor A.P. Thornton's, The Imperial 

Idea and Its Enemies has àescribed the attitudes and views of a great 

number of people who were disenchanted wi th Imperialism. Professor 

Thornton in his Preface, pli.,."ted out that his sources for such a study 

were so numerous that it ~~ be impracticable to contain them within 

a single bibliography. In atte~ting to approach the matter differently, 

l have approached the subject of anti-Imperialism from a regional and 

chronological viewpoint. The ~asis has been confined to the reactions 

of a small number of Radicals--~thin Barliament--who consistently 

objected to what they belie~~ to be the unnecessary enlargement of 

Empire. 

The principal source bas been Hansard. In addition, contemporary 

periodicals, biographies ana ~irs have been freely consulted. But 

recently two significant works f'or this thesis have appeared. Professor 

D.A. Hamer'si7 John ~brleyz ~ber.al Intellectual in Politics--while not 

concerned with anti-Imperialisn ~r se--has provided me with new insight 

into Mbrley's personality and political philosophy. Also Professor 

Bernard Porter's Critics of." ~ire has suggested a fitting Epilogue to 

1. 
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• this study by his clear reference to the "capitalist conspiracy" , 

theory which was first articulated in the Rouse of Commons by the 

Little Englanders. In addition, The Historiography of British 

Empire Commonwealth (Edited by Professor Robin W. Winks), bas suggested 

valuable secondary sources. 

Finally, my thanks to Dr. Vogel--not only for bis patience--

but for bis ability always to ask the kind of questions wbich have 

encouraged me to proceed in this venture • 

• 



•• 

CHAPrER l 

HISTORIOGRAPHY OF ANTI-IMPERIALISM 

This thesis was originally undertaken in order to de fine the 

political philosophy of that peculiar late nineteenth century phenomenon 

of "anti-Imperialism" or "Little Englandism"·. through which a few 

radical LiberaIs achieved a reputation for lack of patriotisme However 

even a cursory reading of primary materials has made the wri ter aware 

that no single "system" could accommodate the assumptions of every anti-

Imperialist, because--while these are significant, such assumptions 

were as diverse as those that were held by the Imperialists. This 

difficulty may be better understood when it is recalled that prior to 

1868, the term "empire" denoted the "natural" influence of Great Britain, 

or, more specifically it denoted the United Kingdom itself. l Disraeli, 

seven years before his Crystal Palace speech which heralded his 

"romantic ll conception of Empire, foresaw--on the occasion of the debate 

on the matter of the future defence of Canada--a global union of English 

speaking people. 2 

lJohn Stuart Mill, Fraser's Magazine (April, 1959). Quoted in 
Richard Koebner, Empire (Cambridge, 1961), p. 68. 

2H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 177 (1865), p. 1570, Disraeli • 
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Only when the term "empire ll had assumed an expansionist 

connotation was the word "imperialism" coined--which explains why it 

first came to be used in connection with the devious foreign policy of 

Napoleon III. Evidently, at this time not even Palmerstonian tactics 

were provocative enough to excite the general hostility of the radical 

conscience. Dilke may have been the first English writer to employ 

the term "imperialism" which he associated with paternal despotism. 3 

But Dilke did not believe that much dependence could be placed upon the 

unit Y of "Greater Britain" in time of war. Writing one year after 

Canadian Confederation he could not foresee any time when "Australia 

would feel herself deeply interested in a guarantee of Luxembourg, nor 

Canada in the affairs of Servia."4 The Maori War (1869-1870) also helped 

boost the notion of expanding empire, although "imperialism" in spite of 

the formation of the Imperial Federation League would not be associated 

with a distinct political creed until the occasion of the Liberal Unionist 

split of 1886. Yet, in spite of its dominant tone and the aggressive 
. 

emotions that it aroused, "imperialism" attracted an amorphous and largely 

undisciplined following and failed to find any wholly representative voice. 

3c.w. Dilke, Greater Britain (London, 1868), Vol. 2, p. 367, 380. 
Dilke, Charles Wentworth (1843-1911). M.F. (1868-1886), (1892-1910); 
wrote Greater Britain (1868) and Problems of Greater Britain (1892); Under 
Secretary for foreign affairs (1880-82); President of local government 
board under Gladstone (1882-85); instrumental in passing Redistribution 
Act 1885; supported acts legalizing powers of trades unions and short
ening hours of labour, and welcomed representation of labour interests 
in the House of Commons. (Liberal). 

4Ibid., Vol. 2, p. 147. 
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It has been decided therefore in the course of this thesis to 

avoid discussion of"anti-Imperialism" in any purely abstract or 

theoretical sense, and instead to focus attention--according to a 

regional scheme--on ad hoc reactions of specifie anti-Imperialists to 

some of the problems generated by territorial commitments and to relate 

these to contemporary political ideas. This study therefore is not to 

be construed as a monographic scrutiny of isolated aspects of imperial 

policy, but rather as a composite sketch of radical dissent which ex

pressed itself in the form of a largely unpremeditated reaction to the 

implications of imperial expansion as a whole. 

This enquiry has concerned itself mainly with colonial 

discussions generated between 1880 and 1900 especially because of the 

fact that in both of the above mentioned years, general elections were 

fought entirely on imperial matters. This delimitation precludes a 

detailed examination of dissentient attitudes towards the Boer War which 

is appropriate, because the existing "Little Englander" sentiment 

became submerged by a much larger "pro-Boer" agitation which soon 

attracted a majority of the members of the Liberal Party. This enqury 

does not include consideration of the significance of "dominion status" 

within the empire, but is concerned with problems created by the 

administering of areas supporting non-English indigenous populations. 

It discusses the essential premises of "Cobdenism" and concludes by 
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comparing the "Little Englanders" themselves with the more creative 

and generous-minded imperial critics who wrote during the first de cade 

of the twentieth century. 

The term "anti -Imperialist" will be generally employed in 

preference to the collocation "Little Englander" because the !'!tymology 

of this expression suggests that "Little Englander" can be given neither 

an entirely consistent nor an entirely objective meaning during the 

period in question. It is therefore surprising to learn that, in spite 

of the disappearance of "formaI" empire, the collocation "Little 

Englander" is still in current usage, denoting "one who desires to 

restrict the dimensions and responsibilities of the empire. 5 Twenty 

years after the conclusion of the Second World War the term was still 

being used to describe one of the options open to Britain in contemporary 

foreign policy.6 

However, the anti-Imperialists themselves strongly deprecated 

the use of such an expression and would not accept it either as a valid 

nomenclature or as a description of themselves. John Mbrley7--who 

~ord English Dictionary (12 Vols), 1933. 

6John Mander, Great Britain or Little England? (wndon, 1963). 

7MOrley, John. Viscount MOrley of Blackburn (1883-1923). Editor 
of Fortnightly Review (1867-82) and PaIl MalI Gazette (1880-83); M.P. 
(1883-95; 1896-1908); supporter and biographer of Gladstone; Chief 
Secretary for Ireland (1886-92); Secretary of State for India (1905-10). 
(Radical-Liberal). 
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epitomized anti-Imperialism in its intellectualized and abstract 

aspects--denied any historical validity to the expression. He 

suspected that it had been only concocted by Jingoes and he asserted 

that he knew only "old England (whicb) knew what she was about. "8 

Gilbert Murray9 who, during the Boer War vas identified in the popular 

mind with the "Little Englanders" considered any person to be a jingo 

wbo sought a "bloated expansionn and he pointed.ly diff'erentiated between 

the "true", i.e. moderate, Imperialist and the "Little Englander". 

A "Little Englander" government does not recognize Indians 
as fellow subjects. It debars Indians from their own Civil 
Service. It makes wars for its English interests and over
taxes India to pay for them. It neglects India in time of 
famine. 10 

Surprisingly enough Joseph Chamberlainll_-who by 1882 bad moved 

away from the anti-imperialist position with which he had been associated 

during the earlier part of bis public career--soberly described the 

"Little Englander" at a time of great imperial excitement as "one who 

8H.H. Asquith, Fifty Years of British Parliament (Boston, 1926), 
Vol. l, p. 304. 

9Murray, Gilbert (1866-1957). Classica1 scholar; Professor of 
Greek, Glasgow and Oxford Universities, promoter of League of Nations 
Union (from 1918), Chairman (1923-28). 

lOGilbert Murray, Fbsitivist Review, VIII (1900), p. 197. 

llChamberlain, Joseph (1836-1914). Entered Parliament as 
Radical Liberal (1876); entered cabinet, (Board of Trade) (1880-85); 
opposed Home Rule (1886); Leader of Liberal Unionists and Colonial 
Secretary 1895-1902. (Radical-Liberal-Unionist). 
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regards the expansion of the empire as encouraging obligations which 

were not proportional to its advantages."12 

As early as 1884--i.e. several months before Home Rule became 

a divisive issue in English Liberal poli tics the BalI MalI Gazette had 

given the term "Little Englander" a derogatory connotation. This 

literary development can be attributed to W.T. Stead13 who had succeeded 

John MOrley as Editor the previous year upon Morley's election to tbe 

British House of Commons. Prior to the appearance of this "New Journalism" 

i t is doubtful that such a term as "Little Englander" would have been 

used to impugn any individual's patriotism.14 Although the style of 

Stead's "new journalismlt tended to be emotional, it would be wrong to 

dismiss his work as totally irresponsible because Stead's writing was 

politically incisive. Opinions about him greatly varied. Matthew 

Arnold praised Stead's contribution as "full of ability, novelty, 

sensation, sympathy and generous sentiments."15 Perhaps Stead's blatant 

mixture of popular Imperialism and pugnacious English insularity can 

12 H.H. Asquith, op. cit., Vol. l, p. 304. 

13Stead, William Thomas (1849-1912). Editor of PaIl MalI Gazette 
(1883); f'ounder of Review of Reviews (1890); "forced" Gladstone to send 
Gordon to Khartoum (1884); devoted to advocacy of international peace 
and of friendship with Russia. 

l4Ibid., Vol. l, p. 304. 

15Frederic Whyte, The Life of W.T. Stead (London, 1925), Vol. l, 
p. 237· 
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perhaps be partly explained by his total ignorance of any language 

other than English.16 

Stead was an unusual Nonconformist who had become attracted to 

theosophy, but although Stead never belonged to the political establish-

ment the Psll Mall Gazette was widely read in parliamentary circles and 

may have been instrumental in developing a new popular "national" 

sentiment. But, while Ste ad IIDlst surely have been influenced by "social 

darwinism", he did not eulogize the efficacy of force in either domestic 

or foreign matters. In fact, like the other anti-Imperislists, Stead 

claimed to have been strongly influenced by Cobden. However, in view 

of the fact that he frequently dis~d other professed CObdenites, 

it i6 hard to prove in what respect he vas attracted to CObdenism, except 

that like CObden, Stead made continued efforts to minimize friction with 

Russia. Prior to the Midlothian Campaign, he had already persuaded 

Gladstone to write his pamphlet on the Bulgarian "horrors" and he 

publicly encouraged the formation of the Eastern Question Association.17 

16George Bernard Shaw wrote of Stead: "Stead meant well--the case 
of Eliza Armstrong and the Maiden Tribute vas a put-up job--all his 
indignations did him credit; he was 50 stupendously ignorant that he never 
played the game. He had no general knowledge of art and history, 
philosophy or science with which to co-ordinate his journalist dreams. tI 

Refer Ibid., Vol. l, p. 304. 

17A.J.P. Taylor, The Troublemakers (IDndon, 1957),. . , 
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It is doubtful whether Cobden would have endorsed the principle of 

moral intervention implicit in this campaign. 

Stead boldly articulated a "new liberalism" which emphasized 

a strong colonial policy; while at the same time he repudiated "ex-

cessive meddling" in "foreign" i.e. European af'fairs. 18 This is 

illustrative of the fact that many Radicals--as opposed to the 

Gladstonians--were isolationists as far as European matters were con-

cerned, if only because an isolationist position left them free to 

discharge the British mission abroad in what had hitherto been non-

European areas. In point of fact, even by 1884 Stead had sensed that 

there was a growing interdependence of foreign and colonial activities 

but he failed to realize the implications that this interdependence would 

contain for what was still a "free trade" system. 

Although Stead never disowned Gladstone as leader of the Liberal 

Party--and he could hardly have conceived of that Party without him--his 

editorials frequently endorsed the new economic and social "collectivism" 

which was becoming 50 suspect to Gladstone. Always subject to eclectic 

l8Pall MalI Gazette, November 4, 1884. Stead's leader was 
entitled "Liberals--National and anti-National". "In vain will the 
professors of laissez-faire and disintegration tune their scrannel 
pipes in the hearing of the English democracy . • • The people are as 
deaf to their piping as they are to the maddening blast of the Jingo 
trumpet ••. (hitherto many·Liberals) had no faith in England over 
the sea." 
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political influences Stead sought to "appropriate ail that was reasonable 

in the faith of the Tories in England without losing faith in freedom and 

progress."19 

But from 1884 on, issue after issue of the PaIl Mail Gazette 

not only pleaded for a "wider federalism" but also emphasized the 

alleged political advantages to be obtained by converting peripheral 

areas into dependencies. Those critics who did not take kindly to his 

suggestions were disparaged as "Little Englanders", who were undermining 

the national confidence as much as "Jingoes" were "distorting" it. Thus 

Stead applauded Australia' s annexation of New Guine.a because "it effect

ively took the matter out of the hands of a querulous Mother Parliament 

and paralyzed the machinations of the Little Englander."20 In fact, 

Stead seriously argued that if colonial affairs in general could not be 

handled more affirmatively or imaginatively by the Colonial Office, they 

should be taken over by the Home Office. 

Although Stead championed a "Big England" attitude--to a degree 

that must have appeared absurd to many of his contemporaries--Stead 

failed to elaborate upon colonial theory or systematize it in any 

defini ti ve sense. Like the majori ty of l~onconformists, who identified 

19Ibid., ~ovember 4, 1~84. 

20Ibid., November 20, 1884 • 
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themselves with public questions, Stead was a moral rather than a 

political thinker. At times he appeared to f'avour a "f'ederal union" 

of' aIl the British colonies, but he also f'requently implied that a f'uture 

empire might assume the more centralized f'orm of' a "legislative union". 

What is particularly signif'icant is that Stead succeeded in generating 

a clamorous excitement in imperial matters even prior to the death of' 

General Gordon. That he succeeded in doing this is remarkable, because 

until Lord Salisbury's First Administration, (1885) colonial af'f'airs were 

seldom discussed at length or with enthusiasm unless they involved 

military adventure. However, by Stead's admission, Little Englanders 

were not in a position to exert a measurable ini'luence upon government 

policy.21 

Ste ad received no of'f'icial encouragement f'rom Lord Salisbury 

who probably despised the Œiterary techniques of' the Pall MalI Gazette 

as much as he did the altruistic pretentions of' the "Nonconf'ormist 

Conscience ll
• Baradoxically, it was of'ten the anti-Imperialist who most 

admired Lord Salisbury because of' that statesman's unwillingness to 

romanticize imperial policies, although neither Stead nor his anti-

21Ibid., November 4, 1884: "There are no doubt one or two 
individualities who are as anti-national and anti-colonial as the worst 
enemies of' our party could desire, but they are isolated • • . and not 
one of' them would sacrif'ice a possible seat in the Cabinet to his 
pref'erence f'or a Little England." 
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imperialist opponents would ever grasp the subtle strategie consider-

ations that compelled Salisbury to secUL~ successively Egypt, the Sudan 

and Uganda. 22 Yet by the time or the Seccnd Boer War (1899-1902)--

when Stead's disillusionment with both Cha=berlain and Rhodes23 was 

total--Stead's attitude towards imperial affairs, as bandled by tbe 

Colonial Ofrice, bad moved close to the position adopted by bis anti-

Imperialist opponents. At tbe turn or the nineteentb century, tbe 

semantics or Imperialism bad moderated appreciab1y, Stead identifying 

himself with anti-Imperialists and in the process being labelled "pro-

Boer" by his new Imperialist attackers. Stead then openly joined with 

such prominent Little Englanders as Henry Laboucbere24 and Sir Wilfred 

22Gascoyne-Cecil, Robert Arthur Talbot, Third Marquis of 
Salisbury (1830-1902). Secretary ror Inaia (1866-61, 1814-18), for 
foreign affairs 1818; Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary (1885-92, 
1895-1902). (Conservative). 

23Rhodes, Cecil John (1853-1902). Sent to Natal for health 
reasons; acquired fortune in Kimberley diamonds; entered Cape Assembly 
1881; annexed Bechuanaland (1884); obtained by cession of ruler are a 
named Rhodesia to the north, made sole manager or Company incorporated 
with rights of sovereignty over territory; Prime Mini?ter Cape Colony 
(1890-96), but forced to resign after Jameson Raid; re-entered Cape 
Jarliament 1898; beseiged at Kimberley (Oct. lB99-Feb. 1900). Donated 
~10,000 to Liberal Home Rule Fund 1880. 

24Labouchere, Henry du Pré'(183l-1912). In diplomatie service 
(1854-64); founder of Truth (1811) remarkable for exposures or corruption. 
M.P., (1865-66, 1861-68, 1880-1905); advocate of Home Rule; instrumental 
in exposing Irish journalist Piggott; em~~ssed Rhodes' Party by 
enquiry into Jameson Raid. (Radical-Liberal) • 
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Lawson
2
fo become a member of the Stop-The-War-Committee and even made 

the suggestion that John Morley should assume the leadership of the 

Liberal Party.26 

Stead had been the first to speak derogatorily of the "Little 

Englander ll but the fact that he himseli embraced the anti-Imperialist 

wing of the Liberal Party sixteen years later shows how the use of such 

terms as "anti-imperialism", "colonial reform", or "Little Englandism" 

might tend to confuse rather than clarify any history of imperialist 

thinking. While it is unavoidable that such terms be employed in this 

thesis, it is evident that they can possess little historical significance 

unless they are specifically employed within a narrow context. 27 Thus it 

would be presumptuous and ambiguous to speak blandly of a Little-

Englander period between 1840 and 1870 but the fact that over a long 

period historians have done this, has helped perpetuate the notion that 

the early Victorians were anti-expansionist. Such a simplification tends 

to overlook both the heterogeneous composition of the Manchester School 

and the principle of economic seli-interest which later guided and 

motivated those who were ostensibly hostile to the formaI enlargement of 

empire. 

25Lawson, Sir Wilfred (1829-1906). M.P., (1859-1905); tempe rance 
advocate; Bupported disestablishment, abolition of Rouse of Lords, dis
armament. (Radical-Liberal). 

26 Frederic Whyte, The Life of W.T. Stead, Vol. 2, (p. 200) . 

27Robin W. Winks,The Historiography of the British Empire 
Commonwealth, p. 55. 
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Leading statesmen were frequent1y depicted as being either 

"for" or "againstn empire. However, it has been recent1y argued that 

such a presumption inadvertently perpetuated a shal10w dogmatism in 

the understanàing o~ imperial controversy. The origin of this apparent 

controversy can be traced back st least as far as the mid-point of the 

nineteenth cent~J. Prior to his work at Cornel1 University, Goldwin 

Smith, Oxf'ord Regius Professor of History,28 and an unrepentant anti-

Imperialist ~~er extended the 1ine first originated by Adam Smith 

and then plotted by Richard CObden. 29 Indeed it was Cobden who later 

insisted that Goldvin Smithls Letters on The Empire be published as a 

guide for future government po1icy. But what is paradoxical--and 

largely over1ooked--is that about the time Disraeli made his celebrated 

remark to the effect tbat in British North America even after Confederation 

28Smith~ Goldwin (1823-1910). Oxford Regius Professor of 
History (1858-66); settled in Canada and predicted its voluntary union 
with the United States; denounced by Disraeli as a social parasite 
in Lothair (1270). (Liberal). 

29Cobden, Richard (1804-1865). Opposed defence of Turkey 
against Russia (l835), a leader of the Anti-Corn-Law-Leagùe (1838-45); 
organized peace conf'erences (1848-51); shared unpopularity with John 
Bright for public opposition ta the Crimean War; negotiated commercial 
treaty with France (1860); declined offer of cabinet office, popularly 
believed to have led "Manchester School". (Radical-Liberal) . 
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the IIwretched colonies were a millstone around our neck, "30 Goldwin 

Smith had been thinking of such colonies not so much in terms of being 

liabilities as of being lldaughter communities ll who either had, or shortly 

wOuld, come of age.3l That is why Gold,·rin Smith predicted the need for 

colonies to pay for their own defence; a prediction which tbe Colonial 

Reform Society itself thought premature. 

Goldwin Smith' s concept of an Anglo-Saxon IIConfederation" was 

broadly similar to Dilke's, altbough be did not perhaps emphasize its 

federal or organic connection as much as Dilke had done. But Goldwin 

Smith wrote not as an administrator, but as an academic who only partly 

endorsed Cobden's notion that the IIstate ll was a merging section of 

humanity, although he deplored the alleged grandeur of II spl endid 

isolationll and contended that it was inconsistent with Cobdenite 

IIcosmopolitanist pretensions ll • As an historian, Goldwin Smith's 

historiography rested heavily upon the alleged symbolic value of free 

trade; and the identification of free trade with any particular notion 

of IInational" power is admittedly a somewhat precarious undertaking. 

30MOnypenny and Buckle, Life of Benjamin Disraeli, Vol. l, 
p. 1201. (This remark was contained in private correspondence with 
Lord Malmesbury with reference to tbe 1858 Newfoundland dispute). 

3lGoldwin Smith, Commonwealth or Empire (London, 1902, p • 
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J .A. Froude32 and J. R. Seeley33 helped to formulate an 

historiography which served as an "apologia" fOr imperialism in the 

generation preceding the First World War. 34 In its extreme form, tbis 

interpretation of history itself constituted an expression of jingoism 

and it was well epitomized by J.A. Cramb who seriously attributed 

external reaction to British policy by foreign powers to IIpthomos" 

or universal envy. It was only inevitable that tbe events of the South 

African War sbould chasten such writers and cause such excessive state-

ments to be revised. 35 

The "myth" of the alleged incompatibility between anti-

Imperialists and pro-Imperialist policies was further structured by 

distinguished imperialist historians writing at tbe time of tbe First 

World War. Meticulous and exhaustive work by such scholars as A.P.Newton36 

32J.A. Froude, History of England, (12 Vols., 1956-1870). 

33J.R. Seeley, The Expansion of England, (1883) 

34Donald Creighton believed tbat Fraude founded a "schoolll ex
pressly to replace the "moribund" Manchester School. (Refer D. Creighton, 
"The Victorians and the Empire, Il Canadian Historical Review, XIX, 
p;.4l). G.P. Gooch believed tbat Seeley would have been called a IILittle 
Englander" had he written the above work in 1900. Refer G.P. Gooch 
Heart of the Empire (1902), p. 338. 

35J.A. Cramb, The Origins and Destiny of Imperial Britain 
(1900) • 

36A.P. Newton, A Hundred Years of The British Empire, (1940) . 
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and H.E. Egerton37 convincingly established conceptualizations of 

"Little England" and "Big England" as political realities contained within 

consecutive time periods. R.L. Schuyler crystallized the view that 

imperial statesmen were committed either to the enlargement or the 

piece-meal dissolution of the Empire, by suggesting that imperial 

attitudes were dependent upon whether or not they had been developed 

before 1870.38 Donald Creighton c1aimed that anti-Imperialists and 

Imperialists shared on1y one thing in common, namely "the undeviating 

consistency with whicb they invariably acted upon the strictest moral 

principles." The first hal! of Victoria's reign, he a1leged "saw all 

but a few sentimental ties cut, the second became a slave to the habit 

to acquire colonies." Cobden and Bright he believed had elevated free-

trade dogma to the highest point of moral unction since James l's 

assertion of "the divine right of Kings."39 But this work represents 

an historiography that perhaps overly concerned itself with the outward 

political relations between Great Britain and her dependencies. 

Admittedly this was a tradition that might be traced to Gibbon 

Wakefield,4c and to those colonial reformers who had traditionally 

37H.E. Egerton, A Short History of British Colonial Policy,(1932). 

38R.L. Schuyler, "The Climax of Anti-Imperialism in England," 
Political Science Quarterly (New York), XXXVI (December, 1921), PP.537-560. 

39D. ~reighton, op. cit., p. 144 • 

40Wakefield, Gibbon (1796-1862).Organized association for colon
izing South Australia;Manager of New Zealand Land Company (1839-49). 
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ridiculed various allegedly "myopie" f'igures of' the Colonial Of'f'ice 

such as James Stephen. The "Little Englandn __ nDig England" dichotomy 

was implicit even in writings produced immediately prior to the Second 

World War when it was currently accepted that tbere 'WaS a "tacit 

assumption among moderate and reasonable men that colonial separation 

was inevitab.Le and desirable."41 

It is not surprising that a new historiogra~y in respect to 

this dichotomy was anticipated by Paul Knap~d in his study of' 

G.Ladstone's colonia.L and imperial policy.42 Obviously Gladstone was 

neither an "Irnperialist" nOr an "anti-Imperialist.n in Schuy.Ler's sense. 

Since the Second World War a revised historiography has largely 

succeeded in f'urther erasing the previous dichotomy of' extremes by 

suggesting that "f'ormal" and "inf'ormaltl techniques of' imperialism were 

really the opposite sides of' the same coin. Sucb a revision--most 

notably articulated by J. Gallagher and R. Bbbinson--emphasizes that 

although strategies may have varied between one continent and another, 

basic economic and political presumptions were consistent. Thus, with 

respect to the broad view of' the Empire, it has been more recently 

stressed that the mercantilist techniques imposed upon India and the 

41Cambrid@e History 0f' the British Empire (cambridge, 1940), 
Vol. 2. See H.J. Habbakkuk, "Free Trade and Co~rcial Expansion, 
1853-187011 

• 

42Paul Knaplul?d, Gladstone and Britainls :Imperial POlicy 
(London, 1927). 



• 

20 

~ree trading methods employed in South Africa or South America co-

incided and were administered simultaneous1y. The revision has sought 

to clarify the ~inancial motivation behind Britain's overt moves in 

po1itical jurisdiction and show that the Little Englander involvement 

between 1840 and 1870 vas not necessari1y a reaction to expansionism 

per se, but actually represented a striking period of expansionism by 

itself. For example, these writers cited that during the so-called 

"indifferent" period o~ the eighteen-forties, Britain had annexed Hong 

Kong in the Far East, the Punjab and Sind in India, and New Zealand 

in the South Pacific, as weIl as the Gold Coast and Natal in Africa. 

They further stressed that in the eighteen-fifties, formaI or informaI 

control vas extended to Berar, Oudh, Lower Burma and Kowloon in the East, 

and to Lagos, Sierre Leone Basutoland, Griqualand and the Transvaal in 

Africa. 43 

The above thesis argues that instead of being doctrinal1y 

attracted to or repelled by imperialism, British agents were seeking an 

essential continui ty by ,olhich they saw ~ormal or informaI techniques as 

complementary rather than contradictory. It recognizes that the various 

phases or techniques of British expansion or imperialism cannot be 

43J. Gal1agher and R. Robinson, "The Imperialism of Free Trade, " 
The Economie History Review, 2nd Ser., VI (August, 1953), pp. 1-15 . 
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considered consecutively or chronologically because the same amount of 

political control was not required everywhere at the same time. Even 

the post-1870 "imperialistic" period with its complex economic overtones 

represented no fundamental alteration of the principle of free trade. 

While late Victorians still preferred informal empire as a means of 

expansion, the challenge of competitive "empire" admittedly increased the 

number of occurrences where the policy of informal empire was plainly 

insufficient. But to maximize the potential success of "informal" 

matters, guarantees of free trade and access would be obtained as a 

reward for recognizing foreign territorial claims. This--it is 

submitted--was the intention behind the Anglo-Portugese treaty of 1884, 

the ill-fated Congo arrangement of 1885 and the Anglo-German agreement 

over East Africa in 1886. 

In minimizing the distinction between "formal" and "informal" 

techniques of imperial consolidation, the above authors have precluded 

the "Marxist" concept of economic determinism as a satisfactory ex

planation of British involvement in Africa. Their interpretation has 

conceded that trade, philanthropy and even colonization might have 

thrived in an "informal" environment but that political strategy and 

prestige necessitated a more overt "formal" approach to peripheral 

questions of empire in the eighteen-eighties. Thus it was primarily for 

strategie reasons that Britain found herself involved in Egypt, because 
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she ~ound hersel~ compelled to utilize Egypt as a bastion against 

Russia in lieu o~ Constantinople. The ~act that a "nationalist" up

rising took place simultaneously in Egypt wes coincidental and irrelevant 

to British pretensions. Thus thcse Little Englanders who protested 

against initial British involvement in Egypt allegedly lacked insight 

or imagination. The above authors exhaustively quali~ied their seemingly 

irreverent interpretation that the extension o~ ~ormal political control 

was used only as a last resort. ~ their thesis, Egypt is made to ex

plain the "why" and the "how" o~ pa..-rti tion. 44 

While Africa and the Victorians constitutes a tour de ~orce in 

imperial historiography, its thesis bas been challenged as an over

simpli~ication. If' "~ormalll as opposed to "informaI" technique denoted 

only a change in method rather than ideology why--it has been asked-

was it that between 1840 and 1870 free trade had been depicted as a 

"moral law" and a nscienti~ic certitude"? The public outcry caused by 

Disraeli's imperious decision to p~Cbase the Suez Canal shares was o~ 

enormous signif'icance, because this suggested that "~ormaln moves would 

have seemed incongruous in the "f'ree-trade" heyday. Why had so 

many mid-Victorians made a dogma out of the apparent identif'ication of' 

individual and international interests? Gallagher and Robinson have 

44J. Gallagher and R. Robinson, Africa and the Victorians (1961). 
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been challenged by an historiography which depicts "f'onnal" and 

lIinf'ormal" techniques as intrinsically dif'f'erent phenomena. This 

revision interprets the ultimate Liberal victory of' 1906 as less a 

victory of' socialism or of' Liberal ref'orm than as a vindication of' 

f'ree-trade. 45 

The myth of' a distinct self'-contained Little-Englander period 

persists. This myth was at one time nourished by the assumption that 

the Colonial Ref'ormers were themselves imperialistic. But the Colonial 

Ref'ormers appear to have invigorated an understaf'f'ed Colonial Off'ice 

which lacked the resources to pursue an aggressive policy of' colonization. 

Wakef'ield attempted to artif'icially diminish pressure on capital by 

encouraging the emigration of' both prof'essional people and artisans to 

distant colonies. These f'uture colonists were to be supported by 

public expendi tures made by the government and were not to be maintained 

merely by the f'luctuating convenience of' trade investitures. But such a 

programme wes necessarily condemned--at a later time--by those who had 

adopted the Cobdenite cant. 46 

4501iver Macdonagh, "The Anti-Imperialism of' Free Trade," The 
Economie History Review, 2nd Ser., XIV (April, 1962), pp. 489-501. 

4~ernard Senunel, "The Philosophie Radicals and Colonialism," 
Journal of' Economie History, XXI (December, 1961), pp. 513-525. 
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In evaluating the historiography o~ anti-Imperialism it is 

tempting to attempt a synthesis o~ views. Even if the middle quarters 

of the nineteenth century are to be depicted--relatively speaking--

as a Little-Englander era, the age o~ the maligned individual Little 

Englander must be con~ined to the last quarter. But there were too 

many exceptions to admit the view that in the middle of the nineteenth 

century England was o~ficially anti-Imperialistic. And even in the last 

quarter of the nineteenth century the appellation o~ "Little Englander" 

could be deliberately applied only to one's political opponents and 

not to one's friends. That there was dissent in respect to Imperial 

ventures is beyond dispute, but dissent tended to confuse diplomatie 

strategy with imperial doctrine, but the growing condemnation of Imperial 

conductby invocation o~ Cobdenite cant certainly gave the appearance 

o~ a doctrinaire abstraction of anti-Imperialism. But such criticism 

all too often represented a nostalgie mid-nineteenth century view of 

Empire, and even those nostalgie ~ree traders who rendered it would 

have warmly endorsed Huskisson's earlier warning that, "England cannot 

a~~ord to be little. She must be what she is or nothing.,,47 

Perhaps it was the popular masses who created the myth o~ the 

"Little Englander". Recent studies have suggested that imperialism was 

4~(John S. Galbraith, "Myths o~ the Little England Era," 
American Historical Review, LXIII (October, 1961), pp. 34-48. 

'-
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a sociological rather than a political or economic phenomenon. 48 

This "Little Englandism" was distinctly a popular term of reproach, 

coined during a period of overt expansionism but whicb significantly 

coloured the writing of imperial historians~ and like the spectre of 

Imperialism without which it could never have been given birth~ "it 

can properly be understood only in terms of the same social hysteria 

that has since given birth to other and more disastrous forms of 

aggressive nationalisme ,,49 

4SJ . A. Schumpeter, Imperialism and Social Classes (Oxford, 1951). 

49D.K. FielcThouse, 11 Imperialism: An Bistoriograpbica1 Revision," 
Economie History Review, 2nd Ser., XIV (December, 1961)~ pp. 187-209. 
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CHAPrER II 

LIBERALISM AND THE LAISSEZ--FAIRE STATE 

The purpose of this chapter will be to discuss the development 

of "liberal" attitudes and to suggest what light they might shed on 

"imperialist lt or'anti-imperialist presumptions". "Laissez faire" is 

ever associated with nineteenth century Liberalism but despite the wide

spread acceptance of this tradition, the period of the mid-nineteenth 

century with which it has been particularly identified, has been 

recently interpreted as an era of affirmative, rather than negative 

bureaucratie collectivism. l Repeal of the Navigation Acts, which had 

been effected before the mid-point of the century coincided with a re

structuring of the welfare state; which was itself a lineal descendant 

of the Elizabethan "Statute of Apprentices". The role of the state 

in every day life in both the economic and political sense was gaining 

in importance but, simultaneously was becoming less suspect to the 

public at large. 

If one is to identify distinct trends in the criticism and 

administration of colonial policy, it is at least fair to assume that 

such trends would be repercussive of social and economic changes in 

lD. Roberts, Victorian Origins of the Welfare State (Yale, 
1960) . 

26 
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Britain itself. Thus, while early Victorian society may never have 

attained the "freedom" of the "laissez faire state" in the literaI 

sense, it is helpful to assume tentatively that society at least re-

flected the "notions" of such a state. 2 When, subsequently, the "heroic" 

age of laissez faire capitalist practice had been superceded by one of 

limited liability the state could then be regarded as a large-scale 

example of a joint stock company. This would imply that the preceding 

atomized cosmopolitanist background--against which Adam Smith's colonial 

theories had been developed--was re-shaped so as to emphasize metropolitan 

or even national characteristics. The earlier laissez faire period had 

se en colonial practices registered, largely in the form of informaI 

communication, with missionaries, traders, settlers and natives. 3 But 

when colonial designs became more and more subordinated to strategie 

conditions created by foreign rivalry, the simpler operations gave way to 

more complex diplomatie overtures. By the eighteen-nineties, colonial 

and foreign policies had largely merged to form part of a metropolitan-

oriented "imperial" policy. 

This is not to suggest that it is profitable to abstract political 

doctrines and assume that such be the motivating agency behind political 

2S.H. Beer, British Politics in the Collectivist Age, p. 37. 

3V.T. Harlow, The Historian and British Colonial History 
(Oxford, 1957), p. 1-10 • 
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conduct. Gladstone4 once paraphrased Edmund Burke5 by suggesting that 

"in politics the space afforded to abstract reasoning is extremely 

limited.,,6 Emotions do seemingly play a more important role in political 

action than conscious considerations of abstract pbilosophy; for which 

reason Sir Lewis Namier has suggested that tbeorizing in political 

history is for the most part an artificial and unnatural activity.7 

But this does not dispel the temptation to assume that there 

may be some causal relationship between attitudes and events. At least, 

succumbing to this temptation would alleviate the consequences of that 

opposite error whicb Herbert Butterfield bas described as "taking mind 

out of bistory."8 But because it is believed that the detection of 

attitudes behind political conduct cau provide a meaningful task, this 

4Gl adstone, Wi11iam Ewart (l809-98). Except for less than a 
year and a half, M.P. from 1832 to 1895. Colonial Secretary, 1845-46; 
Prime Minister (1868-74, 1880-85, 1886, 1892-94). (Liberal). 

5 Burke , Edmund (1729-97). M.P. 1765, obtained high position 
among Whigs by his criticism of George IIIts arbitrary policies; advocated 
liberal treatment of colonies; championed free trade with Ireland; urged 
impeachment of Warren Hastings; appeared as champion of the old order in 
Reflections on the French Revolution (1790) but remained an eloquent 
apologist for the constitutional principle. 

6H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 273 (1882), Gladstone. 

7Sir Lewis Namier, Personalities and Powers (London, 1955), 
pp. 4-5. Quoted in Eric Stokes, The Political Ideas of English 
Imperialism (London, 1960), p. 6. 

8Herbert Butterfield, History of Human Relations (London, 1951). 



• 
29 

thesis, while tracing reactions to particular imperial ploblems, will 

attempt to summarize sorne of the attitudes Or presumptions behind 

expressions of anti-imperialism. By way of introduction, reference will 

be made to sorne of the more speculative aspects of political philisophy. 

Philosophical speculation has led sorne writers to identify 

leading imperialists with the "ideàllist'.\: or "neo-Hegelian" view, which 

upheld freedom to be inseparable from political obligation and which 

depicted social institutions as representing the concrete embodiment 

of moral ideas. While it is true that Lord Rosebery9 often employed 

Rudyard Kiplingts kind of imagery, which sanctified"duty", and that 

Haldane10 and Milner11 might have conceivably been influenced by German 

Idealism, there is no evidence to show that such distinctive ideas as 

9Primrose, Archibald Philip, 5th Earl of Rosebery (1841-1929). 
First Chairman of the London County Council (1888). Foreign Secretary 
(1886); 1892-94; Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary (1894-95). During 
the following ten years became increasingly distrusted by Liberal rank 
and file, becoming in 1902 President of the Liberal League, wbich de
nounced the allegedly "pro-Boer" tendencies of the Party. {Whig}. 

10Haldane, Richard Burdon. Viscount Haldane (1856-1928). M.F. 
(1885-1911); War Secretary (1905-12), and according to Field Marshal 
Haig "the greatest England ever had." He studied German philosophy at 
Gottingen. (Liberal). 

llMilner, Alfred. Viscount Milner (1865-1925). Appointed High 
Commissioner in South Africa (1891-1905), Governor of cape of Good Hope 
(1891-1901); precipitated Boer War by demanding enfrancbisement of 
Johannesburgers (1899). His rigid and bureaucratie methods vere 
allegedly influenced by his early German upbringing. (IiSocialistic" 
Liberal) • 
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were be1d by tbese Imperialists were necessari1y drawn f'rom "idealist" 

sources. otber 1eading nnperialists such as Lord Curzen,12 Sir Edward 

Grey13 and Herbert As qui th 14 did pass tbrough Ballio1 College when tbe 

influence of' its Master, Benjamin Jowett15 was paramount, but there 

would be 1itt1e basis to any suggestion in tbat members of' any British 

Cabinet wou1d consciously play the ro1e of' "Hegelians" or "anti-

Hege1ians ll
• Even Milner who urged Britain to exert po1itica1 pressure 

upon Soutb Africa so as to secure her in Britain 1 s image bad more of' tbe 

uti1itarian streak of the Fabians in bim than tbe Hege1ian view. 

It was John Morley, the most articu1ate of a11 the "anti-

Imperia1ists" who exp1icitly repudiated idea1ism wben he dep10red tbe 

12Curzon, George Nathanie1. lst Marquis Curzon (1859-1925). 
Under-Secretary of State f'or India (1891-92); for f'oreign af'f'airs (1895-
98); Viceroyof India (1899-1905). As the mode1 of' the benevolent despot, 
Curzon1 s actions in India seemed designed to make the Raj eternal. 
(Conservative). 

13Grey, Sir Edward. Viscount Grey of Fal10don (1862-1933). 
Undersecretary of State f'or Foreign Affairs (1892-95); Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs (1905-16). In spite of his association with the 
ententes, he tried to revive the Concert of' Europe, and in spite of' bis 
being a leader of the Liberal Imperialists he encouraged the trans
f'ormation from colonial to dominion status for overseas dependencies. 

14Asquith, Herbert Henry, 1st Earl of Oxford and Asquith (1852-
1928). M.P. (1886-1918, 1920-24); Home Secretary (1892-95); Chancellor 
of the Exchequeur (1905-1908); Prime Minister (1908-1916). Supported 
the "Imperia1ists" in the Boer War a1though it was under his ministry 
that South Africa became a dominion (1910) • 

15 Jowett, Benjamin (1817-93). Vice-Chancellor of' Oxford (1882-
86); Master of Bal1iel (1870-93). 
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belief' that IIthe real is the only rational f'orm in the test of' right 

and wrong, tbat the State has nothing to do vith the restraint of' maraIs, 

that the ruler is emancipated. 1I16 But it is nevertheless true that such 

imperialists as Milner did adopt a pro-consular stoic etbic which exacted 

a f'ilial loyalty, and which bore heavy overtones of' nationalism in-

dicative of' the f'act tbat within the Imperial lIJ)vement IIcosmopolitanismll 

per se was regarded as suspect and even subversive. The English approach 

to the British Empire has been interpreted as being neither logical nor 

intel1ectual. The British Empire was a "growth". By contrast, the 

Germans --who thought of' the British Empire as an emporium of' country 

houses--devised on a prior justif'ication of' tbeir Empire so that it 

became an artif'act. 17 Anti-Imperialists on the other band, prof'essed 

a disinterested concern f'or humanity per se which being devoid of' notions 

of' the IIwhite man's burden" tended to postulaLe the complacent acceptance 

of' an insular self'-sui'f'iciency. This complacent attitude was reinf'orced 

by the IIcanonization" of' the econornic tbeories of' Richard Cobden and 

Jobn Stuart Mill18 which the anti-Imperialists f'reely interpolated. 

l6Jobn Morley, Lif'e of' Gladstone (London, 190,), Vol." p. 551. 

l7A.P. Thornton, The Habit of' Autbority (Toronto, 1966), p. 47. 

1814il1, John Stuart (1806-1873). Employed by the East India 
Company, (1827-58). By ref'ining and humanizing tbe utilitarianism of' 
Bentham, Mill repudiated laissez f'aire and markeà a transitional point 
of' British Liberalism. His 'fritings on colonialism reflected his 
sympathy f'or human sui'f'ering. 14.P. (for Westminster), (1865-68). 
(Liberal) • 
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The above mentioned Imperialists were to enjoy close 

association with the Fabians, whose roots were Benthamite and anything 

but Hegelian. In fact, it would be true to say that both Imperialism 

and anti-Imperialism had intellectual roots embedded in the era of 

mercantilism. Eighteenth century physiocrats who had preceded Adam 

Smithl9 were notably "anti-Imperialist", althougb the emphasis of their 

Little Englandism. was agricultural, and thus distinct from the 

connnercially orientated school of "Philosophie Radicals ll
• Physiocrats 

criticized existing colonial monopolies "as a sterile compost of the 

obsession of merchants and industrialists."20 This they did, not so 

much because they valued cosmopolitan attitudes, but because they wanted 

England to aspire to an insular self sufficiency. 

By contrast, Adam Smith--who regarded the corpus of physio-

cratic doctrine as being as artificial as the mercantile system--was 

exclusively concerned with considerations of connnerce basing his views 

upon his reading of external events which had preceded the American 

19Smith, Adam (1723-90). Laid foundation of the modern science 
of political economy, by his theory of the division of labour, money, 
priees, wages and distribution. His system which upheld the natural 
liberty of trade and connnerce was as authoritative in politics as 
economics. 

20A.V. Judges, IIThe Idea of a Mercantile State," Transactions 
of the R.H.S., 4th Ser., XXI (1939), pp. 41-69 • 
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Revolution. Convinced that colonies were devouring capital instead of 

creating it, he argued that such colonies were not only unprofitable 

but even detrimental to the national interest. In effect he equated 

individual self-interest to national welfare an identification which 

later proved most convenient for the "Msnchester School". Significantly, 

Adam Smith's premises were respected by most people involved in colonial 

administration, even after the repeal of the Navigation Acts. But the 

endorsement of Adam Smith by the "Manchester School" does not imply 

that Adam Smith was totally unmoved by the need for national security, 

in fact he had originally given only qualified approval to the repeal 

of the Navigation Acts, which, even in the event of their redundancy 

should be removed "only by slow gradation, and with a good deal of 

reserve and circumspection."21 

The laissez-faire approsch to capital investment needed 

modification when it became apparent that Britain was in fact producing 

a surplus of both capital and population. But the immediate followers 

of Adam Smith denied the very existence of surplus capital. According 

to the prevailing "wage f'und theory" as expounded by Ricardo,22 capital 

21Adam Smith, Wealth of Nations, bk. IV, ch.vii, pp. 429-435. 

22Ricardo, David (1772-1823). M.P. (1819-23). Published 
Principles of Po1itical Economy and Taxation (1817), which presented his 
theory of the "quantitytl of money, destined to dominate British economic 
thought until the 1850's. 
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by its very nature had to be fUlly utilized, and wages pegged naturally 

because the demand for such labour was in itself dependent upon the 

furtber accumulation of capital. 23 In this theory the extent of the 

market was irrevelant; it was the quantity of capital which decided the 

volume of trade. Jeremy Bentham24 for example, agreed that a new trade 

market could conceivably realize a greater profit in the same category, 

but even this argument, in his view, would have invalidated the worth 

of colonial monopolies because he charged that invariably they encouraged 

industries which were either physically or geographically ill-suited. 

Later however, Bentham did depart from pure laissez-faire reasoning when 

he recognized a national responsibility for the protection of colonies, 

but which would only be exercised in the event of an existing colony 

being unable to defend itself against predatory nations. 25 Thus implicit 

in early Utilitarian teaching is a dichotomy--not an equation--between 

national responsibility and national self-interest. 

The early Utilitarians never clearly defined the authority of 

the state in their deductive system of social criticism; in fact 

23Klaus E. Knorr, British Colonial Theories 1570-1850 (Tbronto, 
1944), p. 297. 

24Bentham, Jeremy (1748-1832). A jurist and philosopher, he 
developed a liberal notion of economics. His ethical doctrine upheld that 
the morality of actions is determined by utility. 

25J. Bentham, A Manual of Political Economy (1798). Quoted in 
Bernard Porter, Critics of Empire (London, 1968), p. 9 • 



• 

• 

35 

IIHegelianll views could not easily be imported by England in the early 

nineteenth century. In spite of their practical interest in social 

reform, their theoretical work extended the empiricist tradition o~ 

Locke and Hume, and it would be wrong to suggest that their empiricism 

had much measurable e~~ect upon contem@orary liberalism. But while 

their notions of a IImechanistic phychologyll and IIcalculus of happiness" 

ignored any platonic valuation of thellideal right" and ~avoured a 

relativistic concept o~ society which extolled the individual they 

helped create an intellectual climate which might later be more 

receptive to collectivism or socialism. Superficially such a tradition 

was lIanti-Imperialist ll
; but its rationality anticipated a more 

constructive approach to "em@ire ll to be adopted by later Utilitarians. 

One part o~ Adam Smith's and Jeremy Bentham's premises that 

seemed anti-Imperialistic had already been crystallized in"Say's Law".26 

Since this "law" posited that supply and demand were mutually created, 

it denied the existence of excess capital or production. It was Gibbon 

26Say, Jean-Baptiste (1767-1832). Published Trait~d'Economie 
Politique (1803). His theory--repudiated by Malthus, vlakefield and 
J.S. Mill--maintained IIthat supply and demand being mutually creative, 
the occurrence o~ general over-production or a general glut of 
commodities seemed impossible. Only a temporary disequilibrium of 
supply and demand of particular goods could develop and such a short
run dislocation would rectify itself automatically. If this theory was 
true, then accumulation of capital could never be in excess of 
possibilities of its employment. 1I Quoted K.E. Knorr, op. cit., p. 299 • 



Wakefield who rejected such a premise and in so doing, refuted tbe 

assumption that colonies were expendable and created the impression 

that his opponents were anti-imperialistic. While he vrorked out a 

project for systematic colonization which obviated the need for 

mercantilist protection in the belief that Britain had already 

cultivated its existing Dependencies to the limits of existing 

technology, Wakefield outlined a combinat ion of controlled colonization 

and free trading, so as to preclude the settlement of inferior land. 

Nothing could deserve the name of a colony of Great 
Britain which did not represent a11 the interests, civil 
and religious of the Mother Country which was not in fact 
a replica of England, complete in every part according to 
its proportions. 27 

Wakefield demanded "national expenditures" rather than ad hoc "in-

vestitures in trade". 

By means of the Colonial Reform Association, Wakefield and bis 

associates drew public attention to the problems of colonial adminis-

tration. Though this was subsequent to the repeal of the Navigation 

Acts, this work promoted a sentimental attachment to the idea of empire. 

Such reforms were welcomed by the Cobdenites because self-government 

implied political devolution and the reduction of administrative costs. 

Some anxiety was felt that the Association might expedite dissolution of 

27H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 58 (lS41)p. 577, Wakefield. 
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colonial connections, and its founding was endorsed by Lord Grey28 

and Lord John Russell29 only on the understanding that it vould not do 

this. 

As Wakefield's ideas were significant for Utilitarian and 

Liberal tbeory bis arguments were broadly adopted by Jo1œ. St.uart Mill, 

in fact in retrospect Mill' s views were much closer to i.fakerield 1 s ideas 

tban to Cobden's; for Mill believed tbat laissez-faire eccuo~cs had been 

over-concerned with the means of distribution and bad taken insufficient 

account of the potential of the employment field. In arguing that 

production was determined not just by capital and labour, ~·üll stressed 

that the employment factor ivaS two-fold in that it involved net only 

the expendable land of the country and its colonies, but al50 tbe 

"unseen" capacity of foreign markets to take manufactured cOImIlDdities. 

Because the demand of foreign markets in his view vas limit.ed, he argued 

that Britain was economically obliged to augment her own resources. 

The exportation of labourers and capital from old 
and new' countries, from a place where their productive 
power is less to a place where it is greater, (means 
tbat) colonization in the present state of tbe worlà 
is the best affair of business. 30 

28Grey, Henry George. 3rd Earl Grey (1802-94). Colonial Secretary 
(1846-52). First minister to endorse responsible government and first to 
introduce free trade between Great Britain and Ireland. Opposed Home Rule 
(1886). 

29Russell, Lord John. Earl Russell (1792-1878).Ccmmitted to the 
repeal of the Corn Laws (1846), succeeded Peel as Prime l'ïnister (1846-52) • 

30J.s. Mill, Principles oi' Pblitical Economy, p. 970. Quoted 
in K.E. Knorr, op. cit., p. 305. 
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Mill's IIprofessorial" approach to politics suggested that he 

was the last of the "cl assical" politieal thinkers to apply hirnself' to 

practical questions of administration. Yet this approach did not mean 

that he was objectively detached; he was to denounee with great emotion 

the brutality used in suppressing the Jamaiean Rebellion in 186'5, and 

the travesty of justice which had acquitted Governor Eyre. Invariably 

Mill felt inhibited when he considered national interests--Disraeli 

poured scorn on lIiill as the "finishing Governessll--but in experiencing 

this difficulty came to epitomize that classical liberal view of the 

state whereby the state 'faS denied any special sanctity and was held 

as responsible for its actions as any individual. 

But IIftll never developed a convincing justification of the 

state as a positive agency for social improvement, which is indicative 

of the faet that he never formally repudiated Benthamism, he merely 

widened and defined its basis to a degree. His contributions to liberal 

thinking were made at a time when he could still label the conservatives 

as the II s tupid party", and thus later readers have found his writings 

tainted with complacency.31 Bat his zeal for administrative reform 

emphasized that brand of liberalisrn which championed intellectual 

dernocraey but whieh still regarded it as suspeet--at least in its rnost 

popular forme 

31J.S. Mill, Autobiography (New York, 1948), p. 289. 



Ct 

39 

In the popular mind, the legacy of' the "anti-Corn Law League 

was the continued existence of the "Manchester School". Surprisingly 

the designation of' this "School" was not eff'ected--and th en by its 

opponents--until 1848 by which time the "anti-Corn Law League" had 

been dissolved. This largely explains why the Manchester School was 

considered to be "Protectionist" until the end of' the eighteen-thirties. 

In 1848, Disraeli--who maintained that he was a "genuine" f'ree trader--

argued that the Peelites had only sold out on the principle of' repeal 

because it was promised that Britain would negotiate reciprocal trade 

agreements with other nations. These agreements had not materialized 

and it was clear that the country had been hoodwinked by "the school 

of' Manchester" which operated on the principle of' buying cheap and 

selling dear.32 Thus the Manchester School was constituted a distinct 

collectivity by its principal adversary at a time wh en Manchester 

traders had little in common save a prof'erred respect f'or Cobden and 

Bright. John MOrley would later write:-

While it is only simpletons who disparage the real utility 
of the Manchester principles . . • it is not weIl to claim 
f'or them a higher place than belongs to a number of' empirical 
maxims . . . there are whole departments of' social institutions 
about which the Manchester School quite naturally and rightly 
never prof'essed to have anything to say.33 

32H.P.D., 3rd. Ser., Vol. 97 (1848), p. 417, Disraeli. 

33John Morley, "Home and Foreign Af'f'airs," The Fortnightly 
Review, XXXVII (April 1882), p. 504. 
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It is sometimes assumed that because members o~ the Manchester 

School had had no o~ficial correspondence with the Colonial Reformers 

in respect to Britain's "Second Empire", there was necessarily a lack 

of concern in this area. This is misleading, because there is 

evidence that the Philosophical Radicals and the Colonial Reformers 

worked assiduously togetber in the original anti-Corn Law League. It 

is difficult to identify a common denominator in Manchester theory but 

a synthesis of their views might indicate that the Manchester School 

tended to subordinate "national power" to economic wealth, whereas the 

emerging parliamentary LiberaIs might sacrifice some economic wealth to 

sus tain national prestige. Perhaps the Manchester School had been too 

closely identified with the attitudes o~ Richard Cobden. Because in the 

popular mind, Cobden had eulogized pacifist and laissez-faire principles 

it was then assumed that the Manchester School was a collectivity wholly 

sympathetic to those ideals, and the fact that in 1846 Manchester 

traders had demanded the forcing of the Elbe which the Danes had 

blockaded was easily overlooked. Cobden's premise that the efficacy of 

free trade would encourage traders to ~orce their governments to 

renounce war was derived from Ricardo, although it appears to have been 

the only idea of Ricardo--who by now had been largely discredited--that 

Cobden appears to have used.34 

34William D. Grampp, The Manchester School o~ Economies (London, 
1960), p. 9. 
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A further fallacy concerning the Manchester School has been 

the assumption that it had attacked the IlFactory Acts ll and was 

vehemently opposed to their further extension. Evidently Cobden's 

individual attitude towards these Acts was bewildering and ambiguous. 

He had criticized Lord Shaftesbury IIfor using his heart rather than his 

headll and this created the impression that Cobden had adopted a rigidly 

doctrinaire position of laissez faire. By association, therefore, the 

Manchester School was confused with this attitude, but this assumption 

is as illogical and dangerously misleading as the belief that the 

Manchester School was necessarily pacifist because of Cobden's re-

pugnance for Lord Palmerston's gunboat diplomacy. There is evidence 

that Cobden did in fact support Lord Ashleyts 1842 Factory Act but he 

did not commit himself to the extension of this Act towards other 

manufacturing establishments. 35 But supposing Cobden did at times 

regard laissez faire as a positive moral force, this did not mean that 

he postulated it as the only criterion to be used in deciding upon a 

particular measure of economic policy. There were occasions wh en Cobden 

supported economic legislation ta give the government tighter control 

of fiscal policies. In 1844, for example, Cobden had endorsed the 

Banking Act, which gave the Bank of England quasi-monopolistic powers. 36 

and the 
Grampp, 

35Ibià.., p. 91. 

36Lloyd W. Mints, A History of Banking 
United States (Chicago, 1945), p. Ill • 
op. cit., p. 105. 

Theory in Great Britain 
Quoted in William D. 
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• Cobden might well have agreed with John Stuart Mill--who had accepted 

free trade only with cautious advocacy--that a government should act 

only where individuals are not effective and should refrain from acting 

where individuals are. But when the government did act it should never 

sacrifice the principle of moral freedom to the achievement of effective 

means. Thus, if Cobden perceived that the free flow of trade might 

produce a bellicose effect he would rescind such freedom, and wh en the 

Russian government sought to borrow money on the London market he 

resisted such a move. 37 

What is perhaps frequently overlooked is that Cobden was 

personally admired by statesmen who were not associated with the 

Manchester School, or with any "anti-Imperialist" movement. On the 

occasion of Cobden's death in 1865, Disraeli rightly predicted that 

Cobden's reputation would grow with time. 38 If Cobden's premises 

concerning Empire were similar to Goldwin Smith's, at least he never 

earned Disraeli's estimation of Goldwin as a prig and a pedant ~ho 

peddled sedition. 

Cobden was understandably applauded in his own lifetime by 

all "parties" but posthumously he came to be venerated especially by 

37Richard Cobden, Speeches on Questions of Public Policy, Eds. 
J. Bright and J.E. 'l'horold. (2 Vols. London, 1870) II, p. 418 • 

• 38H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 178 (1865), p.616, Disraeli. 
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anti-imperialist radicals of the "left" --not only Or! a.crount of' his 

attitude towards international af'fairs--but because ~~ bis repudiation 

of primogeniture and such social devices as perpetua~ bierarcby. 

Even Gladstonians applauded his censure of' diplomatie teChnique and 

'muld later draw upon Cobden1s invectives wben raiTi""g against the 

principle of Realpolitik. But Gladstonians could no~ ~tend that 

Cobden supported the "Concert of Europe" in any lite:!al sense, because 

Cobden had always been repelled by the prospect or a ~surrection of 

the Congress System WJhich he f'elt too "cOnf'ining".39 

In retrospect the Manchester School was seen as a collectivity 

which had attempted ta de-emphasize the distinction which o~icialdom 

had drawn between colonial and f'oreign policy by allegedly attacking the 

aristocratie "prerogatives ll of the Foreign Office, toget.ber vith the 

"horse guards mentality" of' its Secretariat. Acco~"ta this tradition-

which anti-Imperialists publicized--the Manchester S<±.ool denounced the 

European "balance of' power" as a "phantasm" who se beI.llgerent diplomacy 

was prejudicial ta wealth and commerce. The reality ~as diff'erent however, 

the Manchester School had proved unreceptive ta the nFeace Societies" 

whicb were launcbed continuously during the nineteenté century. By 

39Donald Read, Cobden and Bright (London, 1961), p. 113. 
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• misinterpreting Cobdents view of the state as being but a merging 

section of humanity, anti-Imperialists had favoured the depiction of 

the Manchester School as an international-minded group. Cobden inter-

preted the mercantile community as a restless force and he freely 

admitted that the dull prosaic tenor of a genuinely non-belligerent 

community might enervate the individual unless industry could by itself 

find a new channel for man's combative nature. This posed a serious 

problem for Cobden who never professed the same empathy for the working 

class that Bright did. His disingenuous approacb never permitted him 

to endorse the principle of working class or middle class international 

solidarity. 

In another respect the traditional parsimony of the Manchester 

School was ecboed in Cobdents views concerning the accounting of colonial 

expenditure. However, both the "Imperialist" and "anti-Imperialist 

attitudes could be traced from a common demand for economy in public 

spending. Hume4o--last of the truly militant Radicals--was as obsessed 

with imperial economy as was Cobden, and he advocated an imperialist 

federation on the grounds that dependencies directly represented at 

Westminster would be better able to defray their administrative costs. 

Perhaps Cobden felt that su ch a federation would actually decrease 

40Hume, Joseph (1777-1855). Last of the Radical "Leaders". 

• Encouraged repeal of laws prohibiting emigration • 
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colonial economy rather than improve it and he objected to Hume's 

argument on the grounds that dependencies might contaminate the 

Imperial Government itself. In fact after the original system of 

Imperial preferences had been abandoned, the relative expense of 

governing the Empire had diminished rapidly and the argument that 

Britain could not pay for what remained rang rather hollow. Neverthe

less Cobden's attitude is illustrative of his way of expressing a moral 

idea by means of a mate rial solution. But it should be emphasized that 

Cobden adopted a fundamentally moral approach to international questions 

and this approach took precedence over the rigid doctrine of non

intervention. In any case Cobden did not speak for the Manchester 

School as a whole, because in spite of Disraeli's original witticism, 

the term was a misnomer because at the best it could only denote a 

class of traders, rather than a mentality. 

The Fbst-Cobdenite Fragmentation of Liberalism 

It may be now appropriate to consider the Imperial question 

itself in relation to the Liberal Party as a whole. Liberalism has 

been described as a "starting point" rather than an "end", and it is 

therefore presumptuous to associate it with any particular concept of 

empire. This problem of defining liberalism was compounded for late 

Victorians, many of whom came increasingly to agree with John Morley 

that after 1874, "their age was characteristically and cardinally an 
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epoch of transition in the very foundations of belief and conduct.,,41 

The genesis of liberalism had occurred long before its attain

ment to respectability as a political party although as recently as 

the early nineteenth century liberalism had been synonymous with 

anarchy. In the eighteenth century writings of John Locke and the 

Empiricists, the functions of the state had been interpreted as minimal. 

Yet by the middle of the nineteenth century it was inevitable 

that political theory should become adjusted in accorlance with a 

changing concept of society which under the influence of the organic 

implications of "Social-Darwinism" was beginning to emphasize 

"collectivist" needs. This was in contradistinction to the emphatic 

dignity of the individual which "liberalism" had traditionally wished 

to preserve as a self-reliant societal unit. 

By contrast, Conservatives--who had admittedly "leapt in the 

dark" on the occasion of the Second Reform Bill in 1867--did not feel as 

obliged to theorize as had the Liberals. Conservatives felt no parallel 

obligation to try to systematize or comprehend the totality of political 

truth. To Conservatives, "Empire" posed an historical problem, but it 

did not pose the ethical predicament that it created for Liberals. 

41John Morley, The Fortnightly Review,XXI (April, 1874), p. 437 • 
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Conservatives were generally satisfied with Disraeli's succinct 

observation that imperialism represented "the sublime instinct of an 

ancient people." 

The Utilitarians were undoubtedly influential in the develop

ment of "imperialist" theory within liberal thinking. They had in turn 

developed implicit political ideas of the English Empiricists who had 

been peculiarly concerned with social criticism. Nevertheless, the 

notions of "natural rights" which wes an integral part of the Lockean 

enlightenment had never extensively permeated the body of English 

political thinking. In fact, Liberals of the post-Second Reform Act 

period depended more upan Burke--whom they considered authoritative 

upon Imperial matters--than upon Locke. But Burke's political temperament 

had been essentially passionate, and it wes not alweys appropriate to 

resolve, or even approach imperial questions by means of Burkeian 

terminology if such questions--being of an abstract character--could 

have been more satisfactorily pased in the more rational idiom of 

Jefferson or Rousseau. Thus through a common respect for Burke, 

Liberals and Conservatives have never been in any fundamental quarrel 

about the need to maintain the character of the British Constitution, 

even if they might have disagreed over its premises. Both parties have 

been notably free from continental determinism and have drawn their 

prime inspiration from the growth and exposition of the English "Connnon 
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Law". On the eve of the Imperialist controversy however, Liberalism 

perhaps began to have misgivings at the dominance of an hereditary elite 

in political life over commercial interests. Its interpreters began to 

place a greater emphasis upon public opinion as a necessary endorsement 

of political action. LiberaIs began to see free trade as something 

more than an economically sound policy. 'rhey were not yet beset by 

suspicions that in a world of changing indus trial patterns, rigid 

retention of free trade might be a harbinger of uncertainty. Instead 

they projected it as a panacea for resolving existing 

rivalries. This assumption lay at the heart of Cobdenism although even 

within his lifetime Cobden had placed no such axiomatic confidence in 

free trade. 

When LiberaIs attempted to define among themselves, the premises 

upon which Imperialism might be based, they found it impossible to attain 

a simple consensus. liTas Imperialism simply a legitimate nationalism 

"writ large" on a broader territorial canvas or was it a national 

excrescence? Most LiberaIs would agree that as a United Kingdom, Britain 

was not a "nation state". Britain had no "irredentist" national tradition 

and the coincidence of the state and nation in England could represent 

onlya temporaryaberration. 42 Those LiberaIs who imagined that "peace, 

42A. CObban, Ideas and Beliefs of the Victorians, p. 329 • 
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retrenchment and reform" represented a positive policy were under-

standably repelled by the thought that Imperialism would emphasize the 

state at the expense of the individual. Some radical Liberais; e.g. 

Charles Dilke, did attempt to abstract Imperialism and define it in 

terms of a new raciology, although this necessitated constant revision. 

To a few LiberaIs, Disraeli's romantic concept of imperium et libertas 

became an inspiration although to Gladstone and the rank and file of 

his Party it represented a contradiction in terms. 

It was inevitable that, as the experience of popular de~ocracy 

unfolded, LiberaIs be compel1ed to focus their attention increasingly 

upon the techniques of government and less upon abstract speculation. 

Until 1870, sorne Libera1s--such as John Mor1ey--were uncertain vnether 

even a mu1ti-party system was necessary. Morley described the 

traditional party system as deadening and dispersing "the political 

energies, the patriotic sympathies, the civil impulses, of the nation 

at large."43 Attitudes to su ch questions as Church Disestablisfiment 

seemed more important and divisive than party label. In little more 

than a decade imperial questions had become predominant issues and 

reactions to these questions created at least four "groups" .. '"itbin 

the Liberal Party. The "Whig" circle still enjoyed privileges by 

43John Morley, 1I01d Parties and New POlicy,1I Tne Fort!iigbtly 
Review, XXI (September, 1868), p. 325 . 
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"rul e of thumb" on imperial matters although their authority wes to be 

increasingly challenged by such Radicals as Dilke and Chamberlain. 44 

Sorne of these Whigs adopted a "forward" approach to Empire and remained 

1ess perturbed by ramifications of imperial expansion. wrd 

Hartington45 1ed this group and he received moral support from both 

grandees and hurnanitarians. 

The bu1k of the Liberal Party however might well be described 

as "Moderates" who on domestic and colonial matters found the pragmatism 

of Gladstone congenial. For the most part they were made up of 

representatives of the provincial middle class but they a1so included 

such Whigs as Ripok6and Granville. 47 A third group comprised energetic 

radicals who valued the work of the Colonial Reforrners but whose views 

frequently reflected--even if subconsciously--the notions of "externa1" 

44John Vincent, The Formation of the Liberal Party 1857-1868 
(London, 1966), .pp. 246-250. 

45Cavendish, Spencer Compton, Lord Hartington. 8th Duke of 
Devonshire. (1833-1908). Leadervf the Liberals in House of Commons 
(1875-86); Secretary of State for India (1880-85); founded Liberal 
Unionists (1886); joined Salisbury Coalition as President of Council 
(1895-1902). (Liberal Unionist). 

46Robinson, Frederic John. lst Marquis of Ripon (1827-1909). 
Viceroyof India (1880-84), when he encouraged limited self-government; 
Colonial Secretary (1892-95); Liberal Leader House of wrds (1905-08). 
(Liberal) • 

47Granvi11e, George. 2nd Earl Granville (1815-91). Inept 
Foreign Secretary under Gladstone (1870-74, 1880-85). (Liberal) . 
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and. "internaltl Social Darwinism (inf'ra chapter 3). The more 

articulate of these, e.g. Dilke and Chamberlain, were given minor 

ministerial posts in Gladstone's Second Administration. This group, 

which--prior to l886--might be called tlanti-imperialistictl was 

articulate but heterogeneous in composition. And f'ourthly, these were 

the recalcitrant anti-Imperialists or "Little Englanders" who spoke 

in the idiom of' Cobden and Bright as if' "Manchesterism" carried the 

authority of' dogme. Some of' these anti-Imperialists e.g. John Morley 

and Wilf'red Lawson,4a emphasized moral responsibility in imperial af'f'airs 

to a degree that embarrassed Gladstone, while others of' this group, su ch 

as Henry Labouchere,because of' an irresponsible iconoclasm which they 

displayed towards almost aIl aspects of' the political establishment, 

were weIl inf'ormed but proved singularly unhelpf'ul. 

Gladstone had been instrumental in creating the modern Liberal 

Party by ef'f'ecting a political union of' Peelites, Whigs and Radicals. 

But it had been largely the f'avour of' the Cobdenite Radicals that had 

carried him to the leadership of' that party in pref'erence to other Whigs. 

Intellectually and emotionally, he was a complex f'igure who never 

compartmentalized political parties completely, at times he would applaud 

a policy because it was both "liberal" and "conservative". But at times 

48Lawson, Sir Wilf'red (1829-1906). 
1 

ance advocate. Supported disestablishment, 
Lords, disarmament. (Liberal). 

English radical and temper
abolition of' the House of' 
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Gladstone's exposition of policy seemed so devious that Beatrice Webb 

would later define Imperialism as "Gladstone's sentimental Christianity 

combined vith the blackguardism of a Rhodes or a Jameson.,,49 Gladstone's 

contradictions constituted a maze of complexity: "He was a Dissenter 

who vas always explaining away his dissent, though still more his 

agreement; a Radical who preferred the company of aristocrats."50 

Althougb he vas capable of extraordinary concentration on the minutiae 

of finance it was because of his extraordinarily intellectualized 

sentiments that Gladstone tended to focus on one great problem at a time. 

Tbus Gladstone might employ terminology specifically related to the 

proble~ of' Irish Home Rule when dealing with a wholly external imperial 

question. 

Gladstone sustained within the Liberal Party the awareness of a 

sense of European identity, which he verbalized as the "Concert of 

Europell. Without Gladstone this "Concert "would have been seldom 

mentioned but as Salisbury observed,. because his implicit faith in the 

"morality" of the Concert made him almost an apostle of universal 

interf'erence aIl too often Gladstone only succeeded in uniting the Concert 

49Beatrice and Sydney Webb, Our Partnership (London,1948),p.190. 

50A.J.P. Taylor, The Troublemakers (London, 1957), p.6O • 
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against Britain. 51 Gladstone's implicit faith in the "public law" of 

Europe perhaps divided him from the Manchester School; but, unlike 

Cobden, he could never decide whether sanity and diplomacy rested with 

the people or with the aristocracy, lIall too often it had to deal with 

whether he was fighting an election."52 

MOral scruples tended to fortify Gladstone's political principles 

but not his political decisions. Thus in Egypt, Gladstone submitted to 

the interests of the bondholders, but wh en he later sought to extricate 

himself from this quicksand he tried to deal directly with the Porte 

rather than in Concert with the great European powers. His Mîdlothian 

Campaign (1879-80) contained suggestions which implied a need for 

Britain's unilateral intervention, and if implemented would have con-

stituted a IIpseudo John Bullism" in Bulgarian affairs. 53 In the popular 

liberal mind Gladstone's addresses when read in retrospect were inter-

preted as implying non-intervention. Stead felt Gladstone had been 

misrepresented in this regard and quoted Gladstone as affirming that 

"what 1s called the Manchester School has never ruled the foreign policy 

of this country, never during a Conservative Government, and never 

51Ibid., p.70. G.Cecil, Life of Salisbury, Vol. 3, p. 136. 

52 Ibid., Chapter III. 

53R.T. Shannon, Gladstone and the Bulgarian Agitation 1876 
(London, 1963), p. 273· 
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especially during a Liberal Government."54 While the eclectic 

dissertations which characterized the Midlothian Campaign have been 

regarded as the expression of his political apotheosis, they seem quite 

incoherent and are generally written off as the aberrent features· of a 

great intellect. 55 Gladstone's radical promises were reminiscent of 

Cobden in that they appealed to economy and to the equal rights of aIl 

nations, but his appeal to the Concert of Europe wes not of Cobden's 

tradition. 

Gladstone construed judicial control of imperial affairs not 

as a field for Benthamite experimentation, but as a responsibility 

which should confol~i to the uncodified principles of the common law. 

This ~~y have been because he believed that nascent British communities 

would eventually be the dominant communities in time to come. Gladstone's 

belief in free trade was Burkeian rather than Mancunian. Frequently 

Gladstone feigned ignorance of Cobdenite radicalism, as if the comparative 

simplicity of Cobdenism was beyond his comprehension. Castigating 

mercantilism Gladstone noted that, "through a wise and salutory neglect, 

a generous nature has been suffered to take her own way to perfection." 

54Pall MalI Gazette, January 2, 1885. 

55A.J.P. Taylor, op. cit., p. 85. 



55 

Sometimes Gladstone's doctrinaire regard for the sanctity of trade made 

him unsympathetic to a change in the imperial chain of command even if 

this meant only minor constitutional adjustments in changed circumstances. 

Rence his reluctance to accede to the Australasian demand that would 

have necessitated rescinding the 1850 Australia Government Act. 56 But, 

although Gladstone believed that in the long run colonists could work 

things out best for tbemselves, he heartily endorsed much of the work 

of the Colonial Reformers. Although he did not always abide by them, 

Gladstone defined two limitations to colonization: avoidance of nominal 

or fictitious claims and consideration of native interests. 

Gladstone did not repudiate either lIinformal ll or "formal" 

advance and therefore it is difficult to either synopsize or delineate 

his career within the historiography that depicted attitudes as either 

"for" or "against" Empire. Even the function of the Chartered Companies 

he interpreted as harmonious with traditional "informal ll techniques. 

This explains bis compliance with the first of these Chartered Companies-

the British Borneo Company--in 1882. When accused of being an accessory 

to formal annexation, Gladstone replied that lire je ct ion of the Charter 

meant gratuitous observance of doctrinaire principles. 1I This suggests 

that there was distinct adversity in the Rouse of Commons to the 

56R.P.D., 2nd Ser., Vol. 108 (1850), p. 595, Gladstone. 
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acceptance of new territorial liabilities of any kind. When Gladstone 

was accused of "sailing too close to the wind", Gladstone denied the 

suggestion by assuring the Rouse that "the legal certification of 

trading activity would always overpour the boundaries of empire."57 

It was in 1835 that Gladstone, as Colonial Under Secretary, 

had first acknowledged Wakefield's "signal ability". But at this time, 

his tendency towards political paternalism prevented him from 

distinguishing "responsible government" from full independence. 58 

Gladstone' s ideas vere perhaps influenced by his image of a "Magna 

Graecia" insofar as Colonies would always be linked by sentiment. Only 

gradually would Gladstone jettison his visions for the planting of an 

aristocracy and an Established Church in the Colonies: 

We cannot stamp the image of England on the colonies like 
a coat of arms on wax. For aIl true, genuine, wholesome 
and permanent resemblance, we must depend upon a law 
written not on stone but on the fleshly tablets of a 
heart. It must be wrought wholly through a free will 
and the affections of the colonial commUnity.59 

The Anti-Imperialism of John MOrley 

Of aIl the LiberaIs who extracted and systematized the "anti-

Imperialist" aspects of' Gladstone's work, clearly his biographer John 

57H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 367 (1882), p. 1188, W.E. Gladstone. 

58H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 39 (1837), p. 1454, W.E. Gladstone. 

59H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 106 (1849), p. 992, W.E. Gladstone. 
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Morley stands out as the most articulate. MOrley and Gladstone's 

personalities were complementary; both developed an obsession for 

Home Rule inasmuch as they alleged Home Rule to provide a synthesis 

of aIl subordinate reform movements. Both appealed to the "Nonconformist 

Conscience" although Morley might be described as a "Nonconformist 

without Christianity." In his early writings, Morley appeared to draw 

inspiration from the "great men" theory of history and this perhaps 

might explain why he has been accused of adopting a sycophantic 

attitude towards Gladstone. What possibly caused MOrley to become 

Gladstone's closest confidante was his similar approach to politics, 

Le., his obsession with resolving only "one question at a time." 

For Morley, Gladstone had the "spirit of system," he was the one leader 

who could extract order and unit Y from fragmented policies. 

Morley's quest for an aIl embracing "system" made him 

necessarily indecisive as a statesman. "r am a cautious Whig by 

temperament, a sound Liberal by training, a thorough Radical by 

observation and experience." 60 But in his writings, Morley scrutinized 

the presumptions of late Victorian Liberalism. He synthesized the 

classical "atomized" fragment of earlier individual writers and linked 

them to the "collectivist" premises upon which the notion of an organic 

society rested. But although Morley conceded that the individual member 

60The Times, September 17, 1885. 
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o~ society was an evolved product o~ nature, Morley rejected the notion 

o~ "natural rights", which he believed to be essentially alien to 

English Liberalism. Because nature gave land to the strongest tribe 

he denied that "natural rights" could be employed as a priori truth upon 

which political theory could be structured. 61 This academic distinction 

obliged MOrley to repudiate Rousseau whom he criticized ~or devising 

a single system which could be arbitrarily imposed upon aIl society. 

Each national community had its own unique and complex tangle of social 

development. 

MOrley came to place such importance upon the individual wbom 

he alleged to be philosophically "~ree", that he has--in sorne o~ his 

work, e.g. On Compromise--been accused o~ sponsoring an "elitism". 

At first, Morley's emphasis upon the natural advantages o~ an "elite" 

made him very early in his li~e advocate an active foreign and imperial 

policy. In f'act Morley came close to neo-Hegelianism: the "elite" 

would help to activate the "national will".62 Thus at an impressionable 

stage o~ his li~e, Morley never identif'ied himsel~ with the middle class 

in the way which Cobden and Bright had done. He believed that this 

"neglect" later permitted him to identi~y more closely with the working 

class even though he could not endorse its academic demands when he 

61J. Morley to J. Chamberlain, January 6, 1885. Quoted in 
D.A. Hamer, John Morley, Intellectual in Politics, p. 153 • 

62John Morley, The Fortnightly Review, VIII(September,1867),p.363. 
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felt that it was anti-imperialistic. 

For a long while I.brley attempted to systematize alternatives 

for political action. He searcbed for IIrepresentative" general questions 

which, although they did not constitute an entire "system" of political 

thought, would at least depict ~~gments of an entire situation. By 

focusing on these fragments he at least acquired the "habit" of a system 

without acquiring the system itself. For such representative questions 

to serve his need, it was necessary that they related to the notion of 

liberty as a whole as well as have appeal for the greatest possible 

number of Radicals. 

Through the National Educational League, Morley had been drawn 

to active politics Many years before his entry into Parliament. Ris 

association with this League had been the cause of his initial 

acquaintance with Chamberlain. Ynen ~brley subsequently became con-

vinced that the work of that League bad been nullified by the Education 

Act's celebrated Twenty-fifth Clause--whicb gave Anglicans control of 

public education--he turned to Disestablishment as a possible alternative 

"question" to unite Radicals. ~.brley began to interpret Liberalism as 

essentially hostile to deno~~ationalism and he even proposed Goldwin 

Smith as the leader of such a Disestablishment ~bvement.63 

63J. t~rley to F. Harrison, September 26, 1873. Quoted in 
D.A. Ramer, op. cit., p. 107. 



60 

As a speculative publicist, Morley soon appreciated Chamberlain's 

ability as a party manager and he endeavoured to project bimself as an 

"Adam Smith ll onto Chamberlain's "Pitt" or as a "Burke ll onto Chamberlain's 

"Rockingbam".64 By 1882, it was becoming only too obvious by virtue of 

this very analogy, that Morley had transferred his primary attention from 

Disestablishment to anti-Imperialism. Anti-Imperialism was not concerned 

with any single, all-embracing, "great question ll
, although the focal point 

of his anti-Imperialist obsession was to be Home Rule. Morleyts 

subsequent preoccupation with Ireland and Empire inevitably destroyed 

his partnership with Chamberlain. As a public admlnistrator, Chamberlain 

invariably thought not in terms of systematic theory but of political 

programs by which various social grievances might be grouped together. 

But MOrley continued to think only in terms of a single great 

"question" and his political estrangement from Chamberlain was complete 

when Morley saw in anti-Imperialism a "positive ll idea through which 

English public opinion might be educated. r~rley began to view anti-

Imperialism as a crusade which might weld Liberalism to the interests 

of the working class; not only did it give Liberalism a clear cut sense 

of "r ight" and "wrongll
, it also projected an historical continuity. 

64J. Morley to J. Chamberlain, December 9, 1875. Quoted in 
Ibid., p. 115. 
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He thought that an ambivalent attitude to Imperialism constituted in 

itself an obstacle to progress: 

So long as Imperialism is placed ~irst and ~oremost in 
such a position as to attract to itsel~ the interest, 
the ~orce, the intellect o~ statesmen o~ the public 
wel~are, re~orm in any large or serious sense, or 
re~orm o~ the arrangements and institutions o~ the 
country, becomes impossible. 65 

It was be~itting that external issues rather than negative 

domestic issues, were to "integrate" Gladstonian Liberals. Whereas 

both Gladstone and Morley were suspicious o~ the encroachment o~ the 

state upon public questions and were aware o~ the narrowing limits o~ 

what voluntary e~~ort could do in the ~ace o~ government control, 

the Irish Question posited no such di~~iculty. The Irish Question, 

which required ~irm government action could be structured and 

abstracted as something essentially "just" and "progressive". 

Paradoxically, the Home Rule crisis even strengthened Morley's own 

position within the Party, i~ only because according to his own 

estimate, Morley had not compromised himself. In 1890 Schnadhorst, 

the Liberal Caucus manager who had de~ected ~our years earlier ~rom 

Chamberlain, had even predicted that this advantage would enable 

Morley to perhaps become leader o~ the Liberal Party,66 although this 

65The Times, January 20, 1889. 

66John Morley, Recollections, Vol. l, p. 237 • 
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advantage was to become a handicap when the Second Home Rule Bill 

failed in 1892. Thereafter MOrley consistently referred to the coercive 

measures that had been used in the Irish as a reminder to the English 

working class of what a Tory government was capable of doing. 

Morley had vainly hoped that by the time the Home Rule issue 

was removed from the political scene, the Liberal Party would have 

structured remaining problems into very coherent patterns with priorities 

already having been decided upon. Yet his approach to these other 

problems, e.g., specifie labour questions, suggests that he was really 

quite unfamiliar with them. He spoke of "the vast grim world of manual 

labour" and of the possibility of whether legislation could effectively 

deal with any of these problems. Because he had never believed that a 

government could control tides and currents, he could not see how 

arguments involving wages or hours of work were "party" questions at 

all. The only possible answer was a partial dismantling of the existing 

centralized bureaucracy on the assumption that locally elected bodies 

understood local necessities. 67 

In spite of his condescending attitude MOrley was genuinely 

admired by leaders of the "New Liberals H
, e.g., Haldane, Asquith and 

even Grey. But Morley seemed unwilling to reject individualism and to 

67The Times, November 20, 1889 • 



• structure a fundamentally new political philosophy on the basis of 

collectivism. Indeed since the death of Bradlaugh,68 MOrley was reputed 

to be the most conspicuous exponent of individualism in the country. 

With the ultimate failure of Home Rule, in 1892 MOrley returned to an 

unadulterated "Cobdenism" which had always seemed a vehicle of social 

progress to him and which at this late period seemed still to offer 

a viable "system". Home Rule was finally lost as a unifying issue when, 

in 1898, the Irish Nationalists accepted local government reform from 

the Liberal Unionists. By then, MOrley was obliged to interpret the 

Liberal Party as only a "coalition of interests". It was to be its 

new "anti-Imperialist" leader--Sir Henry campbell-Bannerman69_-whO in 

the end would persuade Morley to agree that many shades of opinion 

had to be tolerated within the Party. This was a significant 

admission to extract from MOrley who had long thought that the greatest 

danger that could overtake the Liberal Party was not to be in electoral 

defeat, but rather in its having "shallow and inconsistent convictions."70 

68Bradlaugh, Charles (1833-91). English secularist and social and 
political reformer. Advocating such "advanced" views as birth control, 
he was elected Radical M.P. for Northampton, but was excluded from the 
House until 1886. (Radical). 

69Campbell-Bannerman, Sir Henry (1836-1908). M.P. (1868-1908); 
Secretary for War (1886), (1892-95); Prime Minister (1905-08); led 

"pro-Boer" faction when he publicly denounced Milner's "methods of 
barbarism". Advocated arbitration of international disputes and limit
ation of armaments. Granted responsible government to Boers after con
clusion of the South African War. (Liberal). 

70The Times, January 31, 1895. 
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Morley dramatized the dilermna of' aIl "Little Englanders" who 

placed total emphasis upon the "f'reedom" aspect of' "classical ll liberalism. 

Change could not be imposed: it could only anticipate due organic 

evolution. It has been remarked that in spite of' bis intellectuality, 

Morley never went beyond John Stuart Mill, whose writings he had already 

mastered bef'ore he reached middle age, although aIl the great events 

of' his lif'e were to happen af'ter he bad reached that point. 71 

Other Prominent Anti-Imperialists 

Apart f'rom John Morley, the most obvious link between the 

"Moderates" within the Liberal Party and the anti-Imperialists was Sir 

William Harcourt. In Gladstonets last Administration (1892-94), Harcourt 

and John lI..orley were--with Gladstone--thought to be the "last of' the 

Manchester men".72 Early in his lif'e, Harcourt had broken with his 

Anglican Tory background to become an Erastian Whig and perhaps 

"Erastianism" was one of' the f'ew concepts--apart f'rom tbat of' inter-

national law--which Harcourt accepted with conviction. It explained his 

predilection f'or Disestablishment in Ireland and a certain sympathy f'or 

Disestablishment in England itself'; a ref'orm which would prove attractive 

71Holmes-Laski Letters 1916-1935, I, 1953, p. 751. Quoted in 
D.A. Hamer, op. cit., p. 379. 

72A.G. Gardiner, Lif'e of' Vlilliam Vernon Harcourt, vol. 2, p. 78. 
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to almost aIl ItLittle Englanders lt
• 

Harcourt construed Europe as having developed since the early 

part of the nineteenth cent ury on the basis of nationality and he 
-' 

therefore used Itnationalism lt
, rather than Itinternationalismll

, as a 

basis for his anti-Imperialism. But Harcourt regarded the essence of 

Imperialism as militarism. A strong aversion for Napoleon III caused 

bim--unlike some of tbe English intellectuals--to sympathize with 

Germany in the Franco-Prussian War. He freely boasted that it had 

been the Itldeologues lt who had ruined France, and that it was clearly 

the ItPhilistines lt who had made England. 73 Harcourt's repugnance for 

war caused him to extol the memory of Sir Robert Walpole, whom he 

believed not to have been corrupt but merely willing Itto pay fools to 

do what wise men told them." Harcourt took comfort from Chamberlain's 

observation that ItLittle Englandlt wes not a term of reproach, but that 

it only meant a particular view of policy. 

Altbough disinterested in abstract political tbeory--Harcourt 

looked upon Jobn Stuart Mill as the most unsound of all authorities on 

finance and economics--be had definite views on the reform of the British 

Constitution wbich he sbared with anti-Imperialists. In fact, be was 

an avid student of the growth of Englisb political institutions, and 

73Ibid., Vol. 2, p. 142. 
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while he believed that the House o~ Lords was incapable o~ re~orming 

itself, he held that the Executive should act .~tb Barliament as a 

coadjutor. This was illustrative of the fact that all anti-Imperialists 

held that the Commons should focus debate on the merit of Imperial 

expansion and on any Cabinet decisions having ta do ~th military or 

administrative re~orm. 

Harcourt ~reely admitted that he was a thoroughly eighteenth-

century man in disposition and sentiment who ao:?lorred "PaIl Mallism" 

and sensationalism of aIl kinds. A cynical yet compassionate man, 

Harcourt would probably have succeeded Gladstone as Liberal Leader had 

it not been for the sudden popularity o~ Lord Rosebery. He was perhaps 

more aware of the moral inconsistencies of Gladstonianism than any of 

the other LiberaIs, and his admission that Welseley's action at Tel-el-

Kebir was a question of "butcher and boIt" was indicative of the cow;prom-

ised position o~ the "moderate" wing o~ the Liberal Party. (infra chapter 

6). But his inability to sympathize genuinely with the position of the 

Irish Nationalists disenchanted those anti-Impe~ialists who teok Home 

Rule seriously. In November 1886, Harcourt told ~'Drley that "nine 

people out of ten think Ireland a bore and would gladly turn to some-

thing else,"74 Seldom vindictive--and often compromising as he was 

.li th respect to the imperialist iving of the Libe~l Party, and especially 

74w.v. Harcourt to J. Morley, November 20, 1886. Quoted in 
D.A. Hamer, op. cit., p. 229. 
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to Joseph Chamberlain on the occasion o~ the enquiry into the Jameson 

Raid--Harcourt himself assured the premature end o~ a public career 

that never quite attained greatness. 

Of aIl the anti-Imperialists, Sir Wil~rid Lawson was the most 

consistent "Cobdenite" although the narrow tenacity with which he pursued 

Cobdenism suggested his unwillingness to see an idea grow. 75 Cobden 

he regarded as the greatest Englishman o~ the nineteenth century and he 

was so grieved by his death that he noted lIevery succeeding year which 

goes over our heads is a ~resh testimony o~ the soundness o~ his ~ree

trade gospel."76 Lawson once intimated that his reading o~ Adam Smith 

had provided him with the only education he had ever received. 

Lawson accepted ~reely his label as a IILittle Englander" which 

he believed aptly summarized his ~orty-years career in the Rouse o~ 

Commons. It is possible that Lawson introduced more Resolutions in 

Imperial debates than any other member. Invariably he spoke during a 

Second Reading o~ a Bill because he believed that that was the occasion 

when he could best discuss underlying principle o~ the issue involved. 

In 1880 Lawson moved an Address Tor Bartle Frere's recall--whom Harcourt 

would calI a IIprancing pro-consul"--only two days a~ter the new government 

75G.W.E. Russell, Sir Wilfrid Lawson, A Memoir,(London, 1910), 
p. 116 . 
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had met and he was one o~ perhaps three o~ ~our radicals who protested 

against a policy that he alleged to be "unwise , impoli tic, ignoble and 

unjust." 

Eighteen years later Lawson Ivas to tell the House o~ Commons 

that it had degenerated into an "Army and Nevy Stores l1
, whose main 

~unctions were to vote whatever supplies might be asked ~or, and to 

rati~y and register the results o~ mysterious campaigns.77 But the 

voci~erous popular support ~or the South Arrican War gave Lawson's 

radical conscience a shock ~rom which it did not recover. In 1901, 

he wrote o~ his entry into the Cornmons ~orty-~our years earlier: III 

was a Little Englander then and l am a Little Englander now, not believing 

that it is really essential to our national harmony, glory, all 

prosperity, to plunder and destroy other nations with whom we think 

~it to quarrel. 1178 

In retrospect, Lawson revealed many o~ the ~ailings of the 

IILittle Englander" arguments. In spite of a sense o~ humour he lacked 

pliancy; his mind was so tenaciously literal that he always saw the 

contrasts of this life as greater than they really were. He was scarcely 

able to observe the child grow into a man without suggesting it was 

77A.P. Thornton, The Imperial Idea and Its Enemies (London, 
1959), p. 98· 

78G.W.E. Russell, op. cit., p. (240). 



• 

• 

69 

inconsistent. "This explains his approach to the British Empire f'or 

grmn.ng as it did, and why he wanted to see it reduced so that it might 

be governed on the abstract principles of' Radicalism. 79 

But of' aIl the anti-Imperialists who objected to the theory of' 

"collectivism" as a necessary social and economic ref'orm, Leonard Courtney 

was perhaps the most intransigent. He was an implacable individualist, 

who by temperament was nearer to Bentham and Cobden than to Bright. 

Courtney believed that not only was political economy a science, but it 

also af'f'orded invaluable guidance in the conduct of' private af'f'airs. 

Norley evidently admired his view, and believed that on economic matters 

Courtney was more practical than John Stuart Mill. It was Courtney who, 

in his youth, had written the Times' obituary of' Richard Cobden. Working 

under the scrutiny of' Delaney, then its Editor, Courtney had noted that 

"Cobden had def'ects in his early training; that his notion of' the state 

was little more than that of' a machine to secure the punctual observance 

of' commercial relations. 80 

It was Courtney's f'inancial acumen which initially attracted 

him to Gladstone, who had invited him to the Treasury Bench as an Under

Secretary as early as 1880. Courtney accepted this invitation but only 

79Ibid., p. 116. 

80G.P.Gooch, Life of' Leonard Courtney (London, 1920), p. 80 • 



• 

• 

10 

on condition that he absent himself from any vote on the Transvaal. 81 

Prior to this, Courtney had supported Dilke's motion to censure 'Bartle 

Frere; on which occasion he advanced the thesis that all the ills in 

South Africa could be attributed to the 1817 annexation of the 

Transvaal. 

Courtney--along with Bright--was virtually the only noted anti-

Imperialist to defect formally from the Liberal Party. However, 

Courtney's departure had been pre-determined by his preference for a 

system of minority or proportional representation that had been dis-

regarded in Dilke's Redistribution Act of 1884. In point of fact, 

Courtney had approved of Gladstone's policy in Ireland between 1880 and 

1885 both in respect to remedial and repressive measures, and he was to 

give John l-brley full support for his remedial measures when Morley was 

Irish Secretary between 1892 and 1895. Later,on becoming Chairman of the 

South African Conciliation Committee, Courtney severed all relations 

with the Unionist Party. 

It was Courtney's anti-Imperialist preoccupation with South 

Africa that clearly identified him with the "Little Englanders" and it 

.. Tas in this context that Courtney was to describe Milner as a "lost 

81L. Courtney to W.G. Gladstone, December 25, 1880. Quoted in 
Ibid., p. 160 • 
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mind. 1I Courtney argued that instead of' preventing anarchy, Britain 

was creating it. 82 But in his indictment of' British policy, Courtney 

was amongst the f'irst to detect the element of' f'inancial speculation 

in British Imperialism which he came to label as "Ernporialismll
• 83 

If there is a common denominator or intellectual thread that 

links the arguments and presumptions of' Radical anti-Imperialists it 

is a vague antipathy f'or socialism and Anglicanism and an uncritical 

reverence--Courtney excepted--f'or Cobdenism. Berhaps the factor most 

common to aIl was an almost unquestioned belief in the "natural" rights 

of' representative institutions. AlI these amorphous traits were weIl 

epitomized in the irreverent career of Henri Labouchere. (supra, p.13). 

Like Lawson, Labouchere made some contributions to almost every debate 

on imperial matters although his "anti-Imperialism" was perhaps less 

doctrinaire than La'VlSon' s. 

Salisbury once intimated that he used Labouchere's remarks to 

f'end off Bismarck's invitations to join the Triple Alliance. 84 Early 

in his public career Labouchere derided Disraeli's "Imperialismll as 

"swagger abroad and inaction at home." He considered colonies as 

82~., p. 176. 

83A.P. Thornton, op. cit. , p. 35. 

84 A.J.P. Taylor, op. cit. , p.15. 
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• injuriously expensive. As early as 1868, Labouchere's ~btion--that the 

Estimates for the Diplomatie and Consular Services should be separately 

itemized on the Supply Estimates as a whole--was carried by a margin of 

four votes and gave l'Émbers the re af ter an opportunity to question the 

Foreign Office on what it bad been doing. 85 By a similar margin 

eighteen years later, Labouchere barely failed to pass what would have 

been an even more signi:fieant l'btion--"that it was neither just nor 

expedient to contract en~ments involving great national responsibilities, 

or to add territories to the Zmpire without Parliamentary knowledge and 

consent. Il Predictably, Gladstone argued against this plea on the grounds 

that it made the Legislative superior to the Executive bran ch of 

Government.86 

Labouchere's politieal ideas in respect to the domestic seene 

sheds light on other premises he held. Like other IILittle Englanders ll
, 

L8.bouchere was as "anti-'lbry" as he was lIanti-Socialist ll
j in fact he 

suspected that both Tbryism and Soeialism represented an illiberal 

paternalisme Competition was a principle of social existence, and to 

denounce it by decrying the ~atural inequaI ity of man was in Labouchere's 

view as harmful as to perpetuate distinctions by the artificial 

85A.P. TI1ornton, op. eit., p. 85. 

86H.P.D., 3rd. Ser., Vol. 303 (1886), p. 1408, Labouchere. 

1 Division List (March 19). 108 Ayes to 112 Noes. 
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ine~uality of rank. A government should not assume any moral 

obligation to sus tain the weak, although--and here he modified tbe 

Spencerian notion of Social Darwinism--it might iegitimately intervene 

to prevent such abuse of opportunity as might result from the nat~~ 

business relations of employers and employees. In debate with Eynàman, 

Labouchere declared: "there are Individualists and there are Collect-

ivists. Modern Radicalism, l would point out to you, recognizes tais 

perfectly. • • • MOdern Radicalism is in favour of both Collectivi~ 

and Individualism."87 

Labouchere even argued that he found nothing basically wrong ~ 

the political philosophy of Lord Rosebery--the arch-Imperialist o~ 

the Liberals--and on being ~uestioned on this very subject described 

Rosebery as having "borrowed from Socialism its large, general con

ception of municipal life, and from Individualism to take its spirit 

of self-respect and self-reliance in aIl practical affairs."88 This 

is illustrative of the difficulty of relating nineteenth centu-ry anti

Imperialism to any exclusive, or even distinctive attitude towaràs so~ial 

reforme Whi1e anti-Imperialists certainly believed in a measure of 

social reform--which they al1egedly retarded Imperialism--it might he 

reasonable to assume that no nineteenth century anti-Imperialist 

87A. Thoro1d, The Life of Henry Labouchere (London, 1913), p. (419) • 

88Ibid., p. (420). 
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rejected the "classical" liberal veneration of the "individual". 

In his celebrated debate 'vith Hynd.man, Iabouchere revealed 

that he still accepted the long-defunct wage fund theory of Ricardo 

and that he believed that the cheaper capital could be obtained, the 

more there remained for the wage fund. Thus as a principal spokesman 

for anti-imperialism in the 1890's, Iabouchere was but echoing prejudices 

about the economics of colonialism that had been voiced by Bentham and 

his contemporaries in the eighteen-twenties. At the same time however, 

Labouchere greatly admired the increased productivity associated with 

American manufacturing practices, and it might be fair to suggest that 

every Little Englander--prior to President r-lcKinley' s term--admired 

the affluence of the United States, which had seemingly assured the 

supremacy of the Anglo-Saxon world without necessitating departure from 

an isolationist view of European affairs. It was his favourable 

impression of the United States, which he formed on the occasion of an 

early visit there, that obliged Iabouchere to take radicalism seriously. 

Late in life, Labouchere was disappointed that he had not been appointed 

Ambassador to the United States during Gladstone's last Ministry, the 

proposal for this having been thwarted only by the Queen herself. 

Labouchere's obsession with social--as opposed to economic

egalitarianism confirmed the high regard he entertained for the United 

States as the future hope of the w"estern world. This view reinforced 



• 

D 

75 

his implicit racialism which was typically Victoriano "Why is the 

Anglo-Saxon race the master race in the ,vorld • • • Hhy has the Anglo-

Saxon race maintained its liberties? It is because of that individualism, 

that self-reliance which exists in the country."89 Yet this racialism 

was a potential source of division in the Liberal Party, and it was 

disowned by the more "Gladstonian" of the Liberal anti-Im:perialists. 

Gladstonians had always asserted that the Midlothian Campaign deprecated 

the "pseudo-scientific jargon of manifest destiny" and the "inevitable 

development of imperialist determinism." They interpreted the racialist 

overtones of contemporary imperial debate as a sign of internal decadence. 

The word "Anglo-Sa..."wn", while passing muster for the British-born 

inhabitants of English countries, was being used to describe the entire 

English speaking world, and the collocation therefore "esca:ped ridicule 

by evading definition." "Let us reserve the old name English to designate 

the vital and racy qualities of our nations and let Anglo-Saxon be the 

glorious epithet of their deformity and their tumefaction forever."90 

Thus the anti-Imperialists such as MOrley and Labouchere, stood as 

condemned as the Imperialists in the eyes of Gladstonians, but the anti-

Imperialists and the Gladstonians would have agreed that the "new 

enthusiasm sacrifice(d) much that is pre-eminently English for something 

90Hammond, Hirst, Murray, Liberalism and the Empire (London, 
1900 ), p.185· 
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which is not English at all. "91 

Labouchere spiced his comments with expressions of pugnacious 

English insularity, but perhaps it was his manner, with its banter and 

persiflage rather than his matter, which explained his social success, 

and the viable circulation of his own publication Truth which was renowned 

for its alleged irresponsibility, frivolity, unconventionality and 

powerful social attack. Nevertheless, thetone of Labouchere's attack 

was never the same after the Unionist defection of 1886, which cost him 

the friendship of Chamberlain which he had greatly valued. But to the 

end of his life he gave the appearance of a cynical spectator instead 

of that of a militant reformer. There was perhaps something Voltairian 

in his impiété which contained the instinctive cynicism that so dis-

armed or exasperated the moral fervour of the Gladstonians. While 

the leger-de-main which made his intrigues seem rather "un-English", 

his indifference to the "moral" issues as justification of adventurous 

action was characteristic of the Little Englanders. 

It was Labouchere who defined "radicalism" as "fervent liberalism". 

The varieties of factions which constituted the Liberal Party in the 

closing years of the nineteenth century suggest that even the traditional 

rnetaphoric descriptions of a political party as its own universe--self 

91Ibid., p.190 . 



• 

• 

77 

contained and united by fundamental principles--seemed singularly 

inapplicable to its intellectually-autonornous units, which operated in 

patterns that were often unpredictable. Imperialism seerns to have been 

pre-erninently the product of radical enthusiasrn, yet those who protested 

against Imperialisrn the Most vehemently claimed themselves to be the 

custodians of radicalism. Anti-Imperialists never lost the optimism 

of radicalisrn--which indeed was the basis of aIl liberalism--but they 

understandably lost sorne of radicalism 1 s fervour. They opposed a.fi 

expansive "empire" because it undermined the absolute value of the 

"individual" as the social unit. Yet they could not avoid the 

implication of Social-Darwinism that state action formed a part of that 

organic "process" by which society was moving towards a pre-determined 

end. But under the aegis of Imperialism the "state" and the 

"individual" seemed to be at cross purposes, and to the Radical Little 

Englander this 'vas "u..1lIlatural" and seemed only to confirm that 

Imperialism per se 'Ivas anti -historical. 
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CHAPrER III 

CULTURAL RELATIVISM AND THE IMPERIAL IDEA 

It is the purpose of bhis chapter to consider how ideas implicit 

in the contem}X>rary study of sociology and even of anthropology may have 

affected the }X>litical thinking of those LiberaIs who were most critical 

of Imperial commitments. The study of sociology had been imported into 

England by the positivist disciples of Auguste Comte,l and the 

implications of Pbsitivism for anti-Imperialism will be discussed later 

in this chapter. 

Sociology in its biological aspect was essentially a deductive 

study first popularized by Herbert Spen~er2 who rationalized human 

relationships according to his a priori concept of the organic nature 

of society. Although his rationale was not inductive by method, 

Spencer was possibly the first Englishman since Francis Bacon to attempt 

lComte, Auguste (1798-1857). French philosopher and disciple of 
St. Simon. Founder of positivisme 

2Spencer, Herbert (1820-1903). Student of the doctrine of 
evolution as applied to sociology. One of the few modern thinkers to 
attempt systematization of aIl cosmic phenomena through deductive 
process. His organizing principle was that aIl organic development is 
a change from a state of indefinite homogeneity to a state of definite 
heterogenei ty • 

78 
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a synthesis o~ aIl knowledge, an unrewarding task in the nineteenth 

century. But ~or many years, Spencer's evolutionary ideas became almost 

axiomatic, althougb his social teaching never gained a wide admittance. 

Spencer' s principal work3 appeared several years prior to the 

~irst publication o~ The Origin o~ Species, but it was in the earlier 

study that the doctrine of social darwinism vas ~ormulated, which in 

its internal ~orm upheld the classical liberal "atomized" view of the 

social community. 

By the mid-nineteenth century, the nascent study of anthropology 

and of sociology had vindicated the hypothesis o~ monogenesis which had 

theoretically conceded to the non-European a ~l humanity and capacity 

for progresse But although this theory constituted an intellectual 

justification for Christian proselytising, such ar hypothesis was not 

genuinely conducive to cultural empathy. Evolutionary anthropology 

which was really the preserve of the biologist posited a single scale 

of civilization whose summit was the achievement of Western Europe, 

and in spite o~ their pro~essed empiricism, when such biologists 

elucidated the position o~ other races in the evolutionary scale, they 

invariably assigned the non-European a retarded place. This was 

because their "schema" were erected upon a unilinear scale. Cultural 

3Herbert Spencer, Social Statics (New York, 1851). 
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differences were ascribed to the achievements of different stages of 

essentially the same process and diversities were interpreted as 

anachronous conflict. 4 Early anthropologists being primarily concerned 

with explaining the origins of western culture were little more than 

curio hunters who were not deeply concerned with primitive indigenous 

cultures. The Origin of Species was subsequently interpolated--without 

the encouragement of its author--to justify a European-centred rationale 

of anthropology, so that when Europeans described Africans as "barbarous" 

they deliberately did so in a tautologous sense. Evidently such ethno-

centric attitudes affected even the thinking of evangelicals and help 

to explain the prejudices of missionaries who might have praised an 

individual "savage" only to suggest that he was untypical of his race. 

In consequence much of missionary journalizing took the form of pure 

romanticizing, and anti-Imperialist Liberals frequently took issue with 

such expressions of sentimentality. Even at the turn of the century, 

Labouchere suggested that the natives only wanted "a bottle of brandy 

to get drunk and a gun to shoot his neighbour."5 

The social-darwinist presumptions of chartered-company traders 

threatened native survival in many areas. In the New Hebrides, for example, 

4J .W• Burrow, Evolution and Society, p. 116. Quoted in Bernard 
Porter, Critics of Empire, p. 30. 

5H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 98 (1901), p. 1519, Labouchere. 
August 6th., 1901. 
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the apparent incapacity of natives to adapt to changing social patterns 

and their expendability in the creation of local viable markets had 

virtually led to their extinction. In 1868, Dilke, for example, had 

regarded the plight of the Australasian native as inevitable, and he 

reinforced the point by declaring the Anglo-Saxon to be the only 

extirpative race on earth. 6 Of course, Dilke's support of Roger 

Casement and E.D. ~brel in the Congo controversy many years later 

exemplifies the change of heart amongst non-evangelicals in the space 

of a generation, but from the 1830's through to the 1890's, it was only 

the Anti-Slavery Society and the Aborigines Protection Society who 

seemed to exercise any humanitarian concern for human rights. These 

societies presumed that all cultural development must follow a uni-

linear rather than a parallel course: 

It was the mission of the Anglo-Saxon race to penetrate 
into every part of the world, and to help in the great 
work of civilization. Wherever its representatives went 
the national conscience should go also. Native races were 
like childrenj they must be protected against the superior 
brain power of the races which had reached maturity.7 

The fact that negroes were viewed as "children" implied that 

they were expected to adapt to a "parental" European culture. 

Missionaries thus interpreted native behaviour according to their own 

6c.w. Dilke, Greater Britain, Vol. l, p. 88. 

7The Aborigines' Friend (Journal of the A.P.S.), July 1896. 
Quoted in Bernard Porter, op. cit., p. 51. 
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pseudo-adult terms of reference. The frequent occurrence of words like 

"friend", "theft" and "murder" in their descriptions of trading areas, 

points to the fact that missionaries believed that if only traders would 

scrupulously observe the processes of English Common Law aIl would be 

welle Even at the end of the century, it was beyond the imagination 

of anyone at Exeter Hall to try and relate the problems of economic 

development with the problems of acculturation, a serious omission 

in the era of the great scramble for Africa. The political implications 

of a more externalized form of social darwinism were no more encouraging 

for indigenous cultures because such implications were within the study 

of anthropology which was itself conducted on an ethnocentric basis. 

The two leading exponents of "external" social darwinism--Benjamin 

Kidd8 and Karl Pearson9--explicitly argued that "inferior" peoples 

should be exploited if necessary to maintain England's world position, 

although this represented a reaction against the earlier "internaI" 

social darwinism of Herbert Spencer. 

Early in his life, Spencer adopted an ultra laissez faire 

position towards British dependencies. The political construction which 

Spencer plaeed upon a biologieal premise caused him to encourage 

8Kidd, Benjamin (1858-1916). English sociologist. 

9Pearson, Karl (1857-1936). Professor of mathematics and 
meehanics who applied statisties to biologieal problems, especially 
evolution and heredity. 
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international pacifism. Thus Spencer enjoyed the political friendship 

of both Positivists and radical Liberals and with them co-sponsored 

the short-lived IIAnti-Aggression League ll of ~882. Spencer was also 

an active member of the Jamaican Committee with Mill, Darwin and 

Huxley and it is significant that social darwinists protested strongly 

against atrocities committed against IInatives" at a time when the 

Anglican establishment was condoning such activity. But apart from the 

vogue in which Frederic Harrison and John Morley were also involved, 

Spencer never jOined any other public movement. His passion for 

industrialism, anti-militarism and disestablishment inevitably brought 

him in close touch with radical Liberals. But Spencer was no "liberal" 

in the ordinary sense of the word. He was so suspicious of the 

encroachment of the state that he even regarded the popular attention 

given to the process of representative government with suspicion. He 

protested that "the divine rights of Kings" had been replaced by an 

even more tyrannical "divine right of Parliament" .10 There was simply 

no room for the state in Spencer's political concept. Government was 

but the agency by which man made temporary adjustments to society. 

Now that society had reached a late industrial stage, all sections of 

it in·his view, should have a common interest in a pacifie approach to 

external problems. Thus, in Spencer's view, it was not the state which 

10Herbert Spencer, The Man Versus the State(London, 1884) • 



• gave cohesion to society but rather common pecuniary interests. It 

was to be the ~amily and not the state which o~ered the merit or basis 

~or ethical action. In ~act Spencer rejected a too-strict adherence to 

the idea o~ natural selection because he believed that man could not 

individually control his environment although he did doubt whether the 

individual was in t'act a t'ree agent.il Because in his deductive "system" 

Spencer abandoned a literal view o~ the unilinear ascent o~ man in 

~avour o~ a paral1.el as cent , he showed some respect ~or cultural 

relativisme 

However, in its externalized ~orm, social darwinism was re-

interpreted to o~~er a more patriotic and less pessimistic view o~ the 

national ~uture. Benjamin Kidd--who represented a new generation o~ 

sociologists--blamed the "Spencerian School" ~or the growing clan 

war~are and the disappearance o~ national lines o~ demarcation. 12 

Kidd would not deny that Spencer's excessive emphasis upon individualism 

endorsed the ~undamental economic premises o~ mid-nineteenth century 

society, but Kidd believed that the time had come to reverse the class 

polarization o~ economic war~are. External social darwinism postulated 

a corporate rather than an individualistic state and this led Kidd to 

llHerbert Spencer, First Principles (New York, 1920), pp.63-65, 32. 

l2Benjamin Kidd, Social Evolution, pp. 2-3, 11. Quoted in 
Bernard Semmel, Imperialism and Social Re~orm. 
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justify social imperialism as necessary for the welfare of the working 

class. Kidd predicted an intensification of national rivalries but he 

noted that in this struggle Anglo-Saxons had already displayed their 

prowess by virtue of their "humanitarian" dealings with "inferior" 

peoples.13 Kidd even embarked upon the precari9us task of explaining 

the colonial history of Africa in the light of what he considered to be 

ethnic differences. He approached the delicate problem of white 

capital and colonial labour by arguing that the relative energy of all 

northern peoples as far as tropical development was concerned was "part 

of the co smic order of things." 

Because overproduction and over population at home would 
drive them to seek new out looks for their activities and 
turn their attention to the great national field of 
enterprise which remains in the development of the tropics. 14 

In his view, this activity was legitimatë because it was 

"inexpedient" to allow a great extent of territory in the riche st regions 

of the globe--comprised largely of tropical areas--to remain undeveloped, 

with its resources running to waste under the management of races of 

low social efficiency. Experience had clearly taught Europeans that 

they could not colonize tropical areas and exploit their resources by 

their own physical labour. While this fact was indisputable, Kidd denied 

13Ibid., pp. 165, 227, 233-234. 

l4Ibid., p. 316 • 
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that "native" peoples could be t!:1lsted to develop these resources by 

themselves or to govern themselves with any degree of efficiency. Nor 

was it either p::lssible or permissable to drive them into forced labour, 

to regard the tropics merely as an estate to be worked for external 

advantage. Kidd believed that the tropics in such circumstances could 

only be governed as a "trust" for civilization, and vith a f'u.ll sense 

of the responsibility which such a "trust" involved. 

External social darwinism--which increasingly appealed to radical 

LiberaIs, e.g. Jos~ph Chamberlain--therefore justified the strengthening 

of the state and its work of Imperialism as a natural and necessary task 

of an organic society, which sought the development of an as yet un-

realized potential within tropical areas. 

This non-Spencerian adaptation of social darwinism was advanced 

also by Karl Pearson who pleaded for a socialist--i.e. col1ectivist--

harnessing of state indus trial potential while disclaiming any need for 

social revolution. 15 Pearson disdained Spencer's liberal individualist 

premises on the grounds that man was essentially a "gregarious animal l1
, 

whose safety depended upon his social instinct, and on the grounds that 

a nation was an "organized and homogeneous whole" which contained a 

"mixture of superior and inferior people."16 But when Pearson opted for 

l5Bernard Semmel, op. cit., p. 38 . 

l6Karl Pearson, National Life, p. 26. Quoted in Bernard 
Sammel, op. cit. 
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a belligerent national policy abroad in tropical colonies, Kidd's 

preference for a more subdued and traditional view became apparent. 

Thus even external social darwinism became divided over the question 

of imperial expansion. 

Social darwinism made a unique contribution to the imperial 

controversy. Almost aIl late Victorians became affected by the findings 

of biology to the extent that either consciously or sub-consciously they 

thought in terms of an organic community although this did not in itself 

determine whether Victorians believed in a collectivist society in the 

corporate political sense. Acceptance of this latter concept perhaps 

had more to do with each individual's attitude towards Imperialism per se. 

Not even the liberal doctrine of free trade necessarily mitigated this 

view because in the popular mind, free trade was based upon the 

presumption of Anglo-Saxon superiority in all mercantile rnatters. 

Contemporaneous wi th the contribution of s9.çial darwinism to 

imperial controversy was the establishment of the Positivist movement 

which cultivated a humanistic interpretation of sociology according to 

Comte's premise of "the three stages". This cult regarded cultural 

relativism in a much more sympathetic light. The followers of this 

movement were attracted to the writings of Auguste Comte who had been 

at one time financially supported by John Stuart Mill. The history of 
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this movement as far as England is concerned is largely taken up by 

the story of Richard Congreve,17 and Frederic Harrison18 who had met 

at Wadham College, Oxi'ord and who subsequently formed the Positivist 

Union in 1867, establishing their headquarters four years later at 

Newton Hall. Henceforth, they became perhaps the most consistent and 

outspoken of aIl the Horne Rulers and anti-Imperialists, focussing 

attention upon England's position in Europe and upon the broader question 

of cultural relativisme Their criticisms of Victorian society were 

retrospective, and because they had a certain reverence for tradition, 

their outlook obtained some stability.19 

John Stuart Mill had at one time regarded positivism as a future 

basis for a "scientific psychology", and Harrison20 who remained in 

close contact with Mill for over a decade always regarded Mill more as 

imperfect disciple than as an opponent, and presumed that differences 

between them were differences of degree. Comte had tended to stress 

social organization and Mill individual developrnent. John MOrley 

had also been influenced by Comte when forrnulating his own philosophy 

of history and when composing his study of Edmund Burke,21 freely 

17Congreve, Richard (1818-1899). Positivist and essayiste Upon 
his meeting Comte in Paris he adopted Positivism and devoted his life to 
its propagation in England. 

18Harrison, Frederik (1831-1923). The most prolific and articulate 
of the Positivists. Founded the Positivist Review (1893). 

19warren Sylvester Smith,The London Heretics: 1870-1914, p.85 • 

20J.S. Mill, Autobiography, pp. 163-166. 

21John MOrley, ReCOllections, Vol. l, pp. 68-72, 86. 
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acknowledged his debt. Nevertheless, Morley--like Mill--was repelled 

by the cult-like arrogance of' the Positivist "Religion of' Humanity", 

and he took strong exception to Comte's minute plans f'or social 

reconstruction. 22 When th~ Positivists brought out their international 

policy in 1866, it was perhaps the f'irst composite volume in which a 

number of' writers had laid down an ideal policy. According to their 

axiom of' "the three stages", the Positivists maintained tbat Europe 

had undergone three preliminary politico-cultural experiences: the 

intellectual cultivation of' Greece, the social incorporation of' Western 

Europe by Rome and the Catholic f'eudal order of' Western Europe.23 In 

1866, the positivists stressed tbat they wished to restore the Christian 

unit Y of' Western Europe which the Ref'ormation had jeopardized by means 

of' a "secular" f'orm of' Catholicism. Since the Ref'ormation, Europe--

f'rom which Congreve would exclude the Slavs and the Turks--had f'ragmented 

into heterogeneous aggregates. It was England's dut Y to rediscover her 

place within this European f'ramework and regenerate common identities so 

that Europe could once more serve as agent and minis ter of' the whole 

western community. To play a meaningf'ul role, England should end the 

colonial dissipation of' her political energies and should abandon the 

role of' non-intervention in Europe and be theref'ore in a position to 

22John Morley, The Fortnightly Review, VIII (1867), pp.229-231. 

23Richard Congreve, The West (London, 1866), p. 140. 
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prevent the uni~ication o~ Germany, which i~ permitted, would involve 

the incorporation of non-Germanie people into the rejuvenated western 

union. Positivist commentaries upon contemporary European politics were 

in ~act frequently dictated by ~rancophile considerations, although they 

shared in the widespread criticism of Napoleon III's imperialism: 

We English Positivists have always and energetically 
blamed the encroacbment of our own nation in all parts 
o~ Africa, Egypt included. One o~ our reasons ~or 
doing so has been the value we attach to a cordial 
understanding with France .••• But it is equally de
plorable that France should be carried away by the same 
unwholesome unscrupulous thirst for African Empire. 24 

Congreve had anticipated the humanistic as opposed to the 

biological application of cultural relativism to the doctrine of imperial 

renunciation. He argued that in early times, c·ivilizations, although 

co-existent were isolated, but, with the close of this period o~ isolation, 

history, in a more narrow and technical sense began. Subsequently 

Africa and the East no longer guided the doctrines o~ western man and even 

Europe becarne fragrnented. The Christian "Imperialism" of the Crusades 

was a grim reminder of the error of thinking that internaI ills could be 

cured by common exterior aims. Existing cultures must therefore be 

respected whether Mbslem or polytheistic. Congreve was convinëed that 

aIl European commercial "freebooters" should be forcibly restrained in 

24E.S. Beesly, "France and England," Positivist Review, II, 
( 1894 ), p. 120. 
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the East, which implied that Congreve objected to both "f'ormal" and 

"inf'ormal" empire. Commerce wh en lef't to itself' theref'ore represented 

only a. "negative" f'orce: 

The inef'f'icacy of' this commercial tie may weIl be exposed 
by seeing to what it leads in regard to other nations not 
prof'essedly included in it. The common interest of' those 
whom it connects f'inds its expression in the most oppressive 
action towerds those without. It is but a collective 
sel:f'isbness, and naturally works to sel:f'ish ends. 25 

Positivists complained that according to the non-interventionist 

process of' the pax-britannica, Britain's ef'f'orts were concentrated upon 

self'-interest. Britain's moral dut y had obligated her to come to the 

aid of' Denmark in 1863, and to come to the aid of' France in 1870. By 

ber willf'ul inaction, Britain had assisted Prussian hegemony. 

England had smothered herself' in cosmopolitan dependencies 
and was burdened by a monstrous, abnormal, polyglot and 
incoherent empire. From being the dominant nation in the 
state system of' Europe, (England) wes translated into a 
nondescript world power. • • • • • • The empire was 
parvenu, and England had reduced her stature by her 
association with it. 26 

Positivists denounced imperial expansion with f'ar more vehemence 

than Manchester traders but although their aim would always be to 

"subord-tnate poli tics to morals" their ideals should not be con:f'used 

with the Gladstonian concept of' Liberalism. Altbough Positivists 

25Richard Congreve, op. cit., p. 150. 

2~rederic Harrison, National and Social Problems, p. XX. 

27Richard Congreve, India (1857), p. 7. 
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questioned the validity of "empire" on pseudo-religious and historieal 

grounds, Harrison sought to qualify their position by explaining that 

positivism sought to transform religion from a supernatural to a 

"scientific" basis, to substitute a relative anthropocentric for an 

absolute, cosmic analysis. 28 Cultural relativism was to be the key to 

making aIl intelligent political judgements. Economie considerations 

could not be divorced from political or moral needs but because the 

formative period of positivism had coineided with the implenentation of 

free trade, the Positivists' insistence upon the dismemberment of the 

British Empire, whilst significant, perhaps appeared less conspicuous 

than might otherwise have been the case. Nevertheless, Congreve assumed 

that political severance of canada and Australia from Great Britain would 

be but a matter of time. 

It will remain for the future to see whether distance alone 
will be the necessary condition of separation, the older 
divisions of Great Britain were but an anticipation. In 
one form or another they will reappear. 29 

Positivists commented upon almost every aspect of Imperial 

activity in the latter hal! of the nineteenth century. Their anti-

Imperialism however rested not upon Britain's insularity but upon the 

assumption that Britain was an integral part of Europe. In retrospect 

28Frederic Harrison, "Aims and Ideals," in The Creed of a Layman, 
p. 255. Quoted in Bernard Porter, Critics of Empire, p. 158. 

29Richard Congreve, The West, p. 145. 
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they have been proved uncannily correct. nIt (was) as though they 

had gone on to the wrong wave length and because audible only when 

time turned the knob. n30 

30A.J.P. Taylor, The Troublemakers, p. 67. 



CHAPrER Dl 

ANTI-IMPERIALISM AND THE ISSUE OF HOME RULE 

It was Lord Salisbury who observed that disaffection in 

Ireland had "awakened the sleeping genius of imperialism." In addressing 

the National Union of Conservative and Constitutional Associations he 

declared that "to maintain the integrity of the Empire must be our first 

policy with respect to Ireland."l He thought the Irish were too politically 

immature to be entrusted with even local self-government. Self-government 

within the Empire in his mind was a privilege not a right, and this honour 

ought not to be bestowed upon Ireland without regard to the condition of 

the United Kingdom. 

These observations are significant for this study because in 

the mid-nineteenth century the identification of the United Kingdom with 

"empire" made retention of Ireland an Imperial problem, and academic 

discussion of whether or not Ireland was a "nation" could not alter this 

salient facto In the popular mind, Imperialism came to be entwined with 

the policy of coercion in Ireland and it is logical to seek sorne parallel 

correlation between anti-Imperialism and the policy of Home Rule. On 

lL.P. Curtis, Coercion and Conciliation in Ireland, pp. 59, 431. 

94 
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numerous occasions Gladstone asserted that in the Home Rule conflict 

could be observed the germ of aIl imperial controversies. Even as early 

as 1874, when the term "Home Rule" was first ente ring the public 

consciousness, Richard Congreve noted that Conservatives tended to regard 

Ireland as an integral part of England, whereas the LiberaIs were prepared 

to draw a limited distinction between the two areas. Congreve succinctly 

observed that the remedies which the LiberaIs had applied by that year 

were IItoo li ttle and too late." In an important respect Congreve did 

anticipate a point later made by those Liberal Little Englanders who 

accepted Home Rule, namely that Ireland's plight was national rather than 

economic by nature. liNo matter how much capital, material prosperity 

cannot satisfy the Irish. The Irish cannot be bribed to forego the higher 

objects of existence of a state. tl2 

The Positivists were perhaps the only group outside of Ireland 

to identify almost ill1animously with the principle of Home Rule. In 1886, 

Harrison said that the immense majority of the Positivists favoured a 

separate national government for Ireland. His own preference was for an 

Irish government in which the executive should be separated from the 

legislature as in France or the United States. By pleading against 

reproduction of the House of Commons in Dublin, Harrison was denying any 

2R. Congreve, Essays, Political, Social Religious, p. 180. 
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genuine organic connection between England and Ireland.3 This under

lined Congreve's point that Ireland was as distinct ~rom England as 

Rolland or Belgium. Its demand was but part of the disaggregation o~ 

Europe whicb could be traced back to the sixteenth century. Re called 

therefore for the reconstituting o~ Ireland as a self-existent state. 

The Positivists adopted a separatist attitude towards Ireland in 

a more extreme sense than any Parliamentary Liberal entertained. But no 

study o~ nineteenth century LiberaliGm in England can ignore the 

signi~icance o~ the Unionist de~ection. ~ the period extending ~rom 

1886 to 1914 is to be viewed as a turning point in English political 

thought, the Irish Question was a decisive ~actor in the orientation o~ 

the Liberal Party. Home Rule was a catalyst separating men according to 

their be1ie~s. Although approximately only one seventh of the Party 

defected it deprived the Liberal Party of the opportunity to rule at the 

time when "Socialist" heresies--later crystallized by the Newcastle 

Reso1utions--became a national economic issue. By forcing it to become 

an Opposition Party ~or a twenty-year period (1886-1906) with the ex

ception of three years (1892-1895), the Irish Question drewattention to 

the negativism implicit in Liberal Party theory. Not only did it pose 

the dilemma of whether the Liberal Party should enforce an "illiberal" 

3Pall MalI Gazette, February 8, 1886. 
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policy of coercion but it a1so forced it into a period of serious intro

spection. Rad it not been for the "Ce1tic Fringe", the Liberal Party 

wou1d never have obtained a majority of seats after its electoral defeat 

of 1874. But from 1868 onwards, Liberal governments--in attempting to 

pacify Ire1and--applied simultaneously both coercive and remedial measures, 

although it was remedial 1egislation, even more than coercion that 

necessitated the bo1d assertion of governmental authority which seemed 

diametrically opposed to the laissez faire tenets of c1assical Liberalism. 

But even as the plans of the Liberal Party for political and economic 

reform in Ireland were peing put into effect, caucus managers became 

aware of the grave implications these reforms might have on the future of 

the Party, (i.e. the segment that had 1eft the Liberal Party over the 

Irish Question). Conservatives and Liberal Unionists were not immediately 

to coalesce but between them would capture the support of the City of 

London. Of long term significance was the deve10pment for the first time 

of a creed of articulate po1itical theory outside the Liberal Party. 

Rad the Liberal Party unaminously interpreted Irish disaffection 

as a demand for national self-determination in the contemporary Gladstonian 

sense--i. e. as "a nation rightly struggling to be free"--i ts reaction 

would perhaps have been 1ess convulsive. But Ireland had seemingly 

existed as a "nation" only in mythological times. Its literary epic 

tradition had nourished tribal rather than national loyalties, and 
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Salisbury maintained that Ireland possessed a less viable "nationalism" 

than either Scotland or Wales. In the eighteenth century i~ Irish 

nationalism had openly expressed itse~ as a conspicuous indigenous ~actor, 

objection to the Act o~ Union (1801) would have been voiced by the 

catholic peasantry, whereas, in point o~ ~act, opposition on that occasion 

was voiced cbie~ly by the estranged Ulster squirearchy, who stood to lose 

their monopoly o~ patronage and political jobbery. During the ~ollowing 

two generations a mass exodus o~ the Irish populace from Ireland aIl but 

eliminated extant Gaelic culture. 5 In England, O'Connell's demand for 

repeal fell on de~ ears;6 even the nascent Liberal Party could not endorse 

the nationalist overtones of "repealll in retrospect because it was the 

LiberaIs who--i~ only for economic reasons--would most have welcomed the 

overshadowing of the Irish "thirst" for freedom by enthusiasm for a 

commonwealth and free trade, conditioned by the benefits of the Pax 

Britannica. Even Mazzini had declared himse~ skeptical o~ Irish nation-

alism, its "liberalism" was suspect because of the clerical support given 

to it in its embryonic stage. Ironically, the tactics of the Irish Land 

League were to be proscribed by Pope Leo XIII, who condemned agitation and 

5Conor Cruise O'Brien, Parnell and His Party 1880-90, p. 6. 

60rConnell, Daniel (1775-1847). Founded the Catholic Association 
(1823); influenced public opinion to support catholic emancipation;revived 
earlier dew~nd for the repeal of the union of Great Britain and Ireland; 
opposed administration of the Poor Law and the movement against paying 
of rente 
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and e~~ectively endorsed Salisbury and Bal~our's coercion by means o~ 

a "Rescript". 

The reactions o~ Liberals to agitation in the eighteen-seventies 

were complex. Sorne Imperialists--e.g. Cecil Rhodes--endorsed the principle 

o~ Bome Rule out o~ political opportunism, on the assumption that its 

realization might serve as a ~ocal point o~ a new Imperial concept o~ 

~ederation. But other Imperialists or Forwardists--e.g. Lord Bartington--

thought it dangerous that Imperial power should be separated ~rom the 

Judiciary in Ireland even though it might be recognized that "her people 

represent an ancient and a ~amous race with a past and a history, with 

~eelings, traditions and instincts ail their own."7 

Predictably, anti-Imperialists were divided on the issue. Those 

among them who interpreted Ireland's problem as essentially organic and 

national rather than as an isolated mani~estation o~ class war~are, 

supported Home Rule, although seldom enthusiasticaily. John MOrley, who 

~ound that "he was chained to the oar" as ~ar as Borne Rule was concerned, 

observed that, 

the ~unction o~ the State, the duties o~ property, the rights 
o~ labour, the question o~ whether the many are born ~or the 
~ew, the question o~ a centralized imperial power, the question 
o~ the pre-eminence of morals in politics--all these things 
lie in Irish politics. 8 

7H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 230 (1881), p. 756, Hartington 
B.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 9 (1886), p. 1238, Hartington. 

8John MOj:'J,.ey, "Old Parties and New Policy,"Fortnightly Review, 
X (September, 1868), p. 327. 
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In Mbrley's view, the problem of Irish disaffection was primarily 

national in identity although it had economic ramifications. Those 

anti-Imperialists who challenged the good faith of the Irish Nationalists 

considered their agitation ta be outside the mainstream of the Radical 

tradition. Goldwin Smith regarded the scheme of Home Rule as "pernicious" 

but the terminology that he employed suggested that his reaction reflected 

his inherent antipathy for Roman Catholic society. Having predicted the 

secession of Canada and Australia, Goldwin Smith crossed homewards across 

the Atlantic in 1886 expressly to plead the Unionist cause. It was a 

gesture that surprised many Radicals. But Goldwin Smith's attitude was 

significant. In 1867 he had lamented the execution of three Fenians, 

and had remarked that Ireland had now come into line with other dis

contented nationalities of Europe. But by 1882 he had changed in out

look and he denied that Ireland had been deprived of representative 

national institutions. In Morley's view--which by 1882 was sympathetic 

towards Home Rule--Goldwin Smith sounded like Fraude when dealing with 

the Irish question. 9 

Gladstone had used the term "Home Rule" as early as 1882, Le. 

one year after the passage of his Irish Land Act, but he admitted that 

the term could be applied in a hundred different senses "some acceptable 

9Pall MaIl Gazette, July 4, 1882. 
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and others mischievious."lO But at this time there were scarcely five 

English ~~mbers who were willing to sponsor a separate legislature for 

Ireland.1l But those who were willing to do this at this time were ~ 

obliged to tolerate the "Plan of Campaign", which they likened to Trade 

Union activity, although Trade Union activity was suspect at this time to 

almost aIl anti-Imperialists. 

In spite of the disruptive activities of the Nationalists, the 

Irish Question ceased to represent the dominant public question after 

1882, largely on account of the appearance of extraneous Imperial problems. 

Even without this apathy, the anti-Home Rulers could remind the English 

electorate that Irish nationalism interested only one-twelfth of the total 

population. Admittedly, the tone of Irish disaffection had changed since 

1870, when Isaac Butt12 had first coined the expression "Home Rule" as a 

less polemlcal slogan than O'Connell's "repeal". But, although in each 

Session of Parliament Butt tabled a resolution demanding Home Rule, it 

should not be construed that even Butt was an anti-Imperialist. In fact, 

on Imperial matters, Butt might be regarded as a "Forwardist". Thus in 

1877 Butt actually rebuked Nationalists for obstructing swift passage of the 

10H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 266 (1882), W.E. Gladstone. 

IlH.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 310 (1886), p. 1163, Storey. 

12Butt, Isaac (1813-1879). Protestant Irish leader and lawyer; 
as leader of coalition between Irish Protestants and other nationalists, 
inaugurated home-rule movement; (c. 1870). 
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1877 South Africa Bill annexing the Transvaal. 13 Butt described in sorne 

detail his attitude towards Imperial prob1ems as a whole, and the lively 

interest which he took in these matters present quite a contrast to the 

far more parochial concerns of his successor Parnell. 14 In the first 

years, Butt envisaged Home Rule according to the provisions of the ill-

fated Second Home Rule Bill (1892) insofar as he proposed retention of a 

full Irish representation at Westminster for Imperial matters, while 

making provision for an Irish Bouse of Commons, which would legislate on 

aIl internaI matters and be responsible--not to the British Crown--but 

to an Upper Bouse of Irish peers. This reflected Butt's insistence that, 

with respect to external matters, Ireland's future was secure only if 

the responsibility for her defence and fiscal policies lay with Great 

Britain herself. In this sense both Dilke and Chamberlain--and indeed the 

great majority of Radicals--were "Home Rulers ll
• However, Butt did insist 

that the proposed Irish Legislature have more autonomy than Gratton's 

Parliament, and one reason why he stipulated this was that he felt that 

he felt that the Irish had hitherto been excepted'from the benefits of 

13conor Cruise O'Brien, op. cit., p. 23. 

14Parnell, Charles Stewart (1846-1891). Irish Nationalist leader, 
M.P. (1875); initiated calculated policy of obstruction-standing in
variably on opposition pide to obtain concessions; united Fenians and 
Land League (organized 1879); imprisoned (1881) on charge of obstructing 
operating of new Land Act; frustrated by assassination of Cavendish 
(1882); engineered Gladstone's defeat in 1885; but obtained Gladstone's 
connnittment to Home Rule in 1886; politically ruined by O'Shea divorce 
suit (1890). 



• the English Common Law. Thus, in seeking a larger measure of autonomy, 

Butt was desiring to accelerate Ireland's legal assimilation of the 

Common Law. 15 

The predicament in which English Liberals were placed by the 

Irish agitation had been anticipated by John Stuart Mill, even though 

the foundation of the Home Rule Association had only just preceded the 

year of his death. In his treatise on Ire land, Mill outlined some 

significant constitutional proposals. He cited the Ausgleich as a possible 

example of a future association between England and Ire land , and although 

the actual disparity between the populations of England and Ireland 

weakened his analogy, even Salisbury was intrigued at one time by the 

suggestion. 16 Surprisingly, Mill rejected the idea that Ireland might 

be constituted as a province within a system similar to the Canadian 

federal arrangement as unbecoming for Ireland's dignity by virtue of the 

fact that Canada had absolutely no veto over foreign affairs. Mill sensed 

at an early date that without a comprehensive solution for the problems of 

Irish representation, Ireland would--if subject to indefinite coercion--

drift into Republicanism. As an independent Republic, or even as a dis-

affected agrarian faction, Ire1and might seek membership within a coalition 

hostile to Eng1and. While this would necessarily endanger England's 

l5It would not be an understatement to suggest that the "United 
Ire1and" ~bvement was largely engineered by Protestants. See S.G. HObson, 
Irish Home Rule (1912), p. 119. 

l6Michael Hurst, Joseph Chamberlain and Liberal Reunion, p. 383. 
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safety, it would also hasten a final schism within Ireland herself. That 

Mill thought such an alignment possible illustrates that Mill gave 

credence to the notion that Ireland possessed a distinct nationhood, at 

least in the sense that Wales or Scot land did. But most of Mill's 

suggestions had to do with economic reform--he was well aware of the fact 

that property in the Irish mind had become associated with the cultivator 

rather than the proprietor--and his recommendations were broadly 

implemented by Gladstone in the 1881 Land Act. 17 

In 1879, Butt's Home Rule Association was replaced by the much 

more militant Irish Land League, whose Executive was Fenian-inspired. 

This development coincided with Britain's first large scale importation 

of American grain, which, in the absence of suitable protection, hastened 

the ruin of Irish agriculture. The Land Act .did not remedy this situation-

it aggravated it. Only a few tenants could afford the one-quarter payments 

demanded by this legislation, and these were Ulster tenants who were 

estranged from the rest of the population by the advantageous position in 

which they were now placed. Parnell actually interpreted this development 

as a challenge to his leadership.18 Parnell, however, had already found 

himself saddled with an organization that was growing visibly more 

17John Stuart Mill, England and Ire land , p. 13. 

18Eric Strauss, Irish Nationalism and British Democracy, p. 114. 
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extremist. In 1878 the Home Rule Conference in Ireland had reso1ved to 

form a disciplined body that had no community of interest vith England. 19 

It was in 1881--and a few weeks prior to the Land Act--that a 

Coercion Bill was passed that for the first time drew substantial support 

from English Radicals. Even John Bright supported this 1egislation, 

although he hoped that the Government would interpret coercion "liberally". 

Those who voted against this Bill were virtually all Irish Nationa1ists, 

who attended the debate. 20 Chamberlain also voted for this measure of 

coercion, although he strongly criticized the conduct of the Irish 

Secretary Forster as "too coercive", and intimated later in the year that, 

provided the Union stood in the British Isles--as Union had in the United 

States--"within those limits there was nothing Parliament cou Id not ask 

for and hope to attain.,,21 

Brightts endorsement of coercion for the first time was perhaps 

even more significant because he had been personally absorbed by Irish 

affairs for a1most fifty years. Like Cobden, Bright would have welcomed 

an ear1y abolition of primogeniture and he 1amented the fact that no 

middle c1ass had appeared in Ireland to exert a decisive influence on 

19Peter Fraser, John Chamberlain Radica1ism and Empire, p. 32. 

20Division List No. 95, 303 Ayes to 46 Noes, February 2, 1881. 

21J.L. Garvin, Life of Joseph Chamberlain, Vol. l, p. 345. 



106 

national affairs. Since the abolition of the Corn Laws, polarization 

of interests between landlord and tenant had increased, and both Cobden 

and Bright hoped that the Government would accelerate the development of 

a yeoman class--there could be no question of a substantial bourgeoisie-

in Ireland. The kind of measures that they had in mind were to facilitate 

a "sturdy union Il and were to be applied within a voluntaryist framework. 

In the context of a growing disaffection they necessarily appeared dis

ingenuous and ineffectual, although their proposaIs might have been more 

effective if operated coercively. But coercion, in either its punitive 

or remedial sense, had traditionally been repugnant to Cobden and Bright. 

His experience of the American Civil War had deepened Bright's admiration 

for the centralist features of the American constitution, and the word 

"union" had for him taken on an almost mystical significance. Perh aps, 

Bright--tempted to seek an analogy where none existed--envisaged for 

Ireland a nation of Jeffersonian proprietors. 22 

As early as 1835 Bright had anticipated the disestablishment of 

the Irish Church. But while Bright applauded the wisdom of Gladstone's 

legislation to this effect in 1869, he did not insist on an equitable 

compensatory arrangement for the Catholic Church itself, which--as a 

Qua...l{er--he was quite incapable of comprehending. Like Cobden, Bright 

"would leave to an unbiased reason the adjustment of speculative opinions, 

22Herman Ausubel, John Bright)Victorian Reformer, p. 162. 
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con~ident o~ the ultimate triumph o~ truth. 23 Neither Cobden nor Bright 

had any pro~ound appreciation o~ indigenous traditions in Ireland, they 

seem to have bliss~ully assumed that ultimately the Irish peasantry would 

embrace English Nonco~ormity. 

The breach between Gladstone and Bright in 1886 over Home Rule-

~ar more serious than Bright's objection to the Alexandria bombardment o~ 

1882--was ~inal, although Gladstone did attempt to ~ind some sola ce in the 

supposition that had Cobden lived he may weIl have endorsed the principles 

o~ the First Home Rule Bill. This is speculative, but without Bright's 

unimaginative and rigid Quaker pit Y Cobden might have been more amenable 

to Home Rule than Bright. It is true that in 1848 Cobden did anticipate 

political devolution ~or Ireland in his recognition o~ the need "~or 

some kind of' arrangement ~or indulging the craving o~ race and nationality." 

But Cobden simultaneously believed that i~ Ireland was to be improved it 

would "not (be) by ~orms o~ legislation or the locality o~ Parliaments but 

by a change and improvement o~ the population.,,24 

No attempt was made to recti~y anomalies in Ireland until 1869. 

In the climate o~ Anglican indif'~erence, Bright seemed more sympathetic 

to Irish grievances and he even spoke generously o~ Fenianism as "the 

23Donald Read, Cobden and Bright, p. 195. 

24Ibid., p. 199 . 
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child of' injustice."25 But once Gladstone had shown good f'aith towards 

Ire land, Bright supposed that Irish Nationalists would necessarily reject 

militancy. When he realized that the Irish land League was unparliament

ary and unconstitutional, he began to look upon the Home Rule agitation 

as pernicious. Had the Irish Land League conducted i tse li' like the Anti

Corn Law League, Bright may have tolerated it, but in any case he would 

not have comprehended the signif'icance of' economic grievances which had 

propelled the Land League into adopting a course of' militant confront

ation. When Labouchere became an apologist f'or the Irish Land League-

saying that it speke f'or the majority in Ireland--Bright became enraged. 

His anger was directed at Labouchere's suggestion that the Irish Land 

League was constitutionally similar to the anti-Corn law League. 

Ironically, it was reminiscent of' the time wh en Peel had called Cobden 

an assassin, only it was Bright who was playing the role of' Feel. 26 

Following disestablishment--which had been welcomed unanimously 

by the Liberal Party--Bright assumed that Ireland would be content to 

remain part of' a "greater nation". Home Rule, he believed, would be an 

intolerable mischief', and he rejected any compromise f'ederal solutions 

f'or devolution--e.g. Chamberlain's "Home-Rule-All-Round-Scheme". The 

25J.L. Hammond, Gladstone and the Irish Nation, p. 24. 

26H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 257 (1881), p. 1510, J. Bright . 
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suggestion that separate Parliaments be created ~or England, Scotland, 

Wales and Ireland to handle non-Imperial matters be alleged to be out

rageous, even i~ it was IIto al1y the dis content o~ a portion o~ the 

people o~ Ireland." Bright's most practical solution to the problem o~ 

Irish Government came in 1886, when he proposed a Grand Committee o~ 

Irish Members at Westminster, to wbich all Irish Legislation would be 

re~erred, and which would sit on what would normally be the occasion o~ 

the Second Reading. 

Another prominent anti-Imperialist who rejected Home Rule was 

Leonard Courtney. Like Bright, Courtney had already broken with Gladstone 

on an issue unconnected with Irish re~orm, but unlike Bright, Courtney's 

objections were unemotive and were based primarily upon statistical 

~actors. As a leading proponent o~ proportional representation--and a 

~ierce ~oe o~ the party-caucus system--Courtney argued that to perpetuate 

the existing system o~ representation would only result in the ~urtber 

polarization o~ sitting Members into either Irish Nationalists or ultra

Conservatives. Courtney noted that in 1885 scarcely hal~ o~ the Irish 

electorate had voted, and only about two-thirds o~ these votes had been 

cast ~or nationalist candidates. Courtney wou1d not countenance any 

suggestion that Ireland represented a particular national identity in 

any meanin~ul sense, and as early as 1874--as Times leader writer--

he had uncompromisingly attacked Butt's annual motion. 27 But what 

27G.p. Gooch, Li~e o~ Leonard Courtney, p. 238. 
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Courtney feared most of aIl was the potential of dictatorial power that 

the Home Rule Bill would place in the hands of Barnell; as an anti

Imperialist be condemned Home Rule because in his view--just as much as 

Chamberlain's Birmingham Caucus--it jeopardized the relative freedom of 

representative institutions. Yet Courtney continued to support every 

piece of remedial legislation for Ireland. In the year o~ the Unionist 

defection, Courtney intimated to Gladstone that be would accept a measure 

of devolution wbicb would include establishment of free county government, 

the inauguration of provincial conferences and the admission of Irish 

Grand Committees at Westminster. Courtney did not speak in the Rouse of 

Commons on Irish matters until 1893. 

Barnell's decision to ignore statutory evaluation of land and 

to witbhold rent made a deep impression upon Chamberlain and other 

Radicals who had at one time been partial to a measure of devolution in 

Irish affairs. In fact even the anti-Imperialists who favoured Home Rule 

were apprehensive of the apparent introduction of new elements of class 

warfare. There was a rumour among Radicals that such doctrine was 

actually being exported from England to Ireland under the influence of 

Hyndman, Henry George and Alfred Russel Wallace and MOrley applauded 

Charnberlain's decision to denounce such "socialist agitation".28 

28Ball MaIl Gazette, January 24, 1883 • 
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However, before examining the tenets of anti-Imperialists who 

were committed in toto to the proposition of Home Rule, sorne consider

ation must be made of Gladstone's own attitude to the Irish Question. 

Gladstone demonstrated no overt interest in Ireland as a "natural" cause 

prior to his First Ministry, although in 1868 the election of twenty 

Irish LiberaIs obliged Gladstone to invite them "to share in the making 

of Irish policy". AlI the reforms which Gladstone effected prior to 

1881 seemed necessary, if only to preserve Ireland's internaI stability. 

But in that year he spoke of the Irish Nation as llmarching through rapine 

to the disintegration of the Empire."29 By now he would accept the possible 

need for the creation of local councils to super cede the function of the 

Dublin Government Boards, although Gladstone warned that nothing should 

be given Ireland which could not also be extended to Scotland. 30 

As "Father" of the Home Rule Bill, Gladstone did nothing to 

dispel the suggestion that it was largely the creation of one man. In 

opening the debate, Gladstone drew broad Imperial analogies. He compared 

the provisions of Home Rule with generous arrangements that had already 

been accorded to Canada, but the real point of his analogy was not the 

Confederation of the Provinces but the concession of Responsible 

Government which had been made not by a single statute but by an 

29The Times, October 8, 1881 • 

30H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 266 (1882), p. 866, W.E. Gladstone. 
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imaginative, pragmatic approach to the solution of a problem which was 

as "national" as it was economic and political. Just as this provision 

had increased attachment to the Crown, so, he argue d, his Home Rule Bill-

which precluded direct Imperial representation of the Irish at West

minster--would strengthen Imperial ties. Gladstone went to great pains 

to erase the notion that Home Rule was separatist by .intention. He felt 

that such a misunderstanding was tantamount to saying that the original 

Reform Bill was "monarchy-destroying".31 But Gladstone's insistence that 

his Bill was essentially "federal" in its solution seemed strange, when 

all along the federal idea had been pursued by Chamberlain himself. In 

its ambiguity the First Home Rule Bill carried the seeds of its defeat. 

After Gladstone, the most convinced apologist for the Bill was 

John MOrley who had been in the House of Commons for only three years 

when it came up for reading. On the occasion of the 1881 Irish Land Act 

Morley had attacked the wisdom of coercion in any form in Ireland. 32 

He interpreted the strength of the Irish Land League as a force which 

was dynamically "conservative". It was justified because it facilitated 

organic change insofar as it performed the historical necessity of 

strengthening the Irish peasants' self reliance. MOrley did not believe 

that the land question per se could be settled by the Imperial Government, 

31H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 306 (1886), p. 1215, W.E. Gladstone. 

32Pall MalI Gazette, September 15, 1881. 
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although he conceded that no plan for Home Rule could succeed that 

ignored the land problem. In point of fact, MOrley's appeal to Home Rule 

as a possible solution for disaffection preceded formation of the Irish 

Land League, although he appears to have conceived of it in a federal 

form: 

Is it possible that by conceding sorne sort of Home Rule 
we might be developing in the Irish a new sense of re
sponsibility? Might they not feel on their honour to 
send good men, behaving themselves with dignity and 
sense, if they had a sort of parliament of their own 
like aState Legislature. 33 

In this period of his life, Morley was seeking a public plat-

form to uphold Liberalism per se, whose reputation was subsequently 

tarnished by coercion. It was the subversion of the Liberal intellect 

that MOrley feared far more than the illegality of the means of self-

expression which the Irish had felt obliged to adopte He was prepared 

for the need for LiberaIs to make concessions to Ireland, even if this 

meant that LiberaIs themselves might be excluded from office. ~brley 

thus viewed Home Rule as a goal of principle which represented the 

apotheosis of anti-Imperialism and of Liberalism, although he would have 

termed the provisions as "enlightened" Imperialism. To other anti-

Imperialists, Home Rule would mean a compromise dictated by force, a 

surrender of principle that actually implied abandoning of Liberal ideals. 

33J. MOrley to J. Chamberlain, October 10, 1877. Quoted in 
D.A. Hamer, John MOrley, p. 163. 
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Evidently Morley recognized--unlike Bright or Goldwin Smith--that the 

problems of Ireland were only partly social and economic. Just because 

Liberals had been upholders of free trade and instigators of "gas and 

sewage" reform, they were not necessarily qualified as public admin-

istrators because their minds remained aloof to the "national" feelings 

of the Irish. Thus in 1882, Morley used the Pall MalI Gazette to unseat 

Forster as Irish Secretary whose resignation embarrassed Chamberlain 

somewhat because at that time Chamberlain still wanted to use that 

journal to advance his own ideas for radical reform. 

Morleyts insistence that Home Rule was a sine qua non of any 

future administration caused the pragmatic Sir William Harcourt to predict 

that the Liberals would forfeit much popular support if they persisted 

"in flogging a dead horse". Harcourt had, at any rate, never been strongly 

attracted to Home Rule but felt he had been blackmailed into endorsing 

it because of the effective hold that American dynamiters had over the 

Irish Judiciary. Six months after defeat of the Bill, Harcourt told 

Morley that the great majority of English Libera:s were bored by the 

protestations of the Irish. 34 

Morley came to interpret the result of the November 1885 election 

as a mandate for Home Rule even though the contest had not really been 

34w.v. Harcourt to J. Morley, November 20, 1886. Quoted in 
D.A. Hamer, op. cit., p. 229. 
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fougbt on that issue. For him it was the only possible way out of the 

impasse because any other solution would not show respect for the due 

organic process. He reasoned that the means were as important as the 

ends~ and that they must have faith in free institutions acting under 

the free play of existing forces. This, in his view, was as practical 

as it vas altruistic, because if Irish tenants required a large British 

credit ta become owners only an Irish Par1iament could fu1fill such an 

obligation~ because otherwise any money would be wasted, if the source 

of political frustration was not removed. 

Because the popular will in. Ireland was not drawn solely from 

any one economic segment, it was according to Morley a bona fide "Liberal" 

demande Yet the result of the December 1885 election was in fact 

ambiguous, many of the urban boroughs had been regained b.y the 

Conservatives and those ridings which had gone to the Liberals had been 

won largely on account of Chamberlain's "Three-Acres-and-a-Cow" Programme. 

The balance vas held exactly by the eighty-six Nationalists without whose 

co-operation nothing could be undertaken. 'mis latter reality happened 

to reirrfo~ce r~rley's a priori conviction that the Liberals should not 

undertake any other business unti1 Ireland had been given her own 

government at Dublin. 

In the new Salisbury Administration (1886-92), the issue as far 

as Libe~als were concerned was whether or not coercion should remain 
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• government policy. It was therefore in the electoral interests of all 

Liberals to dramatize the injustices which were bein6 perpetuated in 

Ireland. Chamberlain felt that the Liberals had for t80 long used 

Ireland as a scapegoat for general inaction. In view of other pressing 

domestic problems in England, Morley's conduct certainly appears 

abscurantist and it may have reflected bis inner conviction tbat laissez 

faire liberalism--which he was emotionally and intellectually attached--

had really run its course. It was as if he bad deliberately sought to 

be imprisoned by a single great question. Yet he was reluctant ta discuss 

even this great question in detail because it was tantamount ta dis-

mantling society and as Morley observed: "society, we may be quite sure, 

will not let itself be taken to pieces."35 

When Labouchere attempted to bring the Radicals together again 

by means of the Round Table Conference of January 1887, Morley proved 

himself obdurate as far as making any real concessions to Chamberlain 

vere concerned. Labouchere's approach to the politics of Home Rule 

while devious was at least pragmatic. "The masses care very little about 

Ire1and," Labouchere once observed, IIjustice to Ire1and daes not arouse 

their enthusiasm, unless it be wrapped up in what they regard as justice 

ta themselves."36 

35The Times, November 20, 1889 • 

• 36H. Labouchere to H. Gladstone, July 9, 1886. Quoted in D.A. 
Ramer, op. cit., p. 236. 
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In 1880, not even Labouchere cou Id have been described as a 

"Home Ruler". The f'ollowing year when Wilf'rid Lawson speke in f'avour 

of' Home Rule, Lawson doubted if' there were three English Members who 

would have supported him. 37 But it was in 1880 when Labouchere f'irst 

publicly addressed himself' ta the problem: 

l really have not understood what Home Rule means. l 
should be extremely sarry to have the Union between Great 
Britain and Ireland done away with. l think it is 
absolutely necessary f'or the weIl being of' bath countries 
but l am myself' in f'avour of' as much local government, not 
only in Ireland but in aIl parts of' England as soon as 
possible.38 

Just why Labouchere sided with Gladstone over Home Rule is not 

entirely clear. Had he not done so his subsequent role as an independent 

critic of' imperialist policies might have been appreciably dif'f'erent. On 

radical questions Labouchere had thought on lines similar to Chamberlain. 

He was an admirer of' municipal ref'orm and he constantly chided 

Chamberlain that it was necessary to f'ind "an urban cow" ta give the town 

worker a sense of' pride equivalent ta that which the rural smallholder 

might f'eel as the result of' recent legislation. 39 But like Morley, 

Labouchere had taken a tolerant view of' the Irish Land League on the 

premise that it was f'ighting f'or genuine grievances and was not merely 

37G.W.E. Russell, Sir Wilf'rid Lawson, A Memoir, p. 306. 

38A. Thorold, The Lif'e of' Henry Labouchere, p. 152. 

39H. Labouchere ta J. Chamberlain, December 23, 1885. Quoted 
in A. Thorold, op. cit., p. 264. 
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fomenting class warfare. In the debate on the 1881 Land Act, he had 

pleaded that the League dispensed a "rude" kind of justice "for which 

he was accused of favouring the disintegration of the Empire.,,40 

Labouchere maintained that coercion did not serve to preserve legality, 

rather it represented the unnatural enforcement of exceptional law. 

He had looked upon the Irish Question as a possible basis for creating 

a radical government, and this largely explains his tortuous correspondence 

which he undertook so as to recreate a possible modus vivendi between 

Chamberlain and the Gladstonians. As a born intriguer, Labouchere was 

well qualified for the task and he was a logical choice for Herbert 

Gladstone to make as mediator between his own father and the Irish leaders 

in the critical weeks during the preparation of the Home Rule Bill. 

Many of these details Labouchere passed on to Chamberlain, who proved 

to be even less tractable than before after his discovery of Gladstone's 

precise plans. 

Labouchere thus became influential in the formation of the 

Round Table Conference which met three times at the very end of 1886 and 

the beginning of 1887. Commentators grudgingly admitted that Labouchere 

articulated the Gladstonian point of view during these proceedings. One 

year earlier--at the precise moment that Gladstone chose to fly the 

"Hawarden Kite"--Labouchere had publicly submitted his own preference • 

40H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 257 (1881), p. 1510, Labouchere. 
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As an Englishman who "had exhausted his time discussing Irish affairs Il 

he argued that the reform of the land system would have to be arranged 

by the Irish themselves. This be helieved could be accommodated within 

a constitution broadly similar to the American which would necessarily 

leave defence and foreign relations to the Imperial Government. 41 This 

position vas very similar to that adopted by Chamberlain who recommended 

a definition of England's authority suf'ficient to secure that "Ireland 

should not be a point d'appui for a Foreign Country.,,42 

The ambiguous scheme which Gladstone prepared precluded a clear-

cut federal representation for the Irish. Gladstone went out of his vay 

to denigrate a scheme for Ireland similar to the federal solution devised 

for Canada on the surprising grounds that "Canadians are our friends and 

Irishmen are our enemies. ,,43 Painstaking though <;Uadstone was when 

elaboreting on the minutiae of detail there is little evidence from the 

Irish controversy that Gladstone's mind grew in a way to suggest that he 

deeply understood the real mechanics of government. He seemed overly 

anxious that the Bill itself should explicitly extol liberty as a positive 

end in itself. The great majority of Gladstonians would have accepted 

4~e Times, December 28, 1885. 

42J • Chamberlain to H. Labouchere, December 26, 1885. Quoted 
in A. Thorold, op. cit., p. 272. 

43The Times, December 19, 1885 • 
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some close parallel with the Canadian model, and as late as 1885, 

Chamberlain appears to have been ready to accept such a solution. It 

was by a renewal of common interest in a Canadian type solution that an 

agenda was at last drawn up for the Round Table Conference of the 

fOllowing year. To bring success to these meetings, Labouchere threw 

himself whole-heartedly into the necessary intrigue. But it was to no 

avail, like all Home Rulers, Labouchere was obliged to accept the good 

faith of Parnell and the Irish Nationalists. 

There was perhaps only one other Home Ruler as acerbic as 

Labouchere. Wilfrid Scawen Blunt was perhaps the only Englishman of note 

to be accepted as a member of the Land League. 44 This was a signal honour 

because not only was Blunt an anti-TInperialist, he was a landlord to boot, 

to sorne degree an authority on the Irish agrarian system. What was more 

extraordinary was that Blunt had stood in 1885 as a Tory Home Ruler for 

the London riding of Camberwell but in 1888 stood for Deptford as a 

Gladstonian Home Ruler losing to the Conservative opponent by only 275 

votes. Unlike the other English Home Rulers, Blunt admired the Catholic 

religious tradition of the Irish, which, he believed, formed part of the 

4~lunt, Wilfrid Scawen (1840-1922). English poet and traveller. 
After travels in the Near East and India, became an ardent anti-imperialist 
and critic of white exploitation of "native" races, and active supporter 
of Mohammedan aspirations and of nationalism in Egypt, Ireland and 
India • 
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Gladstonian Home Ruler losing to the Conservative opponent by only 275 

votes. Unlike the other English Home Rulers, Blunt admired the Catholic 

religious tradition of the Irish, which, he believed, formed part of the 

4~lunt, Wilfrid Scawen (1840-1922). English poet and traveller. 
After travels in the Near East and India, became an ardent anti-imperialist 
and critic of white exploitation of "native" races, and active supporter 
of Mohammedan aspirations and of nationalism in Egypt, Ireland and 
India • 
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kind of religiudS tradition essential to any well-ordered community.45 

The Reseript Yhich Leo XIII placed upon the Land League considerably 

embarrassed Blunt beeause he had had shortly before an audience with the 

Pope himself altfuougb they apparently had not discussed Irish matters. 

The ground vas tnus eut from under his feet. In addition--having 

associated vith the Liberal Party on account of the Home Rule crisis-

Blunt obtained ~~toriety for his having tested the efficacy of the Crimes 

Bill wh en he deliberately attempted to address an illega1 meeting at 

Woodford, County Galvay. Nevertheless, there was a certain consistency 

in Blunt's ~ti-Imperialism. In Egypt he had already been impressed by 

the rejuvenatio~ of the Moslem religion, which, he believed, had furnished 

a strong moral backing for Arabi, the insurgent leader. In the Sudan, 

although he had backed Gordon, he had shown confidence in the Mahdi and 

in India he nad beeome enthusiastic for the political inspiration of the 

mystic Saler Jrr.r~. Blunt attempted to define the anti-imperialist basis 

of his political pnilosophy by arguing that any party or race which 

usurped land. ot.!:er than the limi ted space for which i t was best sui ted 

violated the haL~ny of natural law. In his view, the English were foreign 

to the whole cultural tradition of Ireland, and this was why he believed 

the English ve=e lL~able to appreciate the essential piety of the 

Nationalist cause. 46 

45w.s. Blunt, The Land War in Ireland, p. 2 . 

46!bid.: :p. 447· 
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The Home Rule movement represented an amorphous force which 

united disparate and heterogeneous voices. Perhaps it would be of some 

assistance in evaluating its rationale if sorne surnmary were offered of 

the Imperialist view of Ireland. This was distinct from the Liberal 

Unionist attitude which had original1y sought to accommodate Irish 

grievances by granting a measure of devo1ution consistent with the re-

rention of Imperial supremacy at Westminster. The Liberal Unionist 

position was not perhaps as chauvinist as the Tory-Imperialist position 

although it required a high note of national excitement to retain its 

effective control of the radical centre. It thus came to endorse coercion 

and to become increasingly identified with the Imperialist position itself. 

But Salisbury and Balfour,47 who epitomized the coercive attitude in 

England saw the Home Rule issue as a class war wherein talk of "nationhood" 

was but a coyer to dispossess landowners. The Irish were a heterogeneous 

"scum" whose racial integrity was a mythe To explain this aggressive 

and insensitive prejudice one may presume that, in indicting Parnell and 

aIl that he stood for, the Imperialists were seeking to condemn him in 

the eyes of not an English audience alone but of an imperial jury.48 

47Balfour, Arthur James. lst Earl of Balfour (1848-1930). M.P. 
(1874-85, 1886-1905, 1906-11); member of "Fourth Party"; Chief Secretary 
for Ire1and (1887-91); Prime Minister (1902-05); a nephew of Lord 
Salisbury. A strong proponent of coercion in Ireland. (Conservative). 

48L.P. Curtis, op. cit., p. 299. 



123 

Home fr~le represented a subversive attack on the premises upon which the 

Empire rested and its advocates audaciously challenged this system close 

to its epicentre. The Home Rulers were demanding an act o~ national 

sel~-e~~acement on the part o~ Britain which she·could not a~~ord to 

per~orm. 

Anti-Imperialists were necessarily divided in their reaction to 

an imperial conduct that aIl o~ them would have ~ound distaste~ul in any 

other British Dependency. AlI o~ them recognized a semblance o~ 

nationalism in Ireland--Goldwin Smith admitted that the Irish had great 

reverence ~or objects o~ national attachment49_-but many o~ them, e.g. 

Bright--thought that economic disequilibrium was being resorted to ~or 

the callous overthrow o~ existing representative institutions, which, by 

virtue o~ recent re~orm were essentially "democratic". 

Home Rule was thus interpreted in many ways. Goldwin Smith 

~ought against it as an anti-Imperialist whereas the Canadian Parliament 

itsel~--conscious perhaps o~ the authoritarian, quasi-con~ederationist 

construction which MacDonald had put upon the Canadian Constitution-

endorsed Home ~lle by clear Resolutions passed by both Houses. 50 The 

Gladstonians endorsed Home Rule because they tended to be over-pre

occupied with the concept o~ liberty in aIl its applications. Thus they 

~ocused their attention--in spite o~ the Land Bill--on the alleged political 

49Ibid.} p. 428. 

50H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 272 (1882), p. 272, Sexton. 
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or national disabilities of the Irish at the expense of economic 

grievances that might have been better resolved by means of an imperial 

devolution without overtones of separatism. The coercionists, who 

followed Salisbury, saw Ireland as a quagmire of sullen dissidents, 

the Unionists, who followed Chamberlain, were willing to concede that 

Ireland was a Province,5l and the Home Rulers--who were perhaps Little 

Englanders in an unusually literaI sense--belatedly recognized Ireland 

as a "Nation". There is the implication in the examples of Labouchere 

and MOrley that Little Englanders used Home Rule as a red herring to 

defer Socialism. In recognizing that Socialism and Imperialism represented 

opposite poles of an economic and political dilemma, Little Englanders 

saw in Home Rule a point that vms Midway between these poles, or 

perhaps better still, a point that was wholly outside the axis. They 

therefore had everything to gain by amputating a potentially explosive 

economic issue from the body poli tic of England, and this the y could 

best do by suggesting that historically, Ireland constituted a living 

organism related to, yet separate from, England herself. 

51Michael Hurst, op. cit., p. 145 . 



• CHAPrER V 

INDIA: CONFLICT BETWEEN ANTI-IMPERIALISM 

AND UTILITARIANISM 

John Stuart Mill had observed that those who had known India 

invariably had a genuine sympathy for the problems of the indigenous 

population of Ireland. l 

Several historical factors suggest that India might be a 

logical point from which to begin a regional survey of anti-imperialism. 

Part of the Indian sub-continent had been originally colonized before 

the last of Britain's "First" empire; and it could not therefore be 

considered a llparvenu" acquisition which vulgarized the imperial 

connection. It was destined to occupy a central position in British 

Imperial policy and would thus motivate Britain's diplomatie relations 

Wi th other great powers. But there is an addi tional reason: because i t 

served as a laboratory for administrators, the government of India gave 

expression and lent definitions to formal, informal, and authoritarian 

as well as laissez-faire concepts of Imperial rule. 

Broadly speaking, those concepts had to take into account three 

distinctive areas of' "responsibilityll. Economie development was an 

l J.S. Mill, England and Ireland, p. 22. 
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activity which particularly interested the Manchester School but it was 

evident that the school's free trade pretentions were inimical to the 

feelings of Indians themselves. The century of conquest which had pre

ceded the Indian Mutiny (C.1750-1857) witnessed the changing of contem

porary features of mercantilism and their partial replacement by an expert 

of financial "capital" which found its utilization not only in plantations 

but in the early development of railroad communication. Britain was thus 

obliged to expert technical skills, an operation which hastened the 

occasion when British indus trial monopelies were to be encroached upon 

by Asian capital itself. 

A second activity which does not concern this enquiry so much 

was the attempt at religious conversion. This was perhaps the least 

successful activity because India--while devoid of a unified political 

structure--already possessed a complex viable religious tradition. A 

third are a was concerned with theoretical and practical aspects of 

political administration and attracted utilitarian theorists. But 

while, like the previous activity, its rationale seemed almost 

evangelical, its work proved much more significant. 

Admittedly, parliamentary debates on matters pertaining to 

India were seldom weIl attended during the latter part of the nineteenth 

century. But those who spoke in these debates shared in a tradition of 

academic discussion which could be traced back to the time when Burke 
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and Fox first denounced the fraudulent and bloody means by which 

political paver in India had been acquired. On one such occasion 

Burke had cautioned tbat power sbould be exercised ultimately for the 

benefit of those who vere its subjects. 2 

The most disenchanted parliamentary critic of the British 

presence in India in the mid-nineteenth century was Richard Cobden, who, 

although having conceded that Britain bad a legitimate trading role to 

play in the sub-continent, came subsequently to argue that the future 

retention of India could only be effected by rigid maintenance of the 

dictatorial. "oId" colonial system. Deeply suspicious of the East India 

Company, Cobden believed that its monopoly ws "unnatural"; and that the 

Company itself was notbing but "a screen between the British nation and 

the full sight of its awef'ul responsibilities." But meticulous though 

he ws about publie expenditure, Cobden felt disinclined to attempt the 

reform of India's political. fabric. 3 He sensed that India, with its 

need for a large standing army, could only hinder a cosmopolitan free 

trade economy.4 But Cobden ws adbering to a classical "free trader" 

Ideal with respect 1;0 India in which Manchester traders could never 

2Cobbett's Parliamentary History, Vol. 23, East India Bill, 
(December l, l783). 

3Richard Cobden, The Speeches of Richard Cobden, Cobden to 
Bright, October 18, 1850. Quoted in D.Read Cobden and Bright, p. 207. 

4Ibid., Vol. l, p. 551. 
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sbare. In fact nine years after Cobden's death, i.e. in 1874, by virtue 

of tbe fact tbat tbe Indian government demanded fiscal autonomy, tbe 

"free trade Il principle was to erupt into open antagonism between 

Manchester and tbe Indian administrators. liowever Cobden bad always 

revealed more tban a bland cosmopolitanism on the subject; in bis 

pess1m1sm, and even fatalism, Cobden predicted the need to respect what 

would be later termed "cultural relativismft : ftHindoostan must be ruled 

by tbose who live on tbat side of the globe. Its people will prefer to 

be ruled badly--according to our customs by its mm colour, kitb and kin."5 

Cobden spoke of the climate of India as f'orbidding the Englisb race to 

become indigenous to its soi1. The attempt to ignore tbis was "tbe most 

presumptuous act in bistory."6 

By contrast, Bright 1 s more evangelical nature made bim less 

pessimistic about India' s future tban Cobden, and Bright was tberefore 

willing at least to suggest transitional a...-ra.ngements which might 

facilitate a total witbdrawal from India in the undetermined future. 

Even before tbe Mutiny, wben self govermnent vas not seriously enter-

tained in official circlGs, Bright bad suggested that India be di vided 

up into at least five "presidencies", tbat more non-European officiaIs 

5Jobn MOrley, Life of Richard Cobden (London,1905), p. 208. 

6R • Cobden to R. Willans, December 5, 1857. Quoted Francis 
Wrigley Hirst, In tbe Golden Days (London, 1947), p. 66. 
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be emp1oyed, and that greater to1eration be shown for both religious and 

political liberty. As an anti-Imperialist, Bright was nevertheless moved 

by the plight of the Indian people, and he could only regret what he 

considered to be the apathy of the British Parliament. 7 

As early as 1853, Bright had spoken in the Bouse of Commons 

concerning the impending expiry of the East India Company Charter, at 

whicb time he anticipated the trend of decentralization whicb would be 

implemented in the following decade. But in his use of what would later 

be the "core" of the anti-imperialist argument, Le. the need for de-

centralization, Bright vas not content to denounce the injustice of 

Company rule in abstract poli tical terms. While he vas only allowed to 

comment on the annual statements that the Bouse of Commons vas obliged 

to pass, he used one such occasion to draw attention to the decay of 

agriculture and industry and to the retarded state of both roads and 

waterways.8 On purely constitutional grounds Bright held forthright 

views; he denounced the IIdespotic" function of the newly created office 

of Viceroy and he regretted that the Whig precautionary techniques of 

"checks and balances"--by whicb the old Court of Directors vith the 

board of control had been superceded in the dual fUnction of Indian 

7I.M. Cumpston, "Some Early Indian Nationalists and Their Allies 
in the English Parliament," The Eng1ish Bistorical Review, LXXVI, (1961), 
pp. 279-297 • 

SH.P.D., 3rd ser., Vol. 150 (lS5S), p. 1774, Bright. 
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Council and India Office--had failed to eradicate this "tyranny". But 

the Indian Mutiny produced a clamour and backlash which unnerved Bright: 

"like Burke before him, Bright did not know how to draw up the indictment 

of a nation. "9 

However, when it came to Indian affairs, not even Bright could 

speak for the Manchester School as a whole. While it is true that the 

Manchester Chamber of Commerce had previously disapproved of the formaI 

annexation of the Punjab and Lower Burma and had disavowed intentions of 

formaI Empire, early Indian nationalists reacted to the protestations of 

Manchester traders with cynicism. The building of roads, railways and 

canals which such traders encourage d, 1{aS interpreted by the nationalists 

as but a disguised form of military occupation, which retarded the process 

of political decentralization. Theil' suspicions 'VTere reinforced by the 

Manchester Chamber of Commerce's explicit preference for the parliamentary 

designation o~ Indian expenditures lvithout prier consultation with native 

representatives. 

This "authoritarian" position adopted by those associated with 

the Manchester School may be sharply contrasted with the extreme anti

Imperialism of Herbert Spencer, who deplored both the military aid and 

state-conferred privileges which had been given to the East India Company, 

9John W. Derry, The Radical Tradition (New York, 1967), p. 221. 

.~ 
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although not even he advocated a complete cessation of the Companyls 

economic activity.lO 

But a more detailed and comprehensive repudiation of British 

intentions in India was penned by Bositivist commentators outside of the 

Bouse of Commons. Their denunciation was primari1y concerned with the 

second area of imperial "responsibility" outlined ab ove i.e. with religious 

missions: Richard Congreve who flatly rejected the insular claim that 

the Church of England had been rigbtfully appointed spiritual trustee in 

India, came to denounce the proseletysing of Christians as irrelevant 

and even injurious to the moral fibre of the Indian people. Following 

the Indian Mutiny, Congreve expressed the view that' Bri tain would do 

better to abdicate totally her imperial pretentions in India by per

mitting the appointment of an International Committee, along the lines 

of one then examining the Danubian Principalities to determine the 

political identity of India and the nature of its political relationship 

to Europe as a whole. However, Congreve's economic thinking was naive, 

and he assumed that the Manchester School would agree with him that if 

Britain was a great entrepot, it was not because of India but, rather, 

in spite of Britainls connection wit~ India. Without considering the 

social or economic disparity of the two areas, Congreve presumed that 

if the United States had been unable to make good use of her economic 

lOBerbert Spencer, Social Statics abdg. (New York, 1892), p. 195. 
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independence so would India.ll But Congreve believed that the essential 

justification of Britain's withdrawal layon moral, or pseudo-historical, 

rather than economic grounds. He equated the veneration which Indians 

expressed for the Hindu religion with the respect that Christianity had 

once enjoyed in Western Europe under Innocent III: the Hindu religion 

expressed the "absolute" of both spiritual and political power. Congreve 

charged that by infecting India with western liberalism, Britain vas 

hastening the decomposition of the entire moral framework of India; 

because its political order seemed to be in decay to the casual 

occidental observer, he could see no justification for Britain's up-

setting the course of nature. 

This anti-Imperialist argument vas a total contradiction of the 

whole concept ofutilitarian reform in India. The codification of law 

and implementation of utilitarian principles vas designed to centralize 

the administration and to increase India's intellectual dependence upon 

Britain. Twenty-five years before the Indian Mutiny, Macaulay had 

described the only suitable government for India as being "an en-

lightened and paternal despotism".12 The Utilitarians were following 

llRichard Congreve, Essays: Pblitical, Social and Religious, 

12H•P.D., 3rd ser., Vol. (1833), p. 533 Macaulay. 
Macaulay, Thomas Babington. Ist Baron Macaulay. (1800-1859). M.P. 
(1830-34, 1839-47, 1852-56); Member, Supreme Council of India (1834-
38); Sec~tary of War (1839-41). 
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an Anglo-ethnocentric tradition, a tradition which permitted them to 

interpret their task as one of transferring India to a higber state of 

civilization. This Anglo-ethnocentricism remained in the utilitarian 

tradition, althougb John Stuart Mill did attempt to seek a synthesis 

by tempe ring this presumption vith a greater respect for indigenous 

values. 

'!he twenty-five years which preced.ed the Indian Mutiny have 

been described as "the first age of reform in India", an experiment 

characterized by a blend of evangelicalism and utilitarianism. Althougb 

he did not live to witness the MUtiny, this period was aptly summarized 

by Wilberforce: 13 

!et us endeavour to strike our roots into the soil by the 
graduaI introduction and establishment of our own principles 
and opinionsl of our lavs; institutions and manners; above 
all in the source of every other improvem.ent, of our religion 
and consequently of our morals.14 

Serious doubt has been expressed whetber the term "Little 

Englander" has the same signif'icance when applied to cri ticism of Indian 

government as it does when applied to that of Africa. Dilke once 

described himself as a "jingo" vith respect to Asian affairs but a Little 

13Wilberforce, William. (1759-1833).Led agitation in House of 
Commons ag~inst the slave trade (1787); l.ead.er of the C1apham Sect; 
supported extens ion of missionary teaching in India. 

14Eric Stokes, The Englisb utilitarians and India (Oxford, 1959) 
p. 35. 



• Englander when Arrican Dependencies were considered. This distinction 

is well illustrated by George Campbell, who personally annexed part of 

the area of Oudh, yet who lived to express a consistent objection to any 

British presence in either Egypt or East Arrica by endorsing Little 

Englander motions of censure.15 With the exception of Oudh and Gwalior, 

Campbell believed that by 1853 the "natural 1imits" of annexation had 

been reached and he did not revise his evaluation after the Mutiny. But 

even before the Mutiny, George Campbell had suggested that Macaulay's 

comprehensive reform of the judicature was premature even if weil intended. 

Indigenous native aptitude admittedly made any immediate native con-

sultative assembly improbab1e--there was as yet no "Indian Congress" to 

demand this--but Campbell believed that the Whig and Utilitarian 

principle of "checks and balances "-. was both cumbersome and heavy handed. 

The intention to Anglicize aIl facets of Indian life, which had been 

implicit in the adoption of much of this machinery, he believed not only 

to be unnecessary but undesirable. As an experienced frontier ad-

ministrator, Campbell suggested that Rindustanee instead of English be 

adopted as the lingua franca. 16 Relatively speaking, Campbell was 

15campbell, Sir George. (1824-92). ReId civil appointments in 
the North Western Provinces, (1847-51); published Modern India (1852); 
appeared before Parliamentary Commit tee on India (1851-54); published 
The Irish Land (1869); published Tenure of Land in India (1870); for the 
Cobden Club; Lieutenant-Governor of Bengal (1871-74); Liberal M.P. for 
Kirkaldy (1875-92). 

16George Campbell, India As It May Be, p. 408. 
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therefore rather anti-im:per'ialistic, if his suggestions and attitudes 

are to be compared with those sponsored by the uti1itarians and forcibly 

imp1emented by Lord Lytton. 

Neverthe1ess, in the decade Which followed the Indian Mutiny, 

the anti-Imperia1ist argument, Which favoured a policy of decentralization 

found a measure of imp1ementation. The Indian Counci1s Act (1861), wbich 

provided 1egislative councils for the governors of Bombay and Madras, 

enab1ed the Viceroy to nominate Indian members for these bodies. However 

there was to be no Indian participation in the executive C01ù"1.cil, anâ. 

the legislative councils had no pmre:r of' decision or right of inter-

pellation. It ,-rould be incorrect to conclude that Sir Charles Wood--

the author of this reform--necessari1y recognized in these Councils 

nuc1ei of popular or representative governments.17 

Even these reforms failed to erase a serious self-contradiction 

in utilitarian presumptions. The executive branch of the Indian Civil 

Service was becoming exc1usively aristocratie in its composition and 

there was little prospect of a wide Indian participation in this new 

1egis1ative and judicia1 machinery. l-lhi1e utilitarians cooperated with 

Whig paternalism to the extent that they would protect the indigenous 

character of the peasants, utilitarians aimed to subvert or undermine 

17R.J. MOore, Libera1ism and Indian Pb1itics (London, 1966), 
pp. 9-10. 
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the more sophisticated and nascent "nationalism" in order to prote ct 

investment capital. Such contradictions are suggested in the accrimonious 

correspondence conducted between Lord Northbrook, a Whig, and Lord 

Salisbury, who endorsed the intentions of the utilitarians.18 The 

Manchester Liberals wanted an Indian Secretary of State who would promote 

Britain's interests above those of India by 50 manipulating the ta.riff 

as to deny India the possible benefits of protection. In Lord Salisbury, 

the Manchester traders found a sui table champion; but although they were 

nominal free traders, the Whig administration in the Ind1a of Lord 

Northbrooke, defended protective dut1es on cotton goods, cotton twist and 

yarn entering Ind1a in order to stabilize India' s economy. For th1s 

reason, Salisbury established the precedent by which the Secretary of 

State imposed his own will over both Viceroy and Council, and 1t 1s hardly 

surpr1sing, therefore, that Indian nat10nalists were tempted to identify 

the Manchester School with neo-mercantilism. Thereafter, resentment 

was expressed in India with more articulation and it was punctuated by a 

later estimate that by the end of the nineteenth century there had been 

a massive "drain" of Indian wealth to the extent of 6000 million, 

resulting partly from unfavourable balances of trade and partly from 

18Baring, Thomas George. lst Earl of Northbrook.. (1826-1904). 
Viceroy of India (1876-80); Ambassador at Paris (1887-91); 
(Conservative) • 
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• dishonoured remittances. 19 Some nationalists came to look back 

nostalgically to the pre-investment period, when India had received 

bull ion in payment for her cotton goods. 

It was during Salisbury's term as Secretary for India that the 

whole territorial question took on added significance. Gladstone and 

Lord Hartington took a severely critical view of the expansi0nist 

policies pursued by Lord Lytton who had become Salisbury' s protégé. 

This may be illustrated by reference to the Northwest Frontier where 

the Whigs had traditionally sought to preserve friendly relations ever 

since the IIFirst Afghan War" (1838-1842) • In the final months of his 

Vice-Royalty, (1876), Northbrook had been reluctant to accede to 

Salisbury's request to persuade the Amir of Afghanistan to accept British 

aid at Herat and Kandahar. 

The anti-Imperialists bitterly attacked Lytton's foreign policy 

and Leonard Courtenay produced a detailed and analytical critique of the 

entire expansionist imperial strategy.20 Evidently Gladstone incorporated 

Courtenayls criticism of this forward policy in his current Midlothian 

19Lajpat Rai, England' s Debt Tc India (1917). Quoted in T.F. 
Tsiang, Labour and Empire (New York, 1923), p. 31. 

20Bulwer-Lytton, Edward Robert. lst Earl of Lytton. (1831-91). 
Viceroyof India (1876-80); Ambassador at Paris (1887-91); (Conservative) • 

• 
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campaign when he spoke derisively of Disraeli's imperium et libertas. 21 

Althougb he was a Whig with respect to colonial affairs, Gladstone never 

really defined his position with respect to India. His observation that 

India did not add to, but detracted from, &gland' s military strength 

was made while he was Leader of the Opposition, at which time he could 

not have afforded to cast off the traditional insularity of Manchester. 

He pleaded that the real substance of Britain's material greatness lay 

within the British Isles, and that Britain would one day have to "loose 

herself from this capital demand upon the national honour."22 Why then 

did Gladstone lament that Britain had "not been able to give to India 

the blessings and benefits of free institutions?"23 This vacillating 

attitude by Gladstone was criticized by many contemporary commentators. 

To Imperialists it seemed that Gladstone was implying that India was but 

an unfortunate accident of Britain's national greatness. 24 

Lord Lytton, who succeeded Northbrooke, removed protection from 

Indian industries in deference to Manchester at precisely the moment that 

India had to find new revenues to pay for ventures that military action 

21G.p. Gooch, Life of Leonard Courtenay (London, 1920), p. 

22W.G. Gladstone, "Aggression on Egypt," Nineteenth Century Review, 
II (1877), p. 153. 

23H.P.D., 3rd ser., Vol. 227 (1876), p. 1744, Gladstone • 

24E• Dicey, Nineteenth Century Review, II (1877), p. 292. 
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at Herat and Kandahar had f'orced upon tliem.. Gladstone denounced the 

im:perial "despotism" by which Lytton had curtailed the liberty of' the 

Indian press witbout consulting his Coil!lcil, and consequently he called 

f'or a f'ull parliamentary inquiry into the Indian Constitution. 25 As a 

Whig, Gladstone doubtless f'elt obliged ta disown the Manchester view of 

the tariff and he confided that the vay in Which cotton duties bad been 

remi tted in this time of India' s stress bad been Il something repugnant ".26 

But Gladstone could give no clear indication of what the f'uture economic 

and constitutional policy would be vith respect to India if he returned 

to power. By making re:peated pleas for npesee, retrenchment and reform" 

Gladstone was being effectively ambiguous, altbough it must be noted 

that upon his accession as Prime Minister in 1880 and following the 

term1nation of' the second A:f'gban War (1818-19), a prompt withdrawal was 

made from Kandahar. 

Yet it is significant that tbis withdra.wal--although it was 

censured by the Tbries--was not regarded by al1 members of Gladstone's 

government as necessarily anti-imperialistic and was in fact defended 

on tactical grounds by Lord Hartington. 21 Dilke defended Gladstone's 

25H.P.D., 3rd ser., Vol. 242, (1818), p. 51, Gladstone. 

26H.P.D., 3rd ser., Vol. 246 (1819), p. 1741, Gladstoœ. 

27H.P.D., 3rd ser., Vol. 259 (1880), p • 199, Harcourt. 

i 
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action even more positively by accusing Salisbury and Lytton of 

destroying all cohesion in Afghanistan. 28 But Dilke would not identify 

himself with any doctrinaire concept of withdrawal in India and the 

support that he lent Gladstone might be contrasted to Fawcettts 

comparison of the "folly" of the Herat advance to the ill-fated annex-

ation of the Transvaal in 1877 by the same government. 29 

The danger to the Northwest Frontier emanated from Russia, which, 

ever since the Crimean War, had been advancing towards central Asia. 

Entering Turkestan wi th in two years after 1864, Russia had occupied 

Butthan but the more ominous aspect of this was her utilization of this 

expansion from the Caspian Sea so as to build a railway througb to Merv, 

which, althougb it lay two hundred miles to the north of Herat, was only 

half the distance from the frontier that the British line was at Quetta. 

Afghanistan therefore served as a buffer state between two opposing 

advances, and the opportunities which this territory offered gave rise 

to two distL~ctive approaches to the problem of Imperial defence in this 

area. The Bombay "Forward School", composed of Salisbury himself and 

Lytton, Roberts and Lansdownè, advocated resistance to Russian penetration 

28H.P.D., 3rd ser., Vol. 259 (1880), p. 1852, Dilke. 

29H.P.D., 3rd ser., Vol. 259 (188l), p. 1955 Fawcett. 
Fawcett, Henry (1833-84); Economist; M.P. (1865-84); contributed actively 
to passage of Reform Act (1867); on account of assiduous representation of 
Indiats interests earned unofficial title as "M.P. for India" • 
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by tbe erection of permanent forward positions in Afghanistan and 

Persia. 30 This went beyond Salisbury's earlier idea of setting up 

listening posts, which bad initially led to tbe launching of a two 

pronged attack to partition Afghanistan in 1878. 

By contrast tbe more liberal "Punjab School", endorsed by 

Gladstone, Ripon, NortbbroOk, Rartington and Wolseley maintained tbat 

India sbould be defended on the Indus.31 This was not a negative view, 

it emphasized the need for direct negotiations with Russia on the strict 

understanding tbat if she advanced beyond a certain point, Russia could 

expect an unlimited war witb Britain. 

30Roberts, Frederik Sleigh, lst Earl Roberts of Kandahar, 
Pretoria and Waterford. (1832-1914). Won V.C. in Sepoy Mutiny (1857-58); 
in Second .A:f'ghan War, forced Afghan position at Peiwar Kotal, took Kabul, 
and re-entered Afghan capital (1879); performed memorable march from Kabul 
to relief of Kandahar, achieving pacification of .A:f'ghanistan (1880). 
Commander-in-Chief India (1885-93); Commander-in-Chief Ireland (1895-99). 
Held supreme command in South .A:f'rica (from 1899); after annexing 
Transvaal handed over command to Lord Kitchener. 

Betty-Fitzmaurice, Henry Charles Keith, 5tb Marquis of Lansdowne, 
(1845-1927), Governor-General of Canada (1883-88); Viceroyof India 
(1888-93); Secretary for War (1895-1900); Foreign Secretary (1900-1905). 
(Whig-Unionist) • 

31Wolseley, Gamet Joseph (1883-1913). lst Viscount Wolseley, 
served in Sepoy MUtiny (1857-58); beld bigh command in southeast Africa 
(1879-80); suppressed rebellion in Egypt witb victory at Tel-el-Kebir 
(1882); commander Nile expedition (1884) to relieve Khartoum; Commander
in-Chief Britisb Army (1895-99). 
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Ethnie similarities prevented a straightforward demarcation of 

intervening territory according to tribe, but in 1880 Gladstone and Ripon 

returned Kandahar to Afghanistan, assuming that henceforth Britain could 

negotiate with Russia in good faith. The fortuitous appearance of an 

apparently reliable puppet ruler, Abdur Rahman, wo was given both 

Kandahar and Kabul, suggested that the situation might now become stable. 

However, during the period of the "Forward School' s" heogemony the Russians 

had courted the Amir to improve Russia's bargaining position in the 

Balkans. In 1885 Russia inflicted a crushing military defeat on 

Afghanistan at Pendjeh and, aware that he had vested the defence of India 

in a Russian guarantee, Gladstone characterized the Russian action as 

bearing "the appearance of an unprovoked aggression. "32 The innnediate 

recall of the reserves by Gladstone did not elicit the same kind of 

vehement criticism of government policy as had done the attempted relief 

of the Sudan. What protest there was came from those radicals wo in 

Africa would have been classified as "Little Englanders". Iabouchere 

demanded arbitration, and he was perhaps tacitly supported by the bulk 

of the "moderate" wing of the Liberal Party. This proposaI elated John 

Morley, who realized that a permanent physical occupation of Afghanistan 

would have implied that Britain was a "continental" power insofar that 

32H.P.D., 3rd ser., Vol. 297 (1885), p. 600, ff., W.G. Gladstone. 



• British and Russian spheres of interest would be coterminus. 33 

Laboucbere deliberately moved an amendm.ent to reduce the Mili tary 

Estimate by'èt4 million on the grounds that the proposed occupation of 

Herat would alienate the native population althougb simultaneously he 

defended the allocation of cl.~ million for an enlarged ironclad program. 34 

The Viceroy, Lord Ripon, had previously succeeded in reducing the 

number of troops employed beyond the frontier from 65,000 to 25,000 men, 

but it was not for this reason that he was considered the most 

"Gladstonian" of Indian Viceroys. Rather it was on account of his 

pursuit of the ideal of local self-government. 35 While this was a 

"Whig" move and should tberefore not be confused wi th the utili tarian 

principle of "efficiencyll for 1ts own sake, it singular1zed an almost 

doctrinaire affirmation of the more traditional liberal principles with 

which anti-Imperialists were identified. Riponls attempt to effect some 

degree of po11tical devolution proved premature, and it was only ten 

years later that local government bodies would be constituted as 

electorates for returning representative Indians to the prOVincial 

legislature. 

33H.p.n., 3rd ser., Vol. 298 (1885). Refer C.D.Lowe, ~ 
Re lue tant Imperialists, p.77. 

34H.p.n., 3rd ser., Vol. 298 (1885), p. 1542, Labouchere. 

35R.C. Moore, op. cit., ch. 3. 
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Unf'ortunately, Ripon 1 s support of' the "Ilbert Bill", whicb 

proposed that in certain cases English settlers be, tried by Indian 

Justices of the Peace, proved to be a grave tactical error. Wilfrid 

Blunt, who sympathized with the Indian nationalist movement and who was 

an early advocate of' reform in respect to the Indian constitution, 

admitted that white planters would be put to considerable embarrassment 

in the event of' any maltreatment of their servants. 36 This Bill made 

1ittle impression upon the British Parliament but it significantly marked 

the end of the "G1adstonian" period of experimentation With internaI 

prob1ems. Ripon1s failure coincided With the emergence of' Indian 

Itnationalism" as a more independent and articulate f'orce. Any subsequent 

identification with this movement on the part of anti-Imperialists would 

be demonstrably more conspicuous. 

L~ view of' the important legislative decisions which could not 

be long Qelayed, surprisingly little interest was to be shown by Radicals 

in general towards Indian problems. Lord Duff'erin, who succeeded Ripon 

as Viceroy, appears not to have proscribed the activities of the Indian 

National Congress; in the hope of avoiding a "Home Hule ll type of situation, 

Dufferin sounded the Congress f'or ideas and made small concessions, 

36wilfred Scawen Blunt, India Under Ripon, A Personal Diary 
(1909) • 
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hoping that by so doing he could avoid making larger ones. 31 But 

Dufi'erin revealed how far removed the Whig position was from the anti-

imperialist insofar as he emphasized its traditional princip1e of 

"representation of interests", as Opplsed to the more democratic 

"representation of numbers". Sa1isbury's l.egacy vas that existing 

constitutional safeguards had been endangered from tvo directions, trom 

London, where Salisbury' s persona! domination of the Indian Council had 

made it more acquiescent than the 01d nBoard of Directors" had ever been, 

and in India i tself, where Ripon' s policy of decentralization had 

seriously undermined the prestige of the Viceroy's executive counci1 

in the eyes of educated Indians. IXtf'ferin was therefore ob1iged to 

halt the process of decentralization, even thougb he introduced token 

increases to the number of e1ected representations on the Provincial 

Councils. 

With respect to externa1 threats, Dufferin succeeded in employing 

Afghanistan as a buffer state which would Ce able to h01d its own by 

local resources if the Russians reached too far forward. Neverthe1ess, 

31Hami1ton-Temple-B1ackwood, Frederik Temple. (1826-1902). 
lst Earl of Dufferin. Governor-General of Canada (l812-18); Commissioner 
in Egypt (1882-83); Viceroy of India (1884-88); during which time he 
pacified Amir of Afghanistan, de1imited nort!nrest frontier; annexed 
Upper Burma, (1186). (Whig-Unionist) • 



• 
146 

quite apart from the capital's Northwest Frontier, numerous border 

incidents were to mar the peace between 1881 and 1886. In that final 

year Salisbury incorporated Upper Burma into India, and the Proclamation 

which authorized this had been first initial1ed in London as an 

international device to ensure that existing Treaties between Burma and 

Foreign Powers be extinguished. Although it represented a major 

departure from the princip1e dictated by the Queen's Statement in her 

Proclamation of 1858--i.e. that she desired no extension of the Indian 

Empire--Gladstone himself accepted this annexation without proteste 

Evidently Dufferin had already been disillusioned by the experiment of 

IIIndirect Rule" in Egypt and by its repetition with respect to the North

west Frontier, which in both areas had led to grave insolvency; Dufferin 

was therefore unwilling to risk repeti tion of such an experiment in the 

southeast. 

Significantly, for over a year the Manchester Chamber of Commerce 

had lobbied for the annexation of Burma, and there is evidence that these 

traders wou Id now favour "formaI" expansion if their interests were 

jeopardized. It almost coincided with a formaI motion (defeated 22 to 

21) that Britain should renounce free-trade as a general instrument of 

commerce. The free-trade principle was most openly challenged where 

the "ideal" had been most popularly associated.38 

38w.D. Grampp, The Manchester School of Economies 
p. 130. 
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Even in opposition, Gladstone was anxious to disown any suggestion that 

Burma was annexed out of deference to mercantile pressure and he speke 

grandiloquently of "guaranteeing the safety and securi ty of our own 

frontier and of our own people. "39 Gladstone could no longer conveniently 

entertain a sentimental respect for indigenous institutions which might 

have been otherwise preserved by orthodox Crown Colony status. Nor would 

Gladstone extend the argument of national self'-determination from Ireland 

to Asia. 

In 1880 the retirement from Kandahar had irritated Lord Randolph 

Churchill--who was himself' a severe critic of involvement in Egyptian 

af'fairs--to the extent that he expressed resentment at the issues in Asia 

becoming blurred because of preoccupation with Irish affairs, and he 

sought a corrolary in the demand for a strong internal government. 40 

It is difficult to accuse Gladstone of blurring these issues if it i5 

recalled that almost in the same week that Gladstone intimated that he 

would attempt a measure of Home Rule (the flying of the Hawarden Kite), 

39H.p.n., 3rd. ser., Vol. 295 (1885), p. 1245, Gladstone. 

4üH.p.n., 3rd Ser., Vol. 298 (1885), p. 1524. Icrd R.Churchill. 
Churchill, Lord Randolph Henry Spencer- (1849-95) . Leader of the "Fourth 
Parti' which opposed occupation of' Egypt, promoted "Tory Democracy"; 
advocated conciliatory policy for Ireland; Secretary of State for India 
(1885-86); resigned as Chancellor of the Exchequer December 1886 as 
gesture of resistance to fiscal demands of the Army and Navy; bitterly 
attacked Second Home Rule Bill (1892) • 
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he endorsed Salisbury's action in Burma. Nevertheless the simultaneous 

generation of national protest in Ireland and India raises the question 

of whether there might have been collusion between Irish and Indian 

nationalists. There is little evidence to suggest that Indian 

nationalists might wish to needlessly jeopardize relations with their 

Whig allies. An early leader of the Congress Naoroji, went out of his 

way to identify ~he future liberal unionists--Hartington and Bright-

as particular friends of India.41 As he had earlier done with Ireland, 

Bright continued to express a compassionate view of Indian affairs and 

in 1883 had suggested that an Indian Commission be appointed to study 

India's grievances. Parnell, on the other hand, disowned any suggestion 

that an Indian nationalist movement would support an Irish Platform if 

the Irish themselves should elect Indian representatives to the House 

of Commons. Even if Irish Home Rule were granted, Indian nationalists 

would, by the very nature of the solution, lose such potential 

political allies. Dufferin when leaving India in 1888, was carefu1 

to caution Indian Nationalists about indiscriminately applying les sons 

learned from the history of constitutiona1 countries; he warned that 

the circumstances of India were specia1. 42 

41NaOrOji, Dadabhai (1825-1917). First Indian member o~ the 
British Rouse of Commons; President, Indian National Congress (1886, 
1893, 1906); Liberal M.P. (1892-95). 

42I.M. Cumpston, op. cit., p. 291. 
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The incorporation of Burma in 1886 vas followed by a relatively 

quiet period which remained undisturbed until the tempestuous arrival of 

IDrd Curzon in 1898. The only Vlay in which Parliament's reaction to the 

problems presented by the Indian National Congress--which, until the 

partition of Bengal in 1903, VIaS concerned almost exclusively With 

economic matters --can be discovered is to follow the questions which 

were asked, upon completion of the Annual Statement by the Secretary of 

State for India, to the House of Commons. Nevertheless the anti

Imperialists did address themselves to the task of suggesting piece-

meal reform of constitutional restraint imposed by the Indian bureaucracy. 

Much of the groundwork for this was :performed by Bradlaugh Who, in 1899, 

had visited the Indian National Congress, on which occasion he had 

promised to work for a bill in the House of Conunons which would increase 

the number of non-official members in the Indian Legislative Council 

by extending the principle of election, as opposed to that of appointment. 

That he vas denied any opportunity to present this is significant.43 

A subsequent reform--the India Council Act (1861) Amendment Bill VIaS 

finally drafted in the House of IDrds, although for three years it VIaS 

withheld from presentation in the House of Conunons. Under the new 

proposed government legislation, the councils--whose memhers were to be 

doubled, although still nominated--were to be permitted to discuss 

43H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 341 (1890P. 173, Bradlaugh. 



• 

• 

150 

budgets moved by the India Counci1 but they were still not permi tted 

to vote on individual clauses. Any rules which might give them power 

of interpellation could only be phrased by the Viceroy and his 

assistants. 

The denial of the electora1 principle in this proposed 

legislation would in any case have angered the Radicals. Only wi th 

difficulty did Gladstone persuade Schwann to drop his amendment de-

plo ring the absence of the principle of representative government in 

the proposed legislation, on the understanding that this bill anticipated 

subsequent adoption of the electoral principle. 44 But the voices of 

many members who, with respect to imperial controversies in At'rica, 

might be classed as "anti-Imperia1ists" remained amute. In fact, on 

this occasion in 1892, when there took place in the Commans the most 

important constitutiona1 debate on India to be held in over thirty years, 

only a minority of members were in attendance. By contrast, the re-

imposition in 1894 of a five-percent protective tariff on India's 

imports attracted a large House and so angered Manchester members that 

the government's spokesman was compel1ed to remind the House that he 

served as "the Secretary of State for India and not the Secretary for 

Lancashire. 1145 

44H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 3 (1892), p. 68, Schwann. 

45H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 22 (1894), p. 214,Fow1er • 
Fowler, Henry Hartley (1830-1911). lst Viscount Wolverhampton. President 
of Board of Trade (1892); Secretary for India (1894); supported Boer War 
and opposed tariff reforme (Liberal Unionist). 
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Fowler was obliged to quote Henry Favcett as saying "that only pedants 

would apply abstract principl.es of :f'ree trade to India." Here was a 

blatant example of' "f'ree tradeft oeing employed as an arbitrary device, 

in which context it 8JOOunted ta a form of' mercantilisme It was a 

situation which was of'ten :repeated and which Goldwin Smith had remarked 

upon twelve years earlier: 

The manuf'acturers of Yorkshire and Lancashire look upon 
India and China as a field of enterprise which can only 
be kept open to them by force; and ind.eed, ••• f'ree 
traders are in f'act notbing of the kind, but merely 
advocates of' a particular tariff.46 

It was f'or this reason that anti-Imperialists continued to 

oppose the governmentrs policyof authorizing loans to India f'or rail-

roads and irrigation projects vithout f'irst appointing a Select 

Committee to see if' such ~ts would genuinely f'acilitate relief' 

of' economic distress. 

Generally speaking, ef.f'orts by anti-Imperialists to ef'f'ect even 

minor changes to Indiars bureaucracy vere unsuccessf'ul. Token ad just-

ments were made--by means of Commons d.ebates--to provisions f'or com-

petitive entrance to the Indian Civil Service, but invariably of'f'icialdom 

in Iudia would reject sucb :reforms as impracticable. For this reason, 

anti-Imperialists denied that the Indian Civil Service could be construed 

46aoldwin Smith, "Peel and Cobden, Il Nineteenth Century Review, XII, 
(1882), pp. 869-889. 
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as Il Indian Il in any meaningi'ul sense. But these discussions took the 

form of only minor skirmishes, and until 1906--when the Indian Congress 

formally demanded self-government within the Empire, the focus of 

radical attention would be fixed almost solely upon economic matters. 

Issues such as the saddling of the Indian Exchequer with part of 

the Dongola Campaign's military costs revealed that anti-Imperialists 

were sensitive to the issue of debiting India with the military costs 

of the Empire at large. However the Dongola Campaign Costs episode was 

but a repetition of the situation created when Gladstone debited one 

seventh of the mili tary costs of the First Egyptian Campaign to India' s 

account. The action had greatly angered anti-Imperialists who recalled 

that on the occasion of the India Act Debate (1858), Gladstone had stud

iously demanded parliamentary approval for the transfer of any Indian 

troops beyond the Indian frontier. 

The radicals who challenged the principles of charging India in 

these circumstances were atypical of those members who represented 

Manchester's interests. Stanhope, for example, had denied India's 

obligation to pay part of the costs of the Sudan venture on the same 

occasion that he had censured Gladstone for his withdrawal from 

Kandahar. 47 Thus even some disciples of the Bombay IIForwardist Schoolll 

47H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 282 (1883), p. 790, Stanhope. 
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were opposed to the high-handed action of the imperia1 government with 

respect to Indials :fiscal rigbts. As an anti-Imperialist, Iawson had 

original1y sougbt to e1iminate the possibi1ity of cbarging India in 

sucb circumstances by means of an amendment which ws based upon the 

premise of lino taxation without representation. "48 M:>r1ey argued that 

on sucb occasions as these the correct fUnction o:f the House of Commans 

should be to act as an arbiter or judicia1 tribunal to de1iberate whicb 

ws rigbt or wrong, the Secretary of State in London, or the Viceroyl s 

government in India, either of whicb the House of Commons claimed to have 

the rigbt to advise. 

Because the Indian Congress had preserved its patience in such 

protracted circumstances, Lord Curzon ws imprudent enough to conc1ude 

upon his arrivaI that the Congress ws on its wy out. 

Some brief mention should be made of the significance of Curzonls 

work whicb ws to immediate1y precede that of MOr1ey' s partner, Lord 

Minto.49 CUrzon ws impatient to propel India into the modern wor1d and 

because he ws sympathetic to poverty, he proposed a greatly en1arged 

expenditure of avai1ab1e fUnds on irrigation and education. As a 

48H.p.n., 3rd Ser., Vol. 282 (1883), p. 790, Lawson. Division 
List No. 237, July 27, 1883. (55 Ayes to 210 Noes). 

49E11iot-MUrray-Ky.nynmond, Gilbert John, 4th Earl of Minto (1845-
1914). Governor-Genera1 of Canada (1898-1904); Viceroyof India (1905-10); 
(Whig-Unionist) • 
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were opposed to the high-handed action of the imperial government with 

respect to India's fiscal rights. As an anti-Imperialist, Iawson had 

originally sought to eliminate the ]?Ossibility of charging India in 

such circumstances by means of an amendment which was based u]?On the 

premise of lino taxation Without representation. "48 Morley argued that 

on such occasions as these the correct function of the liouse of Commons 

should be to act as an arbiter or judicial tribunal to deliberate which 

was right or wrong, the Secretary of State in London, or the Viceroy's 

government in India, either of which the liouse of Connnons claimed to have 

the right to advise. 

Because the Indian Congress had preserved its patience in such 

protracted circumstances, Lord Curzon was imprudent enough to conclude 

upon his arrivaI that the Congress was on its way out. 

Some brief mention should be made of the significance of Curzon's 

work which was to immediately precede that of Morley' s partner, Lord 

Minto. 49 Curzon was impatient to propel India into the modern world and 

because he was sympathetic to poverty, he pro]?Osed a greatly enlarged 

expenditure of available funds on irrigation and education. As a 

48H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 282 (1883), p. 790, Lawson. Division 
List No. 237, July 27, 1883. (55 Ayes to 210 Noes). 

49Elliot-MUrray-Kynynmond, Gilbert John, 4th Earl of Minto (1845-
1914). Governor-Genera1 of Canada (1898-1904); Viceroy of India (1905-10); 
(Whig-Unionist) • 
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"missionary imperialist", who had perhaps been influenced by Benjamin 

Jowett when he had studied at Balliol, his efforts--as a Conservative-

might be interpreted as one of the last great "utilitarianll attempts to 

direct India. His high-handedness antagonized the anti-Imperialists, 

who resented his presumption that Indians were incapable temperamentally 

and administratively of holding senior positions in the Indian Civil 

Service. His dis as trous parti tioning of Bengal which he imperiously 

effected in 1905, was a logical sequel to such autocratie decisions as 

his sUlIlIIIOning of an education conference at Simla, to which no Indian 

was invited, and as his appointing in 1904 of a Universities Commission, 

which neglected to include a single Hindu member. 

Ironically Mbrley's appointment as Secretary to India in 1906-

"the most anti-imperialistic of all late nineteenth century statesmen 

who were obliged to phrase state papersll--was made at precisely the seme 

time that the Indian Congress felt obliged to jettison its "constitutional" 

approach to the question of reform by adopting a new policy of violent 

confrontation with the Indian Government. 50 Mbrley brought to his task 

an iImnense sympathy for Indian problems, but also a practical IIwhigll 

desire to collaborate effectively with Lord Minto, the new Viceroy. 

Even as an anti-Imperialist, Morley saw Indian policy in terms of 

50R.C.Mbore, op. cit., ch. 6 . 
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continuity, although this was to be precisely the time when the Liberal 

Governm.ent was about to renounce "continui ty" in Af'rican af'f'airs. 

Because he believed that elsewhere Imperialism had distorted an overall 

historical continuity, he found in anti-imperialism a positive political 

philosophy which saf'eguarded organic change. It is hardly surprising 

therefore that in spite of his anti-imperialist record, Mbrley's appoint

ment to India was construed as being essentially a "conservative" move. 

But in India, the "intellectual liberalism" that Curzon had epitomized 

was part of a peculiar continui ty which could be traced back to the 

Utilitarians. 

Because he was an acknowledged student of Burke, many educated 

Indians applauded Morley's appointment, but Morley's initial political 

mistake was that he took middle-class sentiments as representative of 

Indian grievances at large, whereas wrd Minto regarded the spokesman 

in Congress as only one factor in a complex situation. MOrley insisted 

that Minto take the official initiative in originating projected reforms 

which explains why Morley--in London--delayed implementing his own reform 

of the Indian Council(which required that Councillors have had recent 

experience of living in India) pending notification of Minto's own 

reforms with respect to his own Executive Council in India. 51 

51H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 179 (1906).pp. 1673-1688, Morley • 
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It was later agreed to by Minto that the Viceroy's Legislative Council 

was to be increased from twenty-four to sixty-two members of which twelve 

instead of four were to be elected. This was nothing but a smail token 

to representative government, and even in modified ~orm it passed only 

vith great difiiculty through the House of wrds. J.brley was acutely 

conscious that this would not be weIl received by the Indian Congress, 

and he anticipated that he might well be remembered especially for his 

coercive measures: 

It will ail be insupportable (he once wrote to Minto) ti 
you who are a sound Whig, and l, who am an "autoritaire 
Radical" go down to our graves as imitators o~ EldDn, 
Sidmouth, and Six Acts and ail the other men and p:>licies 
which we were both of us brought up to abhor.52 

MOrley knew that he had not introduced any real note of 

responsibility into Indian government even at the provincial level. In 

spite of Morleyrs deference to Minto, effective collaboration between 

the two statesmen was difficult because Minto saw no cause to question 

the legacy of autocracy, whereas by nature Morley was opposed to bureau-

cracy even in its paternalist forme He had formerly repudiated the 

parliamentary system in any form as unfeasible for India. Evi dent ly 

l~rley had led the moderate reform movement int9 a constitutional cul-

de-sac. This he fully acknowledged--"1 (do not) think it desirable or 

possible or even conceivable to adopt English political institutions 

to ••• India. Assuredly not in your day or in mine. But the spirit 

52J. Morley to Minto, July 24, 1908. Recollections II, p. 270. 
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of English institutions is a dif'ferent thing. "53 

Yet M:>rley had been self-effacing and self'-d.eprecating in order 

to show Minto in the best possible ligbt. He had. the misfortune to have 

his public conduct as Secretary to India judged in terms of his past, 

particularly with reference to his 'WOrk as Irish Secretary. One of the 

reasons 'Wby he had :personally accepted the India Office was to :persuade 

the public that a "Little Englander" would be responsible-minded and 

should be ju~d leniently.54 He had longed to be judged with the 

practical men of the world, and Sir Edward Grey believed that MOrley in 

his last public years did mucb to ward off criticism from sentimental 

anti-Im:perialist Liberals. Too much had been expected of MOrley because 

he had always judged the "Jingo" as the "devil incarnate" .55 In 1910, 

after leaving the Indian office, Morley admitted tbat had he remained 

tbere another five years, "bis liberalism would probably have gene." 

It was not that he had developed any sudden liking for Empire but that 

he had become involved with forces which were wolly menglish. 

Morley' s "Little Englandism" prevented bim t'rom ever identifying 

with the "intellectual Liberals" who, in the late nineteenth century, 

53J. Morley to Ninto June 6, 1906. 3ecollections, Vol. 2, p. 63. 

54D.A. Ramer, John Norley Liberal Intellec~ual in P01itics 
(Oxford, 1968), p. 350. 

55E. Grey to J. Bryce, January 6, 1908. Ibid., p. 346. 
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reasoned according to the utilitarian tradition that the only way to 

prepare Indians for self-government was to anglicize them. Like the 

Positivists; with whom he had at one time associated, he never (even in 

office), lost sight of the significance of fundamental differences 

separating the relativity of societies. Any presumption of an absolute 

standard was abhorrent to him. Morley had criticized even the utilitar~ 

ianism of James Mill for this very reason. 

He, (Mill) views Hindo religion, manners and institutions 
from an absolute instead of a relative and historical stand 
point. He speaks of the Hindoos, the superstition and their 
degradation with the bitterness of the most ferocious 
evangelical missionary.56 

Still it was one of James Mills' dicta that "fitness was to be 

the criterion of eligibility" that had made Morley sympathetic to the idea 

of the admittance of natives to representative offices.57 Unfortunately 

the fact that he did not advance natives to executive positions antagonized 

other radicals. Within the spectrum of liberal ideas there was quite 

clearly a smaller platform for the extreme "Little Englander" th an in 

Af'rican affairs. 

56Francis Wrigley Hirst, Early Life and Letters of John Morley, 
Vol. 2, p. 127. 

57w. Staebler, The Liberal Mind of John Morley (Princeton, 
1943), p. 110. 
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India and the Anti-Imperial.ist Dilezmna: A Summary 

It is evident that the term "Little Englander" would never have 

been coined merely by association with Indian aff'airs. The term implied 

polemical abuse, and India had generated too much apathy even amngst 

radicals. 

By his association with the Middle East, Wilfrid Blunt had 

achieved a reputation as perhaps the "oost virulent of' all anti-

Imperialists" • At the end of' the century Wilfrid Blunt undoubtedly 

knew India better than any other "Little Englander", and he knew the 

Mbslem religion intimately. Not surprisingly Blunt attacked Mbrley's 

repressive measures and wrote in 1910 that it had become "the Irish 

history over again with MOrley playing the part of' Buckshot Forster 

at the India office. "58 Blunt had been the only European present at 

the f'irst meeting of' the First National Conference at Calcutta in 

December 1883. In his own pro gram he had included three important 

points: election to the Legislative Council, establishment of' Indian 

Provincial Parliament and representation in the British Rouse of' Commons. 

Thus, although he had a most genuine respect f'or indigenous customs--

particularly Moslem--Blunt himself' was actually advocating.8 temporary 

58Wilf'rid Scawen Blunt, My Diaries 1888-1914 (New York, 1921), 
Vol. 2, p. 203 et seq. 
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strengthening of imperial connections. 59 This illustrates the whole 

paradox of the anti-Imperialists' position in India. By the late 

nineteenth century abdication of imperial responsibilities in India 

was becoming almost inconceivable. Perhaps anti-Imperialists were 

baffled by the fact that a strong "nationalist" sentiment did not appear 

sooner in India. But "nationalism" as a force to mould political feelings, 

had only been recently introduced to Europe. Anti-Imperialists were 

among the first to acknowledge its appearance in India although they did 

not seem to recognize that this brand of nationalism was not indigenously 

Indian, but rather was based on the narrow, post-enlightenment aspect 

that had developed specifically in Europe. Morley' s predicament and 

performance as Secretary to India suggests that the anti-Imperialists 

had no conspicuous contribution to make towards a rationalization of the 

British presence in India. Morley quite clearly used the opportunity 

to "atone" for his reputation as an "irresponsible Little Englander". 

Even the expansionist policies associated with Lytton and Curzon could 

not be retrospectively construed by anti-Imperialists as "aberrant" 

features of imperialism. 

The term lIimperial" had a stronger connotation of nobility when 

applied to India than to other areas and had largely been created by 

Utili tarian bureaucracy and not merely as a label for "sordid gain Il • 

59I,M. Cumpston, op. cit., pp. 279-297. 
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Yet the anti-Imperialists did manifest a distaste for the authoritarian 

attitude of the IIUtilitarians ll in India. This distaste took the form 

of anti-militarism. They felt no embarrassment at criticizing the 

government for saddling or debiting India with costs incurred in extra

continental campaigns on one hand, and then criticizing the high 

proportion of British troops in the Indian army, even while acknowledging 

that Indian defence was primarily an imperial responsibility on the other. 

They had no wish to undermine the immense task begun by Macaulay in 

legal reform, but they could not share the stoic faith which had inspired 

this work. Perhaps the basic tenet of their credo was the lldivine right 

of representative and indigenous institutions ll , and they could not develop 

a belief as the Utili tarians did in Il uni versaI lawll • They could not 

condone absolutism per se, which the utilitarians had extolled on moral 

grounds. Yet they were forced to weI come and encourage the training of 

indigenous, administrative personnel which the utilitarian experiment 

required. 

Nor did the anti-Imperialists endorse the Manchester Schoolts 

self-interested attitude towards the economy of India. Yet they had to 

admit that the Manchester lobby was not really so oppressive: was there 

any other imperial power which would have kept open Indian ports a11 

the year round? Although nineteenth century trade ostensibly promoted 

free investment rather than monopoly trade, it had been responsible for 
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technical development in underdeveloped areas--not ~or altruistic 

reasons--but because tbey represented a source o~ raw materials. Anti-

Lmperialists did not wish to hamper indigenous development in India and 

criticized attempts made by British mercantile interests to prevent 

India ~rom protecting her own industries. They appeared to criticize 

less the more disinterested attempts made by the Utilitarians to develop 

a concept o~ wellare in India througb absolutist machinery. Anti-

imperialists wished to lI~reell trade by letting Indians protect tbeir own 

trade i~ they wished. But the appearance o~ the Indian Congress--which 

introduced the concept o~ "nationalismll in India much later then else-

where--tended to co~use the situation by identi~ying Indiars problems 

with those o~ European national rights. By contrast, Indiars predicament 

wes essentially more administrative or bureaucratie than Ilpolitica1 n in 

the national sense. They overlooked the ~act that without a European 

presence, the Indians could not have developed any idea o~ the "politica1 D 

state. Thus those Indians who were to champion independence were--almost 

without exception--i~ not anglicized at least western educated, and accepted 

occidental premises, a ~act which has been emphasized in Indiars indigenous 

historiograpby.60 

The Utilitarians had introduced bureaucracy with such e~listic 

~ervour that it wes at times reminiscent o~ that more orthodox missionary 

6OS.K.M. Banikkar, An Eastern View o~ British Lmperialism. Quoted 
in British Imperialism (European Problem Studies) (Toronto, 1967), p. 108. 
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activity which anti-Imperialists knew to have resulted in abject failure. 

To anti-Imperialists therefore, there ws a strain of bigotry in 

utilitarian presumptions. The most authoritarian of Utilitarians, 

Filzjames Stephen, had been described earlier by .M::>rley as "a good 

fellow but of the Johnsonian way of thinking. ,,61 Yet it was the same 

John Morley who would, as Secretary of State to India say of the "Raj" 

that "(he had) one of the most glorious tasks ever confided to any 

powerful state in the history of civil mankind. "62 Perhaps there was 

something in the temper of the Utilitarians which still appealed even to 

the anti-Imperialists, that religious altruism was only a filial form of 

self-interest. Like utilitarians, anti-Imperialists believed in the 

rationality of native religions insofar as they reflected cultural needs 

of each ethnie unit but they were not as certain that they engendered 

fatalism, emotional escapism, or political irresponsibility as 1rere 

the Utilitarians. The Utilitarians had pushed bureaucratie reform with 

an almost religious ardour, by which "law" had become a univers al 

necessity. Their despotic "stoic" concept of universality provided a 

bridge between the Constitution and the Empire. 

The two antithetical ideas of utilitarianism and anti

imperialism 'Vlere both essentially "liberal", since both drew sorne 

61Francis Wrigley Hirst, op. cit., p. 284 • 

62 R.C. Moore, op. cit. 
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sustenance from the relative empiricism of the nineteenth century. 

But utilitarian ardour which came to be regarded as the "gospel of the 

English" was suspect of anti-imperialists. To them" it suggested an 

injurious, excessive zeal. Nevertheless it has been weIl argued that 

the transposition of evangelicalism to secular objects, provides one 

key to unlocking the secret of emotionalism in later Imperialism. 63 

On questions of liberal political theory" anti-Imperialists 

were perhaps less divided from the Utilitarian Imperialists. John 

Stuart Mill--like Burke--had the distinction of being quoted by both 

authoritarian and laissez-faire LiberaIs. But the authoritarians quoted 

Mill because he predicted the need for a single governmental mechanism 

to prepare the "natives" for ultimate liberty, and the anti-Imperialists 

quoted him, not only because be emphasized subjects rights and need for 

representative institutions, but because he emphasized that tbe state 

bad no special sanctity. Anti-Imperialists rejoiced more in Millts 

affirmation that liberty was a positive ideal. The Utilitarians saw no 

prospect of delegating authority, because they denied that "natives" 

could only be partly or slightly dissatisfied with their rulers. That 

is why Morley acknOivledged that "Moderates" were always in a disadvantage 

in respect to nationalist movements. 64 

63Eric Stokes, op. cit., p. 308 . 

64J. Morley to Minto, October Il, 1906. Recollections, Vol. 2,p.186. 
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But anti-Imperialists would perhaps have been less surprised at the 

subsequent moderation of the Indian movement. 

On political doctrine, then, anti-Imperialists held some views 

compatible with the authoritarian LiberaIs. Bath implied respect for 

Lockers classical liberal doctrine, which assumed a division of power. 

But anti-Imperialists wished to concede at least a measure of executive, 

legislative and judicial freedom, which authoritarians would have 

extended only to more developed countries. However, the fact that the 

authoritarians themselves wished to concede a measure of executive 

freedom While retaining almost complete control of legsl and judicial 

functions showed that they wished to "separate" these powers. But 

authoritarians appeal to "effective" control suggested that they--unlike 

the anti-imperialists--were Hobbesian rather than Lockian. And if anti-

imperialists wished to concede more, it was essentially only a matter 

of degree. 65 Goldwin Smith had predicted this very problem as far back 

as 1858, When he warned that the responsibilities Which the Crown 

inherited by the Indian Act were fraught with danger: 

Many people who were by no means admirers of the East India 
Company, deprecated its abolition and the political identif
ication of India with England Which necessarily ensued. The 
Company being under the control of the British Government, the 
responsibility under the old system was the same, but the 
danger of political contagion was not 50 great • • • 

65Goldwin Smith, "The Policy of Aggrandisement," The Fort
Nightly Review, XXVIII (September, 1877), pp. 303-324. 
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Yet it is because Imperialism in India--when divorced from the 

romanticism which distorted it--was essentially a "liberal" idea that 

perhaps the anti-Imperialists after the period of Bright and Cobden 

never convincingly denounced the validity of the imperial idea in India. 

Quite clearly ·the term "Little Englander" is almost irrelevant when used 

in reference to Indian affairs. Anti-Imperialists condemned the 

assumption that British institutions were universally valide But in doing 

this they were perhaps unconsciously adapting ideas implicit in the 

French and American Revolutions: ideas which were at the centre of 

liberal thinking. The state could not legitimately enlarge itself by 

tyrannical means. Similarly many of the early Indian Nationalists 

were adapting the occidental ideas of Rousseau, had to water them down 

to meet the Indian conditions. Similarly, anti-Imperial1sts in India 

were perhaps employing Jeff'ersonian answers to what ws undeniably 

a problem of Empire, which had to do with a sub-continent vastly 

changed from the one that had characterized Britain's "First Empire". 

But because anti-Imperialists could never bring themselves, in the late 

nineteenth century to unreservedly condemn the connection with India, 

not even they were able to endorse in complete good faith, Gandhi's 

remark that "good government 1s no substitute for free government." 



• 
CHAPI'ER VI 

At'\lTI-IMPERIALISTS AND EGYPl': AN IMPERIAL QUAGMIRE 

The connotation of' late nineteenth century "imperialism" was 

such that the term came almost to ref'er exclusively to what was happening 

in Af'rica. Had there been no interest in Af'rica it is improbable that 

the collocation of' "Little Englander" would ever have been employed. 

The key f'igure in Egypt--Sir Evelyn Baringl--who ws to bear the brUnt 

of' anti-Imperialist criticism, had adopted a moderate position in India 

f'rom which he had been able to suggest a limited autonomy f'or local 

and town boards. But this should not be interpreted as an acknowledge-

ment on his part of' a priori rights of' indigenous populations. In f'act 

he came to attribute the concept of' local self'-government to the earlier 

Whigs of' the eighteen-sixties. Baring believed that the separation of' 

the f'Unction of' the of'f'icial body f'rom local and town boards should be 

ef'f'ected gradually but totally. Consistent with this view, he was 

willing even to accept the Ilbert Bill as the rectif'ication of' an 

IBaring, Sir Evelyn. lst Earl of' Cromer (1841-1917). 
Appointed British agent and consul general with pleni-potentiary 
diplomatie rank to advise Egyptian Government (1883); by means of' loan 
f'or irrigation f'orestalled bankruptcy; completed land survey; success
f'ully installed Abbas as Khedive; resigned (1907). 
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anomaly, because if this Bill was withdrawn under the pressure of 

reckless statements--as was proved the case--it would suggest that Anglo-

Indian opinion was more anti-native than it really was. Baring believed 

above all in the efficacy of indirect rule and he was anxious that the 

Indian administration be adapted accordingly.2 

Baring was not directly involved in the decision that lay bebind 

the British action at Alexandria in 1882, and such action was not 

recognized at the time as being imperialistic. Unlike in India--or even 

in South Africa--there had been no gradual expansion, and no formaI 

annexation or confederation of territories, nor had there been anything 

to create a legend of a British llmissionll in this area. Only by degrees 

did it become apparent that Egypt was being administered in much the same 

manner as an Indian princely state. While the Berlin Congress confirmed 

Britain's protectorate over Cyprus, EgJ~t interested neither Disraeli, 

nor Salisbury, least of all Gladstone. Disraeli would have nothing to do 

with Bismarck's suggestion of Britain taking Egypt as a quid pro quo for 

Balkan concessions to Russia. Bismarck may have personally encouraged 

the accession of Tewfik in 1879,3 but it is inconceivable that Gladstone 

2Evelyn Baring, IIFoundations of the Government of India,1I 
Nineteenth Cent ury (October, 1883). 

3Tewfik, Pasha, MOhammed (1852-92). Khedive of Egypt (1879-92). 
Yielded to joint British and French control of finances of Egypt (1880); 
forced to recognize virtual British protectorate (1883); lost Sudan to 
the Mahdi (1885). 
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should have come to power with any intention of forestalling Germany in 

this area. As it was, Anglo-French rivalry had become acute ever since 

Britain's purchase of the Khedive's shares in 1875 and this was accent

uated by the unnaturally large loan that France had made to the Khedive. 

However, Anglo-French rivalry was tempered by a common suspicion of 

Russia. 

In consequence, it was only the pacifist-minded Radicals who took 

issue with the decision to bombard Alexandria in July 1882. Other anti

Imperialists were unprepared for the kind of debates that would develop 

over the future of Egypt. In 1882 Gladstone found no organized 

opposition to the government's unilateral action which was necessitated 

by France's intransigence. While Britain had obtained an, informal 

influence at Cairo in 1875 Anglo-French Dual Control was in fact vested 

in the Caisse de la Dette Publique. This organization ostensibly looked 

after the international rights of the bond-holders, but indicated that 

France, of all the non-Islamic powers, had the greatest control over 

Egyptian affairs. But, in the next two years France came to relinquish 

that leadership. 

Britain and France were to have been equally represented in 

Egyptien financial supervision, but Britain's representative, Rivers 

Wilson was in effect appointed Egypt's Finance Minister in 1878. It was 

this appointment which leter aroused suspicions on the part of the 
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Radicals. In 1879 he was dismissed by Ismail, but in return the Khedive 

himself was turned off his throne in favour of bis son Tewfik. Could 

Britain maintain that Egypt was still a nominal free-trading area after 

she had conspired to remove the Khedive Ismail even When Hivers Wilson 

as Comptroller had officially only held the status of a private citizen?4 

During the three years between the occasion of the Khedive's 

expulsion and the above debate, crucial developments took place. Only 

one man--Wilfrid Blunt--claimed to have had first band knowledge of 

Egyptian interests at this time and Blunt was shortly to exercise a 

decisive influence on anti-Imperialist Radicals. In 1880 he had gone to 

Egypt in order to study the Egyptian-Moslem Reform Movement with the 

expectation that Egyptian cultural life was about to be revitalized by 

the establishment of an Arabian Caliphate. While ne remained in Egypt 

between November 1880 and February 1882, Blunt learned of Arabi's alleged 

attempts to solidify Egyptian feeling by effecting an alliance of the 

Fellaheen and Circassian elements. 5 In order to ~amiliarize himself with 

this national undercurrent, Blunt had fraternized ~tb the Egyptian 

teachers or "Wahhilis n
, but when he attempted ta pass on his summary of 

4H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 272 (1882), p. 1166. 

5Ahmed Arabi (1841-1911). Egyptian revolutionist; born in Lower 
Egypt. Served 12 years as conscript soldier; secretary for war (1882); 
dismissed through intervention of British, sentenced to death but commuted 
to life imprisonment; sent to Ceylon; pardoned and returned to Egypt 
(1901). 
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nationalist complaints he was treated with indifference by Sir Edward 

Malet6• When Blunt returned to London he found the British Prime Minister 

obdurate. Gladstone was understandably preoccupied with the Phoenix Park 

murders but he was in any case quite out of sympathy with the Pan-Islamic 

movement. But Blunt felt that he had on hand evidence that Arabi enjoyed 

a genuine "nationalist" following. He also learned that Tewfik had 

rapidly acquired unpopularity, 1ess on account of his subserviance to the" 

Anglo-French Dual Control than of his being regarded as an Emissary of 

the Sultan. 

B1unt, however was regarded at home as an eccentric if not 

incendiary. The Foreign Office had previously dismissed his plan for an 

Egyptian parliament, and on January 6, 1882 had authorized the Khedive--

through a joint Anglo-French note--to quell any nationalist rising. It 

should be remembered that up until this time Gladstone had not doubted 

Anglo-French solidarity. A new liquidation law in Ju1y 1880 had 

arbitrarily assigned 63 per cent of the entire Egyptian revenue as 

payment of the outstanding debt. On the surface, this law may have 

appeared to be a free trade justification of Dual Control. But France 

was less transigent than Britain, and just before her Premier went out 

of office, Gambetta declared the recently-constituted Chamber of Notables 

6Mal et, Sir Edward Baldwin. (1837-l908). Agent and consul general 
in Egypt (1879-83); ambassador to Berlin (1884-95); member of Hague 
Tribunal (1899). 
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to be a sham assembly, and the new "nationalist" Ministry of' March 5, 

1882--which had included Arabi as Minister of' War--was given no 

recognition. On May 12, Gambetta's successor, DeFreycinet, agreed to 

the despatch of a joint Anglo-French f'leet to Alexandria, and called also 

for a conference of the Great Powers. The presence of this combined fleet 

doubtless played its part in the massacre that allegedly took place in 

the following month, but the bombardment of Alexandria was undertaken 

only by British ships. 

The Fbrte refused responsibility for the new situation and on 

June 25 suggested that Britain become responsible for Egypt's admin

istration, subject only to the Sultan's nominal suzerainty. This in 

effect would have been an arrangement similar to the Cyprus convention. 

But Gladstone and Granville turned down this suggestion without even 

referring it to the Cabinet, (it could be recalled that Gladstone had 

scathingly denounced the Cyprus Convention when it had been signed by the 

previous government). Granville then attempted to convene an Ambassadorial 

meeting in Constantinople. This was considered to be compatible with 

the principle of the concert that Gladstone had appealed to in his 

Midlothian Address. 

Thus when the Commons debated the implications of the bombardment, 

Radical opposition had been largely placated. In February 1882, John 

Morley, Frederick Harrison and Herbert Spencer had formed an ad hoc Anti-
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Aggression League, although this does not appear to have had official 

party connections, and vas, of course extra-Parliamentary in.its 

compesition--(John MOrley did not enter the Commons until the following 

year). But the Most dramatic anti-Imperialist gesture was made by John 

Bright. His resignation suggested that Bright still regarded Itnon-

intervention" as both the beginning and the end of national pelicy. 

Gladstone, on this occasion, vas naturally anxious to prove that his 

Midlothian Address could necessitate armed intervention in given 

circumstances. While both Party Leaders saw the need for military action, 

Gladstone evidently wanted the Dual Control whereas Salisbury wanted to 

strengthen the hand of the Porte. 

The traditional free trade principle of the Radicals would have 

demanded international, free access to the Suez Canal. But it vas open 

to question whether the rights of the bond-holders were a disconnectable 

consideration. A plea for arbitration was made on the occasion of the 

Supply Debate, but this suggestion vas rejected by Chamberlain. While 

his approbation of the government's action vas unenthusiastic, he never

theless speke of a pelicy of "smash and withdraw".7 His defence of the 

Government's action was broadly similar to that of Dilke who also sat on 

the Front Bench as Granville's Under-Secretary. 

7H.p.n., 3rd Ser., Vol. 272 (1882), p. 1792, Chamberlain • 
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Perhaps the first critic to earn retrospectively the appellation 

of "Little Englander" was Sir Wilfrid Lawson. His argument in the opening 

debate touched upon Egypt's right to self-determination, but more 

significantly to the sordid implications of the financial burden imposed 

by the Dual Control. Significantly Lawson pointed out that taxation on 

the Fellaheen had been ten times per capita the amount extracted from the 

Indian peasant, and that half of this revenue was used to pay the salaries 

of Europeans living in Egypt. 8 The anti-Imperialist argument was there

fore directed particularly against the presence of the Dual Control. 

However, the more moderate Radicals, such as Dilke and Chamberlain, were 

prepared to support Britain's moral and military tutelage if it meant that 

a new international guarantee could be speedily negotiated. 

The Porte's initiative in dissociating herself from Britain's 

action prompted the anti-Imperialists to suggest that Egypt could therefore 

administer her own budget. However in Gladstone's view such a concession 

would have jeopardized the delicate state of Turkish sovereignty. Lawson 

therefore pressed the Government to find out why the Sultan was being 

effectively excluded from participatory action if Britain's intervention 

had ostensibly been in the Porte's interest. Lawson asked whether the 

government would offer de facto recognition of the Egyptian admihistration's 

right to vote its own fiscal solution, provided that it laid down arms • 

8R.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 272 (1882), p. 1701, Lawson. 
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But while criticism came almost entirely from a handful of Liberal 

Radicals, it is significant that Gorst9 was virtually the only Con-

servative to criticize the Government's action. 10 

In October, the government obtained decisive endorsement of 

its actions both at Alexandria and at Tel-el-Kebir. Gladstone depicted 

both expeditions as the concrete embodiment of the principles of his 

Midlothian speeches. This he accomplished by equating the interests of 

the bond holders with the sanctity of international law, and by placing 

Arabi in the same light as a Turkish Governor. Undoubtedly, there were 

considerable mercantile groups within the Liberal Party with a strong 

interest in the Suez Canal, but even this does not satisfactorily explain 

Gladstone's advice to the Queen that only "infinitesimal exception" had 

been taken to both the naval and military operations. But while from 

debates it would appear that only a minority of even the Whigs would have 

supported indefinite occupation, Gladstone was deceiving himself in 

anticipating a speedy withdrawal from Egypt. Nevertheless, matters inside 

the Liberal Party were made easier for him than might otherwise have been 

the case. Evidently Bright did not wish to split the Liberal Party over 

9· Gorst, Sir John Eldon (1835-1916). M.P. (1866-ff.). 
Member of the Fourth Party and close friend of Lord R. Churchill; 
solicitor general (1885); undersecretary for India (1886). (Conservative). 

lOH.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 294 (1885), p. 1666, Gorst . 
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the question. Irish nationalists were opposed to rnilitary action, but 

their effect upon the divisions was Slight. ll Leading Radicals were 

evidently optirnistic that the matter would still be internationally 

resolved in spite o~ the signal ~ailure o~ the ambassadorial co~erence 

at Constantinople. 

Only Lawson had clearly interpreted the Egyptian involvement as 

a will~ financial encumbrance. He did not receive any initial moral 

support even ~rom Labouchere whose ~irst reaction to British intervention 

was to express regret that Salisbury had not unilaterally seized Egypt. 

In fact he told Dilke that he saw nothing wrong with the British bombard-

ment provided some quid pro quo was o~fered. When Irish members voiced 

disquiet, Labouchere hastened to assure his Irish contacts that Arabits 

"patriotism" was o~ no consequence and that had the Government not taken 

this very necessary action "India would not be worth one years purchase."12 

It would appear therefore that the military action in Egypt was 

not, generally-speaking, interpreted as an "imperialist" action on the 

part of the Government. Even John MOrley was indifferent to anti-

Imperialist arguments. 13 There has been sorne comment on the fact that 

llli.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 274 (1882), p. 2111. Division List No. 
345: 354 Awes to 17 Noes in respect of Alexandria. Division List No. 346: 
230 Ayes to 25 Noes in respect o~ Tel-el-Kebir. 

12S.L. Gwynn, The Life of C.W. Dilke, Vol. l, p. 430 • 
H. Labouchere to C.W. Dilke, July 18, 1882. 

13Pall MalI Gazette, July 29, 1882. 
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MOrley glossed over the initial incidents of the Egyptian improglio. 

Evidently MOrley did ridicule Blunt's account of Arabi's intentions 

although MOrley had pleaded against the Navy's opening fire at Alexandria. 

It was only in the fall of 1882 that MOrley came to develop his argument 

that non-interference is the only possible mode of conduct which respects 

the "organiclt or Itnaturallt development of' a people. 14 It would appear 

that it was Frederick Harrison who persuaded MOrley to come out against 

intervention in the late summer of' 1882. The rift between MOrley and 

Blunt may not have been healed yet, although Blunt came to speak of' 

Harrison as the Itsoundest and most courageous man on f'oreign politics 

in the Liberal Party.,,15 

Morley's initial endorsement of' the Government's action might 

appear strange in view of the earlier comment that it was not England's 

business "to go about th rowing confusion into countries that are going 

through the course of evolution in the regular way."16 By the end of' 

1883, however, Morley was beginning ta view Egypt in the same light as 

South Africa. "Let us,"he argued, Itspread civilization at home, let us 

think of our own Hovas, Bechuanas, Fellaheen."17 Yet, although he seems 

14Ibid., October 4, 1882. 

15Edith Finch, Wilfrid Scawen Blunt 1840-1922, p. 156. 

16J. Morley to J. Chamberlain, January 28, 1876. Quoted in 
D.A. Hamer, John Morley Liberal Intellectual, p. 132. 

17The Times, December 13, 1883. 
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always to have been against Egyptian occupation he had no wish to under-

mine Gladstone's position in the summer of 1882. Thus Mbrley's re-

cognition of the Egyptian occupation as an "imperial" venture was belated 

and it came after the battle of Tel-el-Kebir. 

Leonard Courtney was acutely aware that criticism of the 

Government's conduct had been feeble at the time of the Alexandria 

bombardment although he did mention that all the London newspapers read 

by artisans were against the bombardment. 18 Having previously supported 

a policy of military coercion to enable Balkan nationalities to obtain 

their independence, Courtney evidently thought that the seme argument 

could be applied to other component parts of the Ottoman empire. But 

while Courtney justified the bombardment because he did not think that 

Arabi was truly reprêsentative of Enyptian nationalism, Courtney nonethe-

less hoped that the cost of the war would be met by the bond holders and 

not the Fellaheen. 

As with lfurley, the battle of Tel-el-Kebir appears to have been 

a turning point for Labouchere. He rapidly came round to the view that 

unless total evacuation was effected, the Government's policy would have 

to be interpreted as one of annexation. Labouchere argued that by 

committing herself to a possible permanent administration in Egypt, 

l8Leonard Courtney to Miss Potter, July 20, 1882. Quoted in 
G.P. Gooch, Life of Leonard Courtney, p. 174. 
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Britain was ignoring the concept of the sanctity of representative 

government. The fact that Egypt had never enjoyed fully representative 

government did not deter Labouchere. From now on he considered Egypt 

in the same light as any semi-independent state which had formerly been 

part of the Ottoman Empire. Labouchere therefore sold his shares in 

the Suez Canal Company, which according ta Blunt, "fell off the scales 

from Pilgrim's back."19 Having 'done this, Labouchere now criticized 

the whole financial structure of Egypt. He argued that the original 

Dual Control should have acted as a receiver and that Egypt should have 

gone into liquidation paying only a fraction of the original sum to its 

creditors. As it was, Egypt was being permanently divested from the 

control of its own expenditures. 20 Labou~here therefore proposed that 

Egypt be turned into an "Eastern Belgium", with an international guarantee 

that Britain have access to the Suez Canal. He also bitterly denounced 

Arabi's banishment to Ceylon because there was, in his view, no existing 

law which permitted Britain to detain an Egyptian in deference of an 

Egyptian Khedive. 21 

After 1882, Gladstone's preoccupation appears to have centered 

in the area immediately to the west of the Canal. The Cabinet were agreed 

19A1gernon Thorold, Life of Henry Labouchere, p. 180. 

20Truth, October 12, 1882. 

21Ibid., December 7, 1882. 
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• that while British suzerainty should be maintained, the Dual Control 

must be aboli shed. Evidently Gladstone was even prepared to send 

Duf~erin to Egypt to encourage the Fellaheen to develop sorne ~orm o~ 

representative government. 22 But the Whigs plainly wanted to strengthen 

Britain's ~inancial control, whereas anti-Imperialists thought that 

Britain's ultimate strategie advantage could only be obtained by 

expending the greatest liberality on the Egyptians and it was this view 

which appears to have been supported by public opinion. 23 

In February 1883, Labouchere, in seconding Lawson's amendment 

to the reply to the speech ~rom the throne, pointed out that in-

suf~icient reason had been given ~or the employment o~ British ~orces 

in reconstituting the government o~ Egypt. He went into considerable 

detail to suggest that without ~iscal autonomy, the Egyptians would 

never be able to deal with their own national debt. Labouchere 

therea~ter was to build his main attack upon Britain's ~inancial 

management o~ the debt. By contrast MOrley's criticism o~ Government 

policy was subdued. In one o~ his last editorials, MOrley pleaded for 

no increase in British personnel. He reasoned that the presence of the 

Consul-General was enough, and he rejected outright the appointment o~ a 

22R. Robinson and J. Gallagher, Africa and the Victorians, p. 123. 

p. 131 • 
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Receiver General ~or the bond holders. 24 Perhaps Labouchere and 

Morley were expressing in stronger language what most moderate Radicals 

were thinking at this time. Dilke and Chamberlain both wanted to 

reconstitute and reconvene the Chamber o~ Notables provided that Britain 

could exert adequate in~luence over administration o~ the canal. 25 

It was there~ter with considerable relie~ that the government 

announced in 1883 that the occupying ~orce had now been reduced to but 

three thousand men. But in November o~ that year, the annihilation o~ 

Hicks Pasha's expeditionary ~orce posed a new threat to lower Egypt and 

caused the Government not only to reverse its policy o~ evacuation but 

to seriously consider the inter-dependence of the Egyptian and Sudanese 

question. 26 On June 7, Gladstone adopted a policy of withdrawal of 

support from the Sudan, which caused Cherif Pasha to resign as Prime 

Minister of Egypt. The British Cabinet's prior mistake had been in not 

overruling Te~ik's personal decision in 1883 to despatch Hicks to the 

Sudan. But now that the Sudan had become part of the Suez problem, new 

problems presented themselves. A large "humanitarian" or "anti-slavery" 

24Pall Mall Gazette, February 26, 1883. 

25Diary o~ C.W. Dilke, October 21, 1882. See S.L. Gwynn, 
op ... cit., Vol. l, p. 546. 

26Hicks, William (1830-83). British Of~icer in Egyptian Army, 
ambushed and killed November 4, 1883 . 
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group welcomed the suggestion that Gordon be sent to the Sudan. 27 

Following the Hicks disaster, it seemed that the whole of the 

Nile Valley south of Wadi Halfa would have to be abandoned. However, 

the War Office demanded that the Red Sea Pbrts--especially Suakin--be 

saved. The Red Sea controversy had introduced the slave-trade argument 

and public opinion became aroused in favour of further intervention. 

And yet throughout 1884, the influence of the bond holders and the 

Humanitarians on Government action appears to have been slight. 28 

For a while the Gladstonian moderate Wing prevailed. The bond 

holders were to be paid, but not exclusively with English money. The 

Cabinet accepted a compromise French proposaI of an international loan 

system guaranteed by aIl the Great Powers. In effect this prolonged 

the life of the Caisse De La Dette because these arrangements seemed 

the most likely means by which the British government might extricate 

itself from the imbroglio. Undoubtedly, the "forward" wing of the 

Liberal Party would have preferred to substitute unilateral British 

27This appointment provided a way of getting Gordon out of the 
quagmire that Granville and Hartington had got into over Leopold's 
employment of Gordon in the Congo, (see Lowe, The Reluctant Imperialists, 
p. 56). Also of relevance is the claim that W.T. Stead put forward 
Gordon's name as a result of an interview he had with him on January 
9, 1884, (see Whyte, The Life of W.T. Stead, Vol. l, p. 104). 

28R. Robinson and J. Gallagher, op. cit., p. 148. 
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financial control for international control, and on August 2, Lord 

Northbrook. was sent to advise Egypt to break a previous international 

agreement and divert the surplus from debt revenues to make up its 

administrative deficit. But Britain failed to receive backing from 

the international commission which had sat in London in June of that 

year to write a unilateral guarantee for Egypt. France would not permit 

this, even though Egyptls financial imbalance had reached such absurd 

proportions that at the end of 1883, she had a deficit of l million 

from a total budget of 8 million (in addition to having been already 

called upon to pay a 4 million indemnity for the damage done to 

Alaxendria). Gladstone would surely have welcomed some suspension of 

the law of liquidation, but it was a question of sacrificing either 

the bond holders or the British taxpayers and, in the absence of a 

general European agreement, only the latter course was open to the 

Government. 

In 1884 Dilke had wanted to hand Egypt over to a joint control 

and administration supervised by the Great Powers but he had to 

acknowledge that Britain did not have a free hand in Egyptian affairs. 

But two years earlier, Dilke had been in broad agreement with Labouchere 

insofar that Britain should ward off other Bowers and hand Egypt over to 

the Egyptians, but preserving influence over the Canal itself. Even 

Chamberlain had wanted to give the Chamber of Notables the powers 



• 

previously vested in the Dual Control. 

By 1884 Anglo-German relations were complicating the situation. 

Bismarck's opening dispute with Britain had originated in Angra Bequina 

and this had led to friction in the Cameroons and in Togoland. Evidently 

Bismarck wished to give Gladstone as little room to manoeuvre in as 

possible. 29 France's previous lack of co-operation in Egypt might also 

be explained in the light of Bismarck's policy. On the occasion of the 

failure of the Berlin Conference at the end of 1884, Bismarck had wrongly 

calculated that Britain wanted to annex new territory, but when Egypt 

no longer appeared as a useful tool, France (in February 1885) agreed 

to accept British financial proposaIs which she had previously rejected. 

The more moderate proposaIs outlined above guaranteeing Egypt's solvency 

were thus used as the basis of the London Agreement signed in March 1885. 

Gladstone h.ad consistently tried to please the "Modera tes " as 

weIl as the bond holders and the "Humanitarians".30 Gladstone's 

justification for the ill-fated expedition by Gordon31 included not only 

29c.J. Lowe, op. cit., p. 63. 

30H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 294 (1885), p. 849, W.E. Gladstone. 

31Gordon, Charles George (1833-85). Took part in capture of 
Peking; employed by Ishmail to open up African equatorial provinces 
(1874-76); resigned when thwarted over attempt to surpress slave trade; 
sent to rescue Egyptian garrison in Sudan preparatory to its abandon
ment (1884). 
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a plea for the establishment of an orderly government at Khartoum but 

an additional pledge to suppress the slave trade. This was in addition 

to shouldering the burden of defending Egypt and securing the evacuation 

of the Sudan. The Gordon disaster measurably influenced the Moderates, 

who initially wanted to hold the Mahdi at Berber or even Khartoum. 

But an amendment put forward by John MOrley argued against any new Nile 

expeditions and it secured over one hundred votes. 32 The Conservatives 

were aware that the Forward Imperialists within the Liberal Party could 

scarcely command forty-two votes. But althougn they capitalized on the 

confusion of the Government, not even the Conservatives urged the creation 

of a Protectoratej indeed not until they went into opposition in 1892 

would the Conservatives press for the re-conquest of the lower Nile. 

In 1885, the anti-Imperialists emerged as a more distinct sub-

group within the radical-wing and this development caused a serious 

conflict between MOrley and Chamberlain. Harrison, Courtney and Lawson, 

as weIl as other Newcastle supporters waged a vigorous public campaign 

against public involvement in the Sudan which infuriated Chamberlain. 

Morley confided that he would quit political life rather than support 

further punitive action against the Mabdi.33 Frederick Harrison thought 

32H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 294 (1885), p. 849, MOrley. 

33J. MOrley to J. Chamberlain, February 14, 1885. Quoted in 
Hamer, op. cit., p. 143. 
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that Courtney and Morley might at the most get from thirty to fort y 

English members to support them independently of Lawson and Labouchere. 

But Lawson applauded Courtney and MOrley for waging a lone battle and 

compared their unpopular stand with his own struggle in 1882. Morley, 

who was acutely conscious of his academic reputation within the Party, 

moved an amendment regretting the despatch of the punitive expedition 

in the first place and observing that "none of these things would have 

happened if a so-called clique of doctrinaire philosophers had had any 

weight with the government."34 Courtney seconded MOrley and avoided 

repetitive argument concerning whether the Suez Canal should have been 

internationalized. He spoke of Gordon's conduct as constituting a 

personal, rather than a national disaster because the Mahdi's power 

was confined to such a small area of the Sudan that he could not afford 

to cross the desert to Egypt where he would only incur the hostility of 

a native population. Courtney was particularly effective in twitting 

the Moderates of the party by taking Harcourt to task. Ferhaps Harcourt 

can be thought of as a Little Englander in respect to events in Africa 

after 1894, but as a front-bencher on such an occasion as this he was 

obliged to second Gladstone. He admitted that the Government's policy 

appeared to be only "to butcher and bolt" but he adopted an essentially 

anti-Imperialist position by deprecating the Tory Front Bench suggestion 

34H.F.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 294 (1885), p. 1071, Morley • 
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that Egypt should now be viewed in the same light as India. It under-

lined the Liberal hope ~or a quick withdrawal. Harcourt argued that 

Egypt ~or political purposes was a greal deal more in Europe than in 

Africa. He wondered i~ Bengal could be administered ~or a single day 

in such circumstances. 35 

Eighteen months earlier, in December 1883, Labouchere and 

Chamberlain had entered into detailed correspondence on the Sudanese 

~ question and had ~ound themselves in broad agreement. But Chamberlain 

admitted that at the time ~oreign a~~airs were only o~ secondary interest 

to him. But Labouchere who subsequently considered himsel~ quite well-

i~ormed on Gordon's movements and was evidently in close communication 

with Herbert Gladstone, was o~ the opinion that it was Sir Evelyn Baring 

who had detailed Gordon to go to Khartoum. Until then it was believed 

that Gordon had intended to go only as ~ar as Suakin to relieve the 

garrison. 36 Labouchere had asked in the House whether Gordon's intentions 

were paci~ic and had obtained ~rom Gladstone an af~irmative nebulous reply. 

In February 1885, Labouchere attempted to come to agreement with 

one of the Mahdi's representatives whom he had heard o~ through Arabi's 

~ormer chief o~ police at Cairo. 37 In the following month, Labouchere 

35H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 294 (1885), p. 1440, Harcourt. 

36w.s. Blunt, Secret History of the English Occupation of Egypt 
(New York, 1922). 

37H. Labouchere to W.S. Blunt, Febrüary 20, 1885. Quoted in 
A. Thorold, op. cit., p. 196. 
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summarized the proposaIs he had ~ormulated. They were based on the 

supposition that the Mahdi.was the right~ul temporal ruler o~ the 

Sudan, that the Sudanrs independence would be guaranteed in return ~or 

a guarantee ~rom the Mahdi that ~oreigners might be allowed to trade 

there. In addition the Mahdi would make provision ~or consular o~~ices; 

and he would have to e~~ectively prohibit the expert o~ slaves (although 

this last point was expressed ~aintly).38 It does appear that Labouchere 

had discussed these points with Herbert Gladstone, but W.E. Gladstone 

was evidently tiring o~ Laboucherers per~ormance and on one occasion 

rebuked him ~or making an "inopportune and super~icial speech" .39 

Laboucherers per~ormance may not have been particularly original but it 

re-emphasized the position o~ the great majority o~ Radicals in the 

House, i.e. that the Khedive should not continue to receive British 

support as an Egyptian ruler and that the payment o~ the debt interest 

should not precede the expenses o~ the Anglo-Egyptian Administration. 

But while Labouchere did much to harm his own reputation during this 

period, since his banter and persitlage did not match the serious tone 

o~ ParHament, his ~reCluent correspondence with Herbert Gladstone never

theless gave his intrigue some signi~icance. 

38H. Labouchere to W.S. Blunt, March 4, 1885. Quoted in ibid., 
p. 197· 

39H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 296 (1885), p. (400),W.E. Gladstone. 
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In 1883, the Imperial Federation League had been founded and 

almost immediately this body urged the Government to create a Protect

orate over the Sudan. This suggestion was endorsed by Whigs such as 

Hartington, who viewed the formation of a stable government in the 

Sudan as a necessary minimum task before any withdrawal could be con

templated~40 However, Chamberlain still opposed any suggestion of a 

Protectorate over the Sudan and he had maintained his hope that Britain 

would leave both Egypt and the Sudan as soon as Gordon and Wolseley 

could get away.41 But at this juncture, Chamberlain was far more pre

occupied with domestic matters and particularly his Unauthorized 

Programme. Thus the split in the Liberal Party did not follow the more 

serious "revolt" of the following year, when the Liberal Unionist Party 

was formed. 

Anti-Imperialism could not yet be considered a positive factor 

in Radical thinking, but had it not been for the Irish predicament, 

by 1885 it may well have been. John Morley was now considered the most 

serious-minded of the anti-Imperialists, but even he was prepared to 

give a vote for conscience only when the Government's existence was not 

in danger. 42 As a Party, the Liberals were still pledged to respect the 

p. 2. 
40Bernard Holland, Life of Eighth Duke of Devonshire, Vol. 2,. 

41The Times, January 30, 1885. 

42Ibid., April 2, 1885. 
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ideals o~ nationalism, but quite clearly they had not come to a 

uni~ied understanding o~ a de~inition o~ nationalism, its limitations 

or o~ the means by which it was to be maintained. 

Only Gladstone's immense prestige could sus tain the party's 

overall unit y and credibility. The suddencrisis o~ Pendjeh (supra 

Chapter 5) caused Gladstone to look at the Sudan in a quite di~~erent 

perspective and the pressure on the Northwest Frontier o~ India enabled 

him to disentangle himsel~ ~rom the Mahdi's "threat". The remaining 

questions concerning the administration o~ the Sudan, the retention o~ 

the Port o~ Suakin, construction o~ a railway and pursuit o~ Osman Digna 

he would now treat on an ad hoc basis. Only a ~ew Whigs such as 

Rosebery and Hartington saw the need to leave o~~ keeping up the 

~acade o~ respecting the Concert and to ~ocus attention instead on 

German moves. But with the introduction o~ anti-slavery arguments, 

Labouchere was probably correct when he pointed out that not one 

member o~ the Liberal Party could ~ormulate a motion upon which the 

Party could agree. 43 But by April 1885 the popular tbirst ~or revenge 

against the Mahdi had subsided. 

Balkan Rami~ications 

The new Conservative administration o~ Lord Salisbury was better 

equipped to ~ormulate a coherent policy. It had no qualms about 

43H.p.n., 3rd Ser., Vol. 294 (1885), p. 1677, Labouchere. 
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co-operating with Turkey and in August o~ 1885, Sir Henry Drummond 

WQlif was sent to Egy];lt as pleni -potentiary where he would remain until 

January 1877.44 

A slight digression at this point.is necessary to recall that 

the destruction of Gordon, the coup of Prince Alexander in Bulgaria, 

and the Russian threat to Bendjeh aIl occurred during the early part 

o~ 1885. The Bulgarian coup d'etat had destroyed Britain's policy at 

the Congress of Berlin by once more creating the bogey o~ a "Big 

Bulgariall • However, on this occasion, the spectre of a IlBig Bulgariall 

represented a thwarting of Russian expansion and the Egyptian question 

became relati vely less important. Salisbury intended to wi thdraw 

from Egypt in return for a Turkish guarantee of Britain's access to 

the Dardanelle Straits. But Turkey did not want to antagonize Russia, 

and she made any accommodation impossible by her determination to 

reconquer Dongola. Drummond Wol~ got no further than the signing of 

a joint convention on October 24, 1885 providing for a joint examination 

of the methods to be adopted. But the fact that the Sultan was unnerved 

by the Bulgarian Crisis did at least mean that he could not quarrel 

with Britain for continuing to keep in possession of Egypt. 

44wOlif, Sir Henry Drummond Charles (1830-1908). Member o~ 
"Fourth Partyll (1880), a founder of Primrose Ieague • 
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Radicals genera1ly opposed the Drummond·Wolff mission because 

they suspected that Salisbury did not seriously intend to leave Egypt. 

Humanitarians such as Forster believed that Britain was compromising 

herself in even taking up the matter with the Sultan. Yet Radical 

anti-Imperialists were initially pleased with Drummond Wolff's appoint

ment; Labouchere noted that Drummond·Wolf~ had frequent1y censured the 

Khedive (the Sultan's Viceroy) and his previous independent reputation 

within the Conservative Party qualified him as the one most likely to 

expedite evacuation. 45 

Other Radical anti-Imperialists were disenchanted with the 

Mission. Lawson saw no prospect of withdrawal by means of consultation 

with either the Khedive or the Sultan. 46 In fact radical "Little 

Englanders" could not collectively make up their minds as to whether 

consultation with Turkey was or was not necessary. Protracted delay 

in Constantinople only irritated the Radicals who denied that Britain 

had a moral role to play and they were perhaps disturbed by a realization 

that they were becoming more and more isolated from an English public 

opinion that had become acclimatized to Britain remaining in Egypt. 

Only one Radical, Sir George Campbell, who had consistent1y 

voted for speedy evacuation from Egypt, felt that Sir Drummond·~olf~'s 

45H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 300 (1885), p. 1200, Labouchere. 

4~.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 300 (1885), p. 1207, Lawson. 
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mission was really worth the cost. 47 But the debate to charge the cost 

of the Mission split the Liberal Party down the middle. Bradlaugh-

seconded by Labouchere--motioned to censure the government for not making 

use of Turkish troops in Egypt, and this division produced surprising 

support for Bradlaugh's amendment. 48 It might be assumed that aIl 

Radical anti-Imperialists felt that Drummond·Wolff's Mission was a 

waste of time and expenditure. Sir George Campbell also apparently 

changed his mind when he subsequently indicated that future withdrawal 

from Egypt could be effected only by consultation with the European 

powers. 49 

If a consensus of radical anti-Imperialists could have been 

obtained, it might have indicated a general wish to reopen negotiations 

with France. Throughout 1887 both France and Russia applied increasing 

pressure upon the Porte. Radical anti-Imperialists trimmed their sails; 

Labouchere now pleaded for a re-strengthening of the concert of Europe 

and he denounced the original intention of Drummond Wolfr's role because 

no inkling of Britain's terms had been given either to France or to 

Russia. In his view, no solution could be obtained by unilateral action. 

If the matter involved a sphere of influence it should be turned over 

47H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 302 (1885), p. 1558, Campbell. 

48Division List Ibid • 

49H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 310 (1887), p.·322, Campbell. 
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to the consideration of the concert of Europe.50 

But beneath the flippancy of Labouchere's speeches laya 

considerable grasp of detail. Relations with the European powers had 

become very complicated due to the situation in Bulgaria. The concern 

for Bulgaria created a triangular contest between Britain, Austria and 

Russia, which caused Salisbury in 1887 to sign the Mediterranean 

Agreement with Austria and Italy so as to guarantee the status quo 

of the Balkans. Both Salisbury and Bismarck were prepared to support 

Prince Alexander of Battenburg because a "nationalist" Bulgaria provided 

as useful a buffer to Russia as had the previously conceived Eastern 

Rumelia. Salisbury also believed that Serbian aspirations might, at the 

same time, be encouraged but at the expense of Bulgaria and not Macedonia. 

In 1886, Salisbury wes to protest against Russia's kidnapping of Prince 

Alexander but he was powerless to act. Austria would not help Britain; 

Germany wes preoccupied with the Boulanger "scare" and conceded Bulgaria 

as Russia's sphere of interest. Yet Labouchere denounced Salisbury as 

the great "perturbator of the peace", on the grounds that Salisbury ~ad 

plotted ~th the recently deceased Stafford Northcote51 to place secret 

funds with the friends of the deposed Alexander on the expectation of his 

being re-enthroned. Labouchere even claimed that blue books had been 

50H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 319 (1887), p. 84, Labouchere. 

51Northcote, Sir Stafford Henry. lst Earl of Iddesleigh (1818-
87), M.P. (1855-85); leader of the opposition (1880-85); foreign 
secretary (1886). (Conservative). 
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eut off the previous December in order to conceal transactions. 52 

Labouchere's denunciation was supported by such a "Moderate" as Sir 

William Harcourt. 

Shortly afterwards, the matter resolved itself by the accession 

of a Prince (Saxe-Coburg)in Bulgaria and--unknown to Labouchere--by the 

inco:::-poration of both Italy and Austria into the "Me di terranean 

Agreement ll a move designed to prevent what Salisbury regarded as the 

ultimate danger, an alignment of either France or Russia with the Trip~e 

Alliance. Labouchere protested vigorously against Salisbury's 

Russophobic action because this showed Salisbury to be working against 

the pan-Slavist group in defiance of the concert. Labouchere sub

sequently reacted bitterly when he learned of the Mediterranean Agree

ment. But this arrangement was a master stroke insofar that it diverted 

Russia's attentions away from both the Balkans and Afghanistan to the 

Far East thus measurably improving conditions on the Northwest Frontier. 

The crux of the matter was that by now the majority of anti

Imperialists saw no reason why Russia should be kept out of Constantinople. 

In fact many Imperialists such as Lord Randolph Churchill believed that 

such a move posited no danger ta Britain. Anti-Imperialists appealed ta 

the Concert of Europe because in the Liberal tradition there appeared 

no substitute although most anti-Imperialists--like Labouchere--inwardly 

knew that the concert lacked the coherence ta give real substance ta the 

52H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 310 (1887), p. 94, Labouchere. 
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52H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 310 (1887), p. 94, Labouchere. 
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Treaty of Berlin. Thus in the Bulgarian Crisis, Labouchere had 

objected to Salisbury's deliberate resistance to the Pan-Slavic 

Movement ostensibly out of respect for the concert. In point of fact, 

Pan-Slavism was shortly to be discredited although tbis did not mean, 

however, that Labouchere welcomed any exacerbation of Russo-Turkish 

relations. 

Anti-Imperialists consistently showed indifference to imperialist 

nationalism on moral grounds. They had no confidence in Britain's self

assumed role of "international policeman". This is weIl illustrated in 

their reaction to the Armenian question. Since the Cyprus Convention of 

1878, the Porte had tried not to needlessly antagonize Armenians, a 

minority of wbom were still living on the Ottoman side of the Russo

Turkisb border. The Liberal Party had strong connections with the Anglo

Armenian Association, but a unilateral protest to the Porte on the 

question--which would have been welcomed by the Nonconformists--might 

have seriously disturbed Moslems living on the inside of the Indian 

border. At one session, Gladstone spoke of "positive obligations" to 

put down atrocities, but the Midlothian magic had gone, for Gladstone 

found himself at that time addressing less than a quorum of fort y 

members .53 \.Jhen the matter was raised in Supply, Labouchere, Law'son 

and Harcourt aIl showed indifference to the matter; the concerted action 

53H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 336 (1889), p. 1320, W.E. Gladstone • 
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demanded in aeeordanee with the Congress of Berlin was unworkable. 

Labouehere seorned the Noneonformist sensibilities of the Party wh en 

he eited the quid pro quo by whieh Britain guaranteed Asia Minor to the 

Turks on condition that they governed it weIl, as nonsense. Labouehere 

said he wished sueeess to any attempt by people less barbarous than the 

Turks to help the Christians, but Britain should not imagine that Eastern 

peoples eould eonduet themselves in the way that English people did. 54 

In Mareh 1890, the Russo-Turkish Entente authorized movement of Mbslems 

from the Caueasus to the Ottoman Empire, where they might have elashed 

with Christian minorities. Labouehere would have been willing for 

Russia to have unilaterally oeeupied Armenia to mitigate the situation 

by her own efforts. Labouehere argued that as long as the Ottoman 

government was dominant in Armenia, the Kurds would display eruelty. 

He suggested therefore that it would be better for Britain to repudiate 

the Cyprus Convention and the Turkish Agreement so that Russia and 

Turkey could fight it out alone. Su eh an attitude eould be entertained 

by others besides Labouehere who no longer eonsidered Russian exclusion 

from the Straits to be imperative. 55 

The LiberaIs and the Return to the Sudan 

The .. Jingo" fever aroused by Gordon' s death quiekly subsided and 

54H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 339 (1889), p. 1568, Labouehere. 

55H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 348 (1890), p. 185, Labouchere. 
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by April 1885 the Cabinet felt able to retire altogether from the Sudan. 

It seemed as if the arguments of the anti-Imperialists had prevailed over 

those of the l~derates. Gladstone declared that he would not remain in 

the Sudan, "Pendjeh or no Pendjeh".56 Nor were there to be any 

authorizations to move back into the Sudan during either Salisbury's 

First or Second Administration~,but there was to be considerable activity 

on or near the coast of the Red Sea where Salisbury subsequently pro-

claimed a naval blockade. Suakin was retained by the Conservatives, 

and food produce was destroyed in an effort to subdue Osman Digna, but 

this only increased the number of troops fleeing to Suakin itself. 57 

In 1888, Campbell and Labouchere raised the question of whether British 

troops were to be used at Suakin. 58 No straightforward reply was forth-

coming. A few days later in a supply debate, MOrley blamed both parties 

for the impasse that had been reached; he foresaw in the coming year a 

repetition of the "aimless operations" of 1884-1885. He denied the 

suggestion that Suakin had any value as a base from which slave trading 

activities could be eliminated. Labouchere pointed out that the real 

center of slavery was at Jeddah. 59 Lawson felt it was the MOSt interesting 

56s.L. Gwynn, op. cit., Vol. 2, p. 117. 

570sman Digna (1836-1926). Follower of the Mahdi; defeated Baker 
Pasha (1884); played decisive role in capture of Khartoum; defeated by 
Grenfell at Suakin (1888); captured near Tokar (1900). 

58H.P.D., 3rd. Ser., Vol. 331 (1888), p. 163. 

59H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 331 (1888), p. 770, Labouchere. 



• 

• 

199 

debate of the session, and he used the occasion to criticize what he 

thought was the government's intention to erect a self-governing Empire 

and then he moved for wi thdra'val before another "hideous blunder" was 

contemplated. This Debate revealed a sharp contrast between the 

IlModerates" and the anti-Imperialists. It also indicated that voting on 

the question of the Suakin operation \~s approximately along party lines. 60 

The new target of censure for the anti-Imperialists was in the 

person of Kitchener. 61 Morley charged that Kitchener was committing 

the seme mistake that the Italia~s nad at Massowah by willfully 

alienating the coastal tribes who valued their independence. Because 

in the minds of these tribesmen Kitchener "represented" Egypt, he wes, 

in effect, driving them onto the side of the insurgent Dervishes. 62 

It is noteworthy that Gladstone by now had rejected the notion 

that there was some prospect for putting dOlVll slavery in the area. 63 

60Division List No. 324, 101 Ayes to 136 Noes. 

61Kitchener, Horatio Herbert (l850-l9l6). Ist Earl of 
Kitchener. Governor general of East Sudan (1886); Sirdar of Egyptian 
army (1892); annihilated Khalifats arrny et Omdurman (1898); governor 
general of Sudan (1899); chief of staff South Africa (1899);commander 
in chief rndia (1902-09). 

62H.P.D. , 3rd Sere , Vol. 332 (1888) , p. 462, Morley. 

63 H.P.D. , 3rd Sere , Vol. 332 (1888) , p • 485, W.E. Gladstone. 
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But Kitchenerts military policy ,~s successful, and Egyptian sovereignty 

was later proclaimed over the East Sudan. Yet it was the slavery 

argument which clearly divided the "Nonconformists" from the anti

Imperialists. Labouchere asked why it was that the Nonconformist 

conscience was silent at the news of continued hostilities in East 

Sudan. 64 Sir George Campbell pointed out that Britain had helped Egypt 

to retain territory sixty-seven miles beyond Suakin merely to keep 

their base. 65 

These habituaI complaints from a few Radical cri tics perhaps 

sound commonplace. The great majority of the "Moderates" in the Liberal 

Party remained quiet, although they often supported radical amendments 

to relevant Service Estimates. On the eve of the return of the LiberaIs 

to pmfer in 1892, Morley offered his sununary of the previous govern

mentts policy with respect to Egypt. This speech underlined the great 

difference that now existed between Morley and Ch~berlain over the 

projected retention of Egypt. l~rley cited Drummond-Wolffts mission as 

a pledge of Salisbury's good faith to get out of Egypt within three 

years of May 1887, had France permitted Turkey to sign the projected 

agreement. He also cited Chamberlaints speech of 1884 to the effect 

that those who believed Britain had a role as custodians of Egypt's 

64H•P•D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 351 (1891), p. 1131, Labouchere. 

65H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 351 (1891), p. 1136, Campbell. 
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welfare were advocating an extent of Empire, even though Chamberlain 

had changed his position with respect to Britain's presence in Egypt 

so greatly that he now spoke of the retention of Egypt on the grounds 

that Egypt had the best cotton growing area. 66 

Yet after the withdrawal of British troops in 1885 to South 

Egypt, the only incident which the anti-Imperialists could consistently 

seize on as proof that the government did not really want to leave 

Egypt was the retention of Suakin. During the fOllowing six years we 

find that anti-Imperialists generally supported the expectations of 

the abortive Drummond-Wolff mission insofar as it might have facilitated 

evacuation. When France refused to permit Turkey to rat if y the potential 

agreement, anti-Imperialists urged appeal to the concert and wh en that 

appeared increasingly improbable they suggested negotiation with France. 

The Moderates and the anti-Imperialists had both opposed the retention 

of Sudan on principle but for different reasons: the Mbderates; because 

it made fulfillment of their mission to restore Egyptian finances more 

difficult and the anti-Imperialists, because it made the relinquishing 

of Britain's hold on Egypt more distant. The Liberal Imperialists under 

Rosebery, were far less vocal, yet as events were to show they were 

nearer the center of power. 

6~.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 351 (1891), p. 1136, Chamberlain. 
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There is little evidence tbat the anti-Imperialists could 

appreciate Salisbury's empirical approacb to tbe problem of Egypt as 

a whole. Througbout the previous six years Salisbury was clearly 

determined to hold on to botb Constantinople and Cairo. The Mediterranean 

Agreement had been designed to protect Constantinople in the event 

either of a Franco-Prussian war or of the dissolution of the Ottoman 

Empire. If Salisbury himself had little faith that the Drummond-Wolff 

talks would have succeeded, at least his authorization of them showed 

that he might have conceded sorne ground with respect to Egypt in order 

to bolster his understanding in. th Turkey, but no more. lolhen in 1899 i t 

became evident that France would have permitted the Drummond-Wolff's 

Anglo-Turkish Convention--which it had forbidden Turkey to sign two 

years earlier--it ws clear that Britain now felt so dependent upon 

Sir Evelyn Baring for advice that she could not afford to leave Egypt 

on any terms, if only because tbe Khedive would not bave lasted six 

montbs. It is this realization that prompted Salisbury to keep any 

other European powers out of the Nile Valley. According to Salisbury's 

calculation of Britain's national interests, it was necessary to apply 

methods used in India to Egypt both internally and externally. By 

contrast, anti-Imperialists, fully aware that the presence of the 

Khedive and the rigbts of the bond holders were upheld by the British 

Government, often confused the Government's ultimate intentions. They 

overlooked the fact that the route to India had previously been safeguarded 
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to maintain parity of influence with France and to keep a loose check 

on the Porte. However they failed to recognize the indication of 

France's impotence in Gambetta's fall, and this failure made any plans 

of bilateral solution to the Egyptian Question highly unlikely. The 

anti-Imperialists would have to acknowledge that in the event that it 

were to become difficult to prop up despots, it would be necessary to 

turn such "despotized" subjects into allied people • 



• 

• 

CHAPrER VII 

UGANDA: FOCAL POINT OF ANTI-IMPERIALIST ANGER 

By 1887 European diplomacy, as conducted by Bismarck and 

Salisbury, was extremely complexe But brief reference should be made 

to it, if only to suggest a possible context for the acrimonious 

correspondence conducted on the Uganda Question within the Liberal 

Party itself. 

When in 1887, the Triple Alliance was renewed, Britain's 

relations with the Central Powers could be described as "cordial". 

Britain's Mediterranean Agreement, signed in that year with Italy, 

had been as much encouraged by Bismarck as by Salisbury. Although this 

Agreement did not make Britain a member of the Triple Alliance, it did 

guarantee stability for the status ~uo in the East Mediterranean. And 

Salisbury would be the one most able to see that the Triple Alliance 

and the Re-Insurance Treaty were not likely to be turned against France, 

since all three "Treaties" were designed to preserve e~uilibrium. 

Thus when, in 1888, Bismarck approached Salisbury with the aim 

of bringing Britain into the Triple Alliance, Salisbury declined the 

offer. In the current situation it would unnecessarily tie his hand, 

and the imminence of the Naval Defence Act (infra chapter 9) in any case 

204 
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• assumed the future independence of British policy. Salisbury wished 

to place Britain in a position of the least possible dependence upon 

Bismarck's diplomatie co-operation since there was a danger that 

Germany would prove less tractable in the future. Yet, in spite of 

its defensive intent, anti-Imperialists challenged the wisdom of the 

Mediterranean Agreement. Labouchere was the first to raise the matter 

in the Commons when he challenged the government to produce its recent 

correspondence vith Italy.l 

However, the Agreement did not antagonize the MOderates within 

the Liberal Party. Gladstone publicly dissociated himself from 

Labouchere' s motion on the grounds that publication would "fetter 

Britain's diseretion in future contingencies."2 Labouchere viewed 

Europe as eomposed of two armed camps, and urged that Britain should 

disengage herself from Europe in the same way that the United States 

had always done. 3 But anti-Imperialists hit upon a more serious point 

in the observation that any move which antagonized France would prolong 

Britain's stay in Egypt. 4 This should not imply that anti-Imperialists 

IH.p.n. , 3rd Ser., Vol. 322 (1888), p. 152, Labouchere. 

2 H.P.D. , 3rd Ser. , Vol. 327 (1888), p. 1187, W.E. Gladstone. 

3H.P.D. , 3rd Ser. , Vol. 339 (1888), p. 1542, Labouchere. 

• 4H.P.D. , 3rd Ser. , Vol. 355 (1891 ), p • 771, Campbell. 
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always criticized or doubted Salisbury's ability to handle the 

European situation, but it did underline their preference for a 

Francophile policy to a Germanophile one. By nature Salisbury's 

successor at the Foreign Office, Rosebery, was Francophile although 

the overall effect of his three years at the Foreign Office (1892-95), 

as far as African affairs were concerned, was to cause a deterioration 

in Anglo-French relations. 

In the face of this, the Franco-Russian Alliance suggested as 

early as 1890 was clearly a grave breach in the Bismarckian system. 

Having IIcut the wire ll with Russia, it was but natural that in 1890 

Germany should make a substantial agreement with Britain (the Anglo

German Agreement of 1890). This agreement which provided a politieal 

basis for a future Uganda and Kenya deserves mention. It vas a produet 

of diplomatie expedieney, it may be related to Sir Evelyn Baring's 

observation that if Britain were to remain in Egypt for many years, 

then Britain must secure control of the source of the Nile. Anti-

Imperialists mistakenly supposed that the agreement implied Salisbury's 

faith in the viability of the Chartered East Africa Company. In point 

of fact, it was more immediately occasioned by the Somali massacre of 

German colonials in November 6, 1889, and by movement of British East 

African colonists into Uganda, which by Peters' work had really belonged 
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to Germany according to the ear1ier 1886 Anglo-German Convention. 5 

The new agreement of 1890 increased the polarity between anti-

Imperialists and Nonconformists, the latter pressing for added po1itical 

responsibilities to be given aIl Chartered Companies in order to safe-

guard the treatment of "natives". Attacking this proposaI, anti-

Imperialists charged that it was the Chartered Companies themse1ves who 

were employing slaves. 6 

The Anglo-German Treaty itself obliged the Sultan to give up 

an are a west of Lake Victoria and Nyanza, which foresta11ed Rhodes' 

dream of a Cape-to-Cairo railroad, a resu1t which anti-Imperialists 

found reassuring. 7 A quid pro quo was effected by which Germany yie1ded 

Zanzibar to Britain in exchange for He1igoland. However the Germans 

were wil1ing to 1eave Britain with the Stevenson Road between Nyasaland 

and Lake Tanganyka. 

Understandab1y, Salisbury did not encourage a comprehensive 

debate upon the Anglo-German agreement. From the opposition benches 

5Peters, Carl (1856-1918). Founder of German Co1onization 
Society (1884); founder of German East African Company (1885); imperial 
high commissioner to district of Ki1imanjaro (1891); formed company in 
London for exploitation of Rhodesia and Portugese East Africa (1898). 

6H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 343 (1890), p. 1438, Labouchere. 

7 . H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 347 (1890), p. 773, Labouchere. 
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Harcourt objected to the fact that the whole of the agreement was being 

presented to the Commons in the form of an Address. 8 Imperial affairs 

were thus beclouded and sidetracked by constitutional questions. But 

one of the Articles--dealing with the future of Heligoland--was dealt 

with in the form of a Bill. Some anti-Imperialists voted against the 

Bill probably to demonstrate that the House of Commons now had de facto 

powers of treaty making. But Labouchere pointed out that the 1881 

South Africa Act (infra chapter 8) had never been submitted to the 

Commons because the Lords would have thrown it out. For his part, 

1abouchere was glad that Heligoland was got rid of if only because 

Britain would not be tempted to waste money upon its fortifications. 

At the same time, Labouchere warned that because of an 1862 Treaty, 

France would have to be party to any future status of Zanzibar. But 

Storey said that Heligoland was worthless and he disputed Germany and 

Britain's right to barter territory which was not theirs to begin 

with. 9 

But anti-Imperialists were pleased with its sequel, the Anglo

French Agreement, and noted with satisfaction that Salisbury was 

prepared to jeopardize Protestant missionary work in Madagascar for the 

8H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 347 (1890), p. 773, Harcourt. 

9H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 347 (1890), p. 955, Storey . 
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sake of harmony vith France. 10 Salisbury's Mediterranean Agreement 

had of course not been a declaration of friendship for Italy, but a 

means of keeping in closer communication vith Germany. By the making 

of the Anglo-French Agreement on August 5, 1890, Salisbury risked dis

favour vith Italy by signing away the Sahara to France although he vould 

not permit further French gains in Tunisia. Further, to guarantee 

French recognition of Britain's protectorate in Zanzibar and Pemba, 

he let France have Madagascar and extensive territories in Central and 

West Sudan. Salisbury believed that this might also remove French 

pressure on Egypt and the Nile. ll The folloving year Salisbury vent 

as far as to tell the Italians to evacuate Kassala. 

When Rosebery entered the Foreign Office in 1892, he inherited 

a situation in vhich Uganda had been virtually sealed off. Britain's 

share of East Africa nov extended northvards aIl the vay from Lake 

Victoria to the "confines" of Egypt. Although he was not Prime r-ünister, 

Rosebery's position was solidly enough entrenched that he cou Id employ 

a threat of resignation to bring Gladstoners Cabinet to heel. 12 During 

the next three years relations betveen Britain and France would deteriorate 

10H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 348 (1890), p. 545, Campbell. 

IlH.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 348 (1890), p. 458, Salisbury. 

12C.J. Lowe, The Reluctant Imperialists, p. 172. 
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in Africa although they improved with respect to the Far East. A broad 

continuity in policy implied that most LiberaIs applauded Salisbury's 

work of the previous five years by which Britain had broken out of the 

isolation that Gladstone had imposed upon her. At no point did 

Rosebery seriously consider evacuation of Egypt which for a while pleased 

the Triple Alliance. But Rosebery was to commit one great blunder by 

his ill-fated attempt to secure an Anglo-Congolese agreement in 1894. 

By this year Germany had clearly given up the idea of a Quadrilateral 

Alliance--hinted at in 1890--and she even weakened the Mediterranean 

Agreement by deliberately turning France against England, which she 

achieved by adopting a pro-French line in the Cameroons and the Congo, 

a~d in the Far East by a resurrection of the Samoa question. 13 

In retrospect, it was with reference to Russia and the Far East 

that Rosebery obtained his greatest success. Not only did he prevent 

Russiats encroachment upon the possessions of Hindu Kush but he was kept 

from coming to a comprehensive agreement with Russia on the Eastern 

Question itself by only the Armenian Question. These successes were of 

little consequence in Africa, where Rosebery appeared to be thinking in 

terms of a closer accommodation with Germany (via Austria), with the 

object of employing a common policy against Russia at the Dardanelles. 

13Ibid., p. 174. 
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On March 5, 1894, Rosebery approached King Leopold because he 

was apprehensive or a ruture Franco-German collaboration in the 

Cameroons, and because he wished to prevent a close co-operation between 

Belgium and France (both or which countries had already planned an 

expedition to the Bahr-el-Ghazel). The proposed Anglo-Congolese Treaty 

conceded the "Lado Encl.ave" to Belgium, and in its Third Article, 

leased to Britain a twenty kilometer strip or the Congo behind German 

East Africa. Rosebery later had to drop this Third Article because he 

could not carry his cabinet with him. In consequence Belgium signed 

a rresh treaty with France and aIl that was lert or the Anglo-Congolese 

. Treaty was a Belgian recognition or "Britain's sphere or inrluence 

on the Nile." The Third Article--which was disputecLby Germany could 

have been avoided had Rosebery studied the Anglo-German Agreement or 

1890 more carerully. France hersell had contested the validity or the 

Anglo-Congolese Agreement by virtue or her own 1884 Agreement with the 

International Association or the Congo and she particularly objected 

to the limitation or the Congo's sphere or inrluence. Anti-Imperialist 

opposition to any action which might provoke France caused anti

Imperialists to view the Anglo-Congolese Treaty with alarme Labouchere 

went so rar as to describe it as a "quasi declaration or war."14 

l!,.W.L. Langer, European Alliances and Alignments 1871-1890, 
p. 265 • 
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Yet in the meantime~ Rosebery had won an important victory over 

the 140derates and the anti-Imperialists. Upon the occasion of his 

accession to the Premiership April 12~ 1894, an official announcement 

was made that Uganda would be administered as a British protectorate. 15 

Even Harcourt who next to I.brley 'WaS the most "anti-Imperialist" of the 

Cabinet Members had reluctantly accepted this decision, if only to 

permi t the continuation of the 1·linistry .16 The Uganda Debates played 

a most important part in the Tmperial controversy. In these, the most 

contentious issue ,vas the building of the Uganda Railway f'rom Mombassa 

to Kikuyu which had been part of Salisbury' s Dongola strategy and whose 

extension to Lake Victoria he vould urge in 1895. On November 23, 1892, 

one month before the East Africa Company's charter was to expire, the 

Liberal Cabinet confirmed the appointment of Sir Gerald Portal as 

Imperial Commissioner to Uganda. Pbrtal's Report was at last presented 

to the Cabinet on December 20~ 1893 but it merely suggested that Uganda 

be administered as a "sphere of inf'luence".17 Anti-Imperialists suspected 

that Portal had been given blaIL~ treaty f'orms and that his entire mission 

and subsequent Report had been rigged. Yet it was the 'Nonconf0rmist 

lobby and not the Report~ which upheld Britain' s need to "civilizel' 

15H.P.D., 4th Ser.~ Vol. 23 (1894), p. 180. 

16R. Robinson and J. Gallagher, Africa and the Victorians, p.328. 

17A.G. Gardiner, Lire of W.V. Harcourt, Vol. 2, p. 112 • 
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Uganda. As early as September 20, lS92, a memorandum prepared by Sir 

Percy Anderson--the Foreign Office's expert on Af'rican affairs--had been 

circulated in the Cabinet and this paper, according to Harcourt IIwas in 

the highest Jingo tune."lS Anti-Imperialists employed the most virulent 

language ,vith respect to future Uganda policy. Labouchere not only 

doubted the independence of Portal's judgement but even insinuated that 

his party IIwould steal like magpies".19 Labouchere emphasized that 

Uganda--which he reminded the House had not even been discovered until 

lS62 by Speke--was seven hundred miles from the coast. Evidently anti

Imperialists were not opposed on principle to viable coastal trading 

activity but Labouchere claimed that Salisbury had only sent in the 

East Africa Company to forestall the Germens and had not intended to 

permanently "protect" the area. Morley agreed on this point: "I would 

point out to the House that so long as gentlemen opposite me were in 

office, nothing was done, and not a word was spoken to show that they 

did not contemplate the abandonment of Uganda after the withdrawal of 

the East Africa Company."20 

Labouchere's "revolt" on the question of PortalIs mission did 

lSA.G. Gardiner, op. cit., Vol. 2) p. 159. 

19H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 10 (lS93), p. 549, Labouchere. 

20H•P•D., 4th Ser., Vol. S (lS93), p. 32S, Morley • 
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not seriously threaten the governrnent. 2l But Labouchere accused the 

government o~ withholding from the House the contents of another Report 

(Lugardls Report) on the state o~ the Company. He refused to concede 

that the Government should accept responsibility for Company Treaties, 

because these had expired and had not been ratified with the'Foreign 

O~~ice in accordance with the original terms o~ the East Africa Charter. 

He anticipated arguments o~ later imperial critics by suggesting that 

such Protectorates as Uganda actually impeded the march of domestic 

policy: 

l am perfectly satisfied to look ~ter the interests and 
well-being of the British Empire. l do consider that in 
a large enough business we should take the beam out of our 
own eye before taking the mote out of the eyes of Chinese 
and Africans. 22 

It is possible to extract certain characteristic arguments o~ 

the anti-Imperialists in connection with the Uganda debate, and in 

particular with regard to the endorsement o~ the construction of the 

Railway. Because Conservatives had believed that the railway was the 

sine qua non of any future colonial presence, anti-Imperialists believed 

that its prevention would effectively jeopardize the whole projected 

administration of Uganda. As it was, Parliament could not say that it 

controll~d colonial ventures merely because it managed the purse. 

21Division List No. 33 (1893), 46 Ayes to 368 Noes . 

22H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 8 (1893), p. 455, Labouchere. 
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Labouchere argued that in reality this o~ten meant tbat Parliament was 

merely obliged to shoulder the expense o~ ~aits accomplis. 23 Even with 

respect to trade, Laboucbere had ridiculed arguments o~ retentionists 

by suggesting that "the natives wanted only opera glasses and white 

asses."24 But the episode had involved more than the mere payment o~ 

compensation to the Chartered Company in the event o~ its ~ailure. It 

implied that the British government itsel~ had assumed the ~unction o~ 

a Chartered Company. Labouchere believed that commercial concessions 

extracted locally should never be interpreted as negotiable as sets on 

behal~ o~ a company. Su ch as sets existed only on paper and could not 

mitigate the ~act that the government was underwriting the Companyts 

liabilities and obligations. 

Anti-Imperialists also deprecated the prospect o~ the building 

o~ a Cape-to-Cairo Rail~.,ay although they displayed no personal animosity 

towards Rhodes, provided that his actions were within the scope o~ his 

own ~acilities. That is why they welcomed the annulment o~ Article 3 

o~ the Anglo-Congolese Agreement (i.e., the 15 mile strip between 

Tanganyika and Lake Albert Edward) and why they protested against Sir 

Edward Greyts wish to extend i~luence over territory connecting the 

concession strip with Uganda. 

23H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 10 (1893), p. 539, Labouchere. 

24H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 34 (1894), p. 1102, Labouchere . 
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• Anti-Imperialists a1so condernned any suggestion that government 

support should ce given to missionary work. Lawson argued that such 

work should always be "voluntary". Labouchere denounced the more 

militant missionaries as graduates of the "Maxim gun school" and thought 

it would be more expedient to evacuate a11 converts.25 Such a 1udicrous 

situation presented an excellent opportunity for Labouchere to express 

his peculiar brand of impiety. Evident1y Protestant-Catholic feudings 

had a'ready carried the region to a state of civil war, and on this 

point, anti-Imperialists were supported by the great majority of the 

"mode~ates n wi thin the party. Gladstone himse1f, in fact, found support 

of religious groups by mi1it~ry means to be high1y Objectionable. 26 

Since anti-Imperia1ists clearly objected to the slave trade on 

principle, they suggested that the elimination of the slave market itself' 

was a pre-requisite for intervention. They cited the exemple of Zanzibar 

whose Sultan had theoretica11y though ineffectually ended slavery by 

statute on January l, 1890. Labouchere accused the government of 

bypocrisy in pretenting that this 1aw was not f10uted. 27 Labouchere had 

pointed out that the East Africa Company (in the absence of a rai1road) 

had ~de use of slavery for the conveyance of goods down to the coast. 28 

25E.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 8 (1893), p. 455, Labouchere. 

2éFeter Stansky, Ambitions and Strategies, p. 7. 

• 27- P D n. . . ~ 4th Ser., Vol. 25 (1894), p. 212, Labouchere. 

28H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 8 (1893), p. 455, Labouchere. 
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Dilke quoted the Aborigine Protection Society to the effect that the 

railway would do more to promote slavery than destroy it. 29 This aIl 

underlined a basic apprehension of the anti-Imperialists, that they 

would merely be playing into the hands of the expansionists to delegate 

responsibility to local authorities if such authorities lacked the 

confidence of indigenous populations. 

Parliamentary endorsement of the annexation of Uganda was a 

foregone conclusion; even Harcourt reluctantly accepted this decision, 

and as Chence1lor of the Exchequeur, his capitulation was crucial in 

the matter. 30 Throughout the Uganda Debates, Harcourt rejoiced in being 

derided as a "Little Englander", surely not because of the stigma of 

irresponsibility attached to it--indeed he had a firm sense of party 

principles in respect of foreign policy--but because foreign policy to 

Harcourt was the crucial aspect of government which affected expenditure 

and, in consequence, the character of domestic government. 31 The whole 

Uganda controversy--and in particular the Ang1o-Congolese Agreement-

had jeopardized the benevolent impartiality that Britain might yet have 

entertained towards Continental Powers. Many Liberals recognized that 

the Government was becoming provo cati ve. Paradoxically, Harcourt W'8S 

29H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 25 (1894), p. 194, Dilke. 

30A.G. Gardiner, op. cit., Vol. 2, p. 312. 

31Ibid., Vol. 2, p. 239. 
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becoming increasingly involved in foreign affairs to fight Jingoism. 

Like other anti-Imperialists, he viewed the Chartered Company as a 

thinly disguised imperium in imperio and was indignant that it was 

given a new activity in "protectorate" form by Government action. 

Anti-Imperialists and the Return to the Sudan 

Unknown to the anti-Imperialists was a French plan launched by 

President Carnot as early as May 3, 1893 to converge on the Nile at 

Fashoda. Uganda had thus become the pivot of Rosebery's strategy which 

explains why he did not hesitate to authorize Portal to make any Treaties 

he wished with indigenous rulers. Anti-Imperialists attributed the rapid 

deterioration in Anglo-French relations to the abortive Anglo-Congolese 

Agreements of 1894. However, as early as February Il of that year, the 

Foreign Office had learned that the strategy of permitting Germany to 

extend its holdings up to the western watershed would fail to keep tbe 

French our of the Nile Valley. Their fears that Germany herself had 

agreed to let the French in were confirmed on March 15 when the Foreign 

Office was off'icially notified by Berlin of Germany's "concession" in 

this regard.32 The "Imperialists" within the Liberal Party, sensitive 

to the pressure of European diplomacy and realizing that the control 

of the Vile Valley was at stake, still insisted that aIl territory in 

32A.J.P. Taylor, "Prelude to Fasbodall
, English Historical Review, 

LXV, (1950), p. 53. 
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the Western watershed o~ the Nile Valley was a British sphere o~ 

in~luence. Dilke, however, had previously warned Rosebery of the 

danger o~ encouraging the Germans to expand east'VTards from the 

Cameroons because o~ the Francophile implications that this move 

carried. 33 In this dangerous situation the protectorship over Uganda 

was confirmed and rati~ied by the Commons on June l, 1894.34 Rosebery's 

decision was defended by Grey, his Under-Secretary, at which time Grey 

declined to indicate whether the Government would proceed with a rail-

road. Even the question of the Charter's renewal was to be deferred. 
" . 

"Forwardist" spokesmen, such as Ashmead-Bartlett warned that 

because France had advanced a thousand miles in ~ive years, gun-boats 

should be sent as ~ar as Fashoda. 35 When Grey lent sorne support to 

this view, Labouchere interpreted this as a quasi "declaration o~ war" 

against France. 36 Labouchere saw no reason why France should expect 

to be kept out of the Nile Valley, or why she should be intirnidated 

to delimit her northern frontier or sphere. When in july 1896 a request 

was made by tbe new Salisbury administration ~or 3 million to build the 

33H.P.D., 4th Ser. , Vol. 11 (1893) , p. 1634~~ ., Dilke. 

34 4 H.P.D., th Ser., Vol. 25 (1894) , p. 270. Division List 
No. 70 (1894), 218 Ayes to 52 Noes. 

35H.P.D., 4th Ser. , Vol. 32 (1894) , p. 403, Ashmead Bartlett. 

3~.P.D., 4th Ser. , Vol. 32 (1894) , p . 416, Labouchere. 
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Uganda railway, no reference was of course, made to political strategy 

out of deference to public opinion in France~7 

Josepb Chamberlain as Colonial Secretary, now vigorously 

attacked Radica1s for denying what be termed "manifest destiny". He 

had previously expressed this very forcefully two years earlier: 

If you lay down tbe principle tbat tbe lines of tbe 
empire are settled you will put such a barrier in 
tbe way of tbe enterprise of our people that you 
will materially alter tbeir cbaracter. 38 

But wbereas Salisbury and even Rosebery had been taciturn on tbe subject 

of Uganda, Chamberlain now equated tbe potential of Uganda witb that of 

tbe most prosperous territories of Soutb Arrica. 

The only Radical who could effectively answer tbis kind of 

rbetoric .vas Dilke who added a new note of responsibility to tbe 

connotation of "anti-Imperia1ismll
• The remaining Radicals bad clearly 

been weakened and reduced by tbe three years of Liberal Imperialism. 

In fact, after tbe 1895 election tbere were scarcely tbirty Members wbo 

would reliably support anti-Imperialist amena~ents, altbougb tbis bard 

core would continue to plead for tbe rigbts of lesser nations and 

advocate arbitration for tbe settlement of colonial problems. Paradox-

ically, tbe Conservative victory of 1895 migbt be interpreted as mucb 

a victory for Rosebery as for Salisbury. Rosebery bimself bad never 

37H.P.D., 4tb Ser., Vol. 43 (1896), pp.705-724, 1094-1109 • 

38H.P.D., 4tb. Ser., Vol. 25 (1894), p .. 252, J. Chamberlain. 
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been happy with the Premiership, and his Francophile policies in 

colonial and foreign affairs had been neither popular nor understood 

in the country at large. 

As early as August 1895, a number of Radicals, notably 

Labouchere, Dilke and Stanhope, discussed a proposaI for the formation 

of a Radical Committee to advance radicalism in both domestic and 

colonial affairs. The composition of this group illustrated how the 

term "radical" had by now assumed an anti-Imperialist connotation.39 

Th~s proposaI was subsequently fo~~arded ta Harcourt himself but although 

this move would measurably undermine Roseberyts position, Harcourt was 

not pleased by the prospect of its adoption. There was evidently 

fundamental agreement on bath Egyptian and East African affairs--in 

spite of the fact that Harcourt had compromised himself over the Egyptian 

question--and some broad agreement on South African matters, but the 

question of naval expansion introduced division. In any case, the 

suggestion of choosing a Radical Whip suggested by the above corresponden~ 

could not be implemented. Moreover the failure of Anglo-French discussions 

in 1895 indicated that the polarity of views within the Liberal Party 

would probably widen further vlithin the year ta come. There was there-

fore some prospect that many of the lfuderates within the Party might more 

39s. L. G~~, The Life of C. W. Dilke, Vol. 2. H. Labouchere ta 
C.W.Dilke, August 1 and 6, 1895. Stanhope to C.W. Dilke, August 2, 1895 • 
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willingly associate vith the anti-Imperialist faction. Leonard Courtney 

even suspected that the~ was also even evidence of a divergence of 

opinion amongst the ~ew Government supporters. 40 

Salisbury by aOW vas seriously considering the partitioning of 

the Ottoman Empire ~d was contemplating the convening of a conference 

to discuss possible deposition of the Sultan. He could not entirely 

ignore British public opinion, which, unlike that on the Continent, 

was strongly pro-A..~!1ian. But the heavy handling that the ill-fated 

Anglo-Congolese Agree=~nt nad received and the recent despatch of the 

Kruger telegram had sade the likelihood of any immediate understanding 

with Germany improbable. The AdmiraIt y had recommended an accommodation 

with Russia and may have influenced Chamberlain in adopting tbat view. 41 

To everyone, Gladstonians included,the European Concert was non

existent. Britai .... l nad embarked upon a period of "splendid isolation". 

Thus, Salisbury had everything to gain by obtaining a broad understanding 

with France as soon as possible. 

Even before the fall of the Liberal Government in 1895, Sir 

Edward Grey had stated tnat a French advance into the Nile Valley would 

be regarded as an ~~riendly act. Yet by the autumn of that year, the 

40H,F.D., 4tè Ser., Vol. 38 (1896), p. 1052, Courtney. 

41C. J. Lowe ,me Reluctant Imperialists, p. 201. 
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French colonial ministry had endorsed Major Marchand's proposaI to 

advance f'rom the West African hinterland to the Bahr-el-Ghazel and f'rom 

there to proceed to the Nile. And in addition, on the eastern side, the 

French were already conspiring with Menelik. 42 It was the Italian 

disaster at Adowa that then gave Salisbury his excuse to advance up the 

Nile although Labouchere argued that Chamberlain had deliberately pushed 

Salisbury into that position. 43 Chamberlain justif'ied the British 

advance by saying that the interests of' Italy and Egypt were identical: 

neither could tolerate the f'all of' Kassala to the Khalif'a. 44 "Thus the 

motive f'or opening the Dongola Campaign lay in the strategy of' the Nile 

Valley more than in the play of' the European balance. "45 Yet i t was 

real1y a European question, by virtue of' Italy's def'eat at Adowa. 

The Dongola expedition was debated on March 20, 1896, when 

Morley moved an amendment criticizing the Foreign Off'ice. 46 This was a 

42Menelik II. Emperor of' Abyssinia (1844-1913). Signed Treaty 
(1889) p1acing Empire under Italian dominationl abrogated Treaty (1893); 
def'eated Ita1ians at Adowa and established independence of' Abyssinia; 
negotiated boundary sett1ement with British Sudan (1902). 

43H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 35 (1896), p. 1512, Labouchere. 

44The Kha1if'a, "the adviser" (1846-1899). Dervish leader who 
succeeded the Mahdi in 1885 and extended his dominions (1885-98); 
def'eated at Omdurman by Kitchener (1898). 

45R • Robinson, J. Ga11agher, op. cit., p. 349. 

4~.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 38 (1896), p. 1478, MOrley. 
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felicitous occasion for anti-Imperialists, because Morley had not 

spoken on the Sudan question for six or seven years, and now he 

compared his present action with the resolution he had made in 

connection with Gordon's expedition. Thus he was able to justify his 

position as both consistent and unpartisan. In fact, Morley was 

respected on both sides of the House for his consistency.47 Morley 

thought that the new proposed advance would harm Britain's position 

with regard to Armenia. The advance was ostensibly in the name of 

Egypt and thus it made Egypt_a no:m.inal "Imperial Power" even though 

Egypt was not master pf her own domestic situation. Anti-Imperialists 

such as Morley hoped -that Britain could at least prevent the Sudan from 

becoming a European problem; they believed Britain was courting that 

very risk. Yet it really was a European question by virtue of Italy's 

defeat at Adowa. Labouchere was correct in predicting that Britain would 

not stop at Dongola, but would continue on to Omdurman and Darfur. In 

the opening of the debate four days earlier, Labouchere had based his 

argument largely on the effect that the Dongola march would have on 

Anglo-French relations, citing a pledge that Gladstone had given the 

French through Drummond·Wolff in 1886, namely that Dongola would never 

be reoccupied. 

The fact that this earlier mission was recalled showed that 

47H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 38 (1896), p. 1496, J. Chamberlain • 
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anti-Imperialists believed in disengagement, but also that they 

recognized in the light of the current situation that the reopening of 

those same negotiations would not be feasible. Sus.]ecting that 

Salisbury--in the presence of Liberal Unionists--was compelled to 

surrender to the "Jingoes" within his own cabinet, Labouchere thought 

to differentiate Salisbury's policy from the rash actions of Chamberlain. 

He drew laughter by suggesting that no one 1dth the exception of himself 

was more of a "Little Englander" than Lord Salisbury. 

This debate revealed quite clearly that the anti-Imperialist 

"Cabal" mentioned above had not materialized. Even Radicals were 

embarrassed at sorne of Labouchere's remarks. MOrley would not accept 

Labouchere's reference to the Khalifa as a "William Tell". Courtney 

queried Labouchere's sincerity and suggested that he was stirring up 

party reuds for the sake of it. 4S Nevertheless Labouchere 1ms proved 

correct in certain details, e.g., that Caisse funds could not finance 

the expedition unless unanimous consent vIas given by the European Powers. 

In this debate, Chamberlain clearly laid down the basis of both 

Salisbury and Rosebery's policies--that the Nile was Egypt's life line. 

But in the scrupulous questioning of legality, anti-Imperialists either 

rejected or ignored this axiome The Liberal Imperialists however accepted 

4SH.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 38 (1896), p. 1052, Courtney • 
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it: in fact Grey differed from the Government only insofar as he 

thought the advance should have been from Suakin. 49 As predicted, both 

Russia and France would not permit Caisse funds to be used, and 

supplementary estimates were voted to coyer the Dongola expedition. The 

funds subsequently requested approached the sum of 800 thousand, of which, 

270 thousand were to be used to build a light railway between Wadi Halfa 

and Abu Hamed. It is significant that anti-Imperialists defended the 

action of both Russia and France in this regard. 50 Much as they 

deprecated the situation the anti-Imperialists felt it useless to defy 

France and Russia with respect to the Egyptian question, especially 

since their arguments were bolstered by Courtney's technical grasp of 

finance. He invalidated the Government's statement that the Caisse 

could have paid for the Dongola venture by comparing Egypt to a bankrupt 

party which, under the law of liquidation, had appointed a joint trustee 

to administer her affairs; if such a trustee should administer affairs 

outside of the bankrupt party's immediate responsibility, then such 

action would be ultra vires. 51 Despite this, only fifty-seven opposition 

members voted against the Government's loan; both Salisbury and 

Chamberlain must have been surprised at the extent of its victory.52 

49H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 38 (1896), p. 1520, Grey. 

50H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 45 (1897), p. 1449, Morley, p.1465, 
Harcourt. 

51H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 45 (1897), p. 1476, Courtney. 

52Division List No. 19 (1897), 169 Ayes to 57 Noes. 
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In retrospect, the advance to Dongola may be viewed as a 

consequence of Salisbury's decision to prepare for the abandonment of 

Constantinople. On October 28, 1396 the Department of Naval Intelligence 

confirmed that Alexandria had to be permanently held as a principal naval 

base. 53 There were undoubtedly other considerations for such a move 

could serve as a belated gesture on behalf of Italy, but, as Salisbury 

kne'l'" that both France and Russia were assisting Menelik in Ethiopia, 

he was not prepared to restore Italy to her former colonial position. 

In fact, the Mediterranean Agreement had become a dead letter and there 

could be no dependency upon it, nor could there by any association with 

the Triple Alliance, by Britain. 

But at the same time, Salisbury was ready to give the ~~diterranean 

Agreement at least token support. 'l'bere is a chance that !œnelik might 

,join 'Id th the Dervishes and perhaps Salisbury calculated that after 

Italy' s crushing defeat at Ado'Ta, there was less chance of offending 

France if he did so. But there is no evidence that in 1896 Salisbury 

wanted to go beyond Dongola, and he ,.,.ould not have authorized the march 

there wi thout a promise from the Italians that they would remain at 

Kassala. 54 'l'he operation had been consistent with his Nile Basin 

strategy but only in the next eighteen months when he became aware of 

the sheer technical difficulties involved in building the Uganda railway 

53R. Robinson and J. Gallagher, op. cit., p. 356. 

54c.J • Lowe, op. cit., p. 197. 
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did Salisb~J realize tbat he could only achieve his objective via the 

northern overla!ld route; ,·rhich ,-TOuld necessitate the f'inal advance of' 

1898· 

Salisbu...J' also k11e,-T that France' s relative position had become 

much I-Teaker :b. the previous two years because of' Russian preoccupation 

with Port Arthur and Britain's benef'it f'rom the Spencer Naval program 

of' 1894. The a~ti-Imperialists could argue that France was being 

ostracized from 3ast Af'rica, but unknown to them, tbe French had 

conspired vith l·!enelik to extend Ethiopian territory to approximately 

one hundred miles south of Khartoum. 55 Thus the Khalif'a's potential 

allies t-lere s-:'rengthened. In anticipation of' the Anglo-French con

frontation at Fashoda, Salisbury sougbt to isolate France diplomatically; 

he renelved his courtship of' Russia by off'ering her a dominant position 

in Turkey ~~d ~~L~a.56 

A re~uest for the remission of' the loan advanced in February 

1897 to EgJ~t ~~s made by the government sixteen months later. It met 

with only scat-:'ered resistance from the Liberal benches. But anti

Imperialists i~terpreted this as a political commitment. It was to be 

the last opporti.L~i ty for debate bef'ore Omdurman. Dilke demanded to knm-r 

55R. Robinson and J. Gallagher, op. cit., p. 360. 

56Ibid.: p. 366 . 
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• what kind of control the government expected to exercise between Uganda 

and Khartoum. 57 Hmolever the government refused to commit i tself • The 

division on this occasion did not give an exact picture of imperial 

feeling as the measure was also debated from the viewpoint of financial 

purism. 58 

Kitchener did proceed beyond Khartoum to Fashoda, having been 

able to avoid collision with Menelik. By early rJovember--Marchand having 

already left--official instructions were sent from Paris and the threat 

of immediate ,var with France 'olas removed. Britain' s exclusive possession 

of the rJile was confirmed by the Anglo-French declaration of rJovember 

21, 1899. Perhaps the rising spirit of "Jingoism" does in part explain 

the Government's boldness. 59 Even the Foreign Arbitration Association 

thought that arbitration in respect to Fashoda ivas inappropria.te. 60 

By tacit consent both front benches endorsed the rJile strategy. But 

vhile Dilke understood this strategy, he felt it to be unnecessary. 

Anti-Imperialists f'ailed to recognize the JlJile's worth even though they 

had no personal wish to imperil India. To them, possession of the Nile 

57H.P.D., 4th :;;er., Vol. 60 (1898), p. 277, Dilke. 

58H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 60 (1898), p. 286. Division List. 
June 27, 1898. 151 Ayes to 31 Noes. 

59\-1.8. Bhmt, My Diaries, Vol. 2, p. 303. 

• 601\. Hobinson and J. Gallagher, op. cit.} p. 377 • 
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was not '\-lOrth jeopardizing relations 'Tith the Great Po'Ters. Although 

it is improbable that he kept up-to-date on recommendations of the 

Department of Naval Intelligence, Labouchere declared that in ,,,artime 

the Suez Canal "TOuld be unusable. 61 He epi tomized the extremist vie'T 

which considered Egypt to be an unsought burden in addition to India. 

TIie Dreyfus case had undoubtedly given rise to the suspicion 

that France had created a military diversion to take attenti::m off the 

domestic crisis. Anti-Im:perialists had no wish to take Fashoda from 

the Sudanese to give to France. Courtney noted that "we could fairly 

claim that Major Marchand should lure his flag and that Fashoda should 

not be French territory."62 Harcourt reasoned that France had committed 

a blunder by occupying ,,,hat they themselves had asserted to be a 

permanent possession of Egypt. 63 But nevertheless Harcourt criticized 

Chamberlain for rubbing vitriol into French sores. 

Salisbury's decision to push south of Dongola--made earlier that 

year--reflected Fra..l1ce' s intransigence and un'\oTillingness ta be bought off 

in West Africa. I\ïtchener's campaign was to solidify Britain's 

possession of the Nile without any further concession having been made 

ta France. 

61n• P. D., 4th Ser., Vol. 38 (1896), p. 1480, Labouchere. 

62G•p • Gooch, Life of Leonard Courtney, p. 358 . 

63A.G. Gardiner, op. cit.) Vol. 2, p. 470. 
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If' the moral leadership ai' the "Little Englanders" belonged 

to anyone i t was to John l.brley. The silence oi' John Morley on the 

subject oi' Ai'rican ai'i'airs during this critical period is largely 

explained by his desire to salvage something i'rom the Home Rule issue. 

But it should not be construed that Morley was indii'i'erent to new 

developments, particularly in East Ai'rica. He was however greatly 

depressed by the situation. In February 1899, he had resolved ta move 

a reduction ai' the vote i'or the Sudan but evidently he then tried to 

get someone else ta do this i'or him and i'inally made a rather desultory 

and an inei'i'ectual speech. Although he had planned to read out 

extracts i'rom a speech made by Rosebery to condemn the imperial 

strategy, he never used them. 64 

At the end ai' 1898, HarcoUl't resigned the oi'i'icial leadership 

oi' the Liberal Party. Now at the end o:f his public career, he disavowed 

the compromise he had made :four years earlier with Rosebery and nmT, 

identii'ied himseli' with the anti-Imperialists. Hencei'orth, Campbell-

Bannerman "ould lead the Moderates, al'J.d nm, even he disavowed Rosebery' s 

Imperialism. 65 In i'act, Campbell-Bannerman had spoken in support oi' 

6!~H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 67 (1899), p. 459, f.brley. Rei'er 
D.A. Hamer, op. cit., p. 333. 

65Spender, Lii'e ai' Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman, Vol. l, 
pp. 209-212 • 
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Morley in the 1899 debate. 66 

Evidently, even the anti-Imperialists ~rere now fully resigned 

to the breakup of the Ottoman Empire. They had hoped that Britain could 

prevent the Sudan from becoming a European problem and, in so doing, 

they formal1y acknowledged the demise of the European Concert. Not 

that they had believed it to be a "holy alliance" but they had tradit

ionally, at least, ci ted i ts presence to query the ivisdom and validity 

of the Nediterranean Agreement. When British troops were despatched 

to Berber in 1898 to help the Khedive against the Khalifa, Harcourt 

had observed that six months previously, to doubt the efficacy of the 

European Concert would have been indictable cause for 1I1esé majeste ll
; 

but its fai1ure to reso1ve even the Armenian crisis made any hope as to 

its value chimerica1. He noted that even the Balkans Arrange~ent 

",hich had brought peace 'ioTaS but a pri vate compact betireen Russia and 

Austria. 67 Yet, had the European Concert existed even in 1887, it 

imuld surely have endorsed the Anglo-Turkish Convention. As it was, 

in 1899 the anti-Imperia1ists felt it useless to defy France and Russia 

with respect to the Ehyptian question, if only because these FOi.rers had 

the right to ve to ~·ri th respect to the Caisse. 68 On the who1e, anti-

66H.P.D. , 4th Sere , Vol. 67 (1899), p. 513, Campbel1-Bannerman. 

67H.P.D. , 4th Sere , Vol. 53 (1898) , p. 71, Harcourt. 

68H.P.D. , 4th Ber. , Vol. 45 (1897), p. 1449, ilbr1ey. 
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Imperialists had consistently taken a "pro French" line vith respect 

to A:frican a.:ffairs. For this reason they had been happiest vith respect 

to the situation in \-lest A:frica, where Salisbury had been villing to 

make concessions. They bitterly resented Rosebery's apparent Franco

phobia and the apologetic line adopted by his Commons spokesman, Sir 

Ed"lard Grey. 

The Liberal "Imperialists" had been understandably apprehensive 

about the possibility of France filling the vacuum created by Leopoldts 

renunciation of the Anglo-Congolese Agreement. Labouchere had 

repeatedly resented Grey's insistence that France had to stay away from 

the Nile if Britain refused to define the northern limit of her sphere 

of interest. And in the same speech Labouchere perhaps correctly 

pointed out that because France had not immediately rejected the Anglo

Congolese Agreement, it did not mean that she necessarily accepted it. 69 

It ,·ras not until late in the eighteen-nineties that anti

Imperialists found that they Here an intensely "unpopular" minority. 

By the end of that. decade, Stead had modif'ied his tone and would 

condemn the situation in South A:frica. But the control of' such media 

as the Daily l'/e"Ts by the "Jïngoes", not only coloured the public' s 

interpretation of' South A:frican events but successively conf'used them 

69H.P.D., l~th Ser., Vol. 32 (1896), p. 416, Labouchere. 
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ivith problems connected with the boundaries of' the Sudan. Anti

Imperialists had looked to earlier "liberal" methods, even to the 

techniques of' Palmerston • .mo 1:::ad ali-mys sought to yTOrk through national 

sentiments. But Cromerls aàrninistrative talent had incorporated 

methods used in India, ~~d so, ~ike India, Egypt was also to be an 

exception to the liberal-stated preference f'or devolution in imperial 

matters. But Baring did argae that "the arguments of' the neyT Imperialism 

lrere ex post facto justif'icatio~z of' advances, they \rere not the original 

reasons f'or making them. 70 

The anti-Imperialists tended to f'eel that the British admin

istration itself' had been responsible f'or the decay in native self'

government. All the processes ai' British expansion ,-rere reaching their 

peak, and since the Little Shgla~ders understandably conf'used these 

processes--w'hich ,-rere sa dif'f'erent in Egypt and in South .A:frica--they 

assumed they were equally dictated by a self'-aggrandising metropolitan 

society. Yet these processes ~;ere not isolated phenomena occurring f'or 

the f'irst time in 1882. They represented a culmination of' methods and 

assumptions which had been developing f'or nearly f'if'ty years. Just as 

much as the ItJingoes", the anti-Imperialists tended ta conf'use the issue. 

In f'act at times Little Engla~ders equated the government's reaction to 

imperial symptoms of' disintegration l·rith the demand f'or collectivism 

70R. Robinson and J. C~llagher, op. cit., p. 472. 
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• at home, because like the Gladstonians, anti-Imperialists tended to be 

anti-collectivist (supra chapter 2). Like most late Victorians, they 

believed in an organic natural social evolution which favoured particular 

groups. .As r'lorley once remarked perhaps vith gravit y: "the future 

my dear Ha!"!"ison lies ,-lith the Teutons rather than with the Celts, who 

can take deeper draught. "71 Labouchere vielved the Anglo-Saxon as 

superior but he assumed that this superiority could be displayed 

"naturally" rather than militarily.72 Because the anti-Imperialists 

sa'f tha-;:, sùj?eriority was not being maintained effortlessly they sensed 

that sometbing was wrong. The changed circumstances of the nationalist 

rejection ~~ liberal policies proved to be as great a traumatic 

experience ~or tbem as it did for the Jingoes. 

7lP. Fraser, Joseph Chamberlain, Radicalism and Empire, p. 26. 

72-:::- P D 4-'-h" ':'_0 •• , v oer., Vol. 45 (1897), p. lhso, Labouchere. • 
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CHAPl'ER VIII 

THE JAMESON RAID: CRISIS IN IMPERIAL DEVOWTION 

In 1867, the simul taneous discovery of diamonds near tbe Orange 

River and of gold in Matabaleland, presaged a new chapter in the 

po1itical and economic history of South M'rica. The subsequent in

corporation of Basutoland in 1868 and of Griqualand West in 1871 

indicated a deliberate effort by Britain to prevent tbe new mines from 

falling into tbe bands of tbe Transvaal. But, constitutional1y, these 

movements implied a wider politica1 responsibility in the exercise of 

self-government for tbe Cape Co1ony. The Conservative Government 

suggested that where Europeans could bandle local problems, tbey sbould 

rule locally and not request bureaucratic direction from London. l Thus 

in 1872, the Cape Colony became self-governing, as did Natal in 1893. 

But Griqualand emerged as a new Crown COlony, which necessitated in turn, 

a more exact delimitation both of the Transvaal and of the Orange Free 

State, thus hardening Boer suspicions in the critical period fo11owing 

the first Boer uprising of 1880. 

But Imperial questions were not to be confined to problems 

between European people. Gladstonian Liberalism could not be expected 

IR. Robinson and J. Gallagher, M'rica and the Victorians, p.456. 
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to countenance the sweeping annexation o~ indigenous people. In spite 

o~ the discovery o~ diamonds, the Ashanti Wars of the eighteen-seventies 

were to cool interest in the subjugation o~ the South African interior. 

Positivists vigorously condemned the Livingstone cult and pleaded against 

native conversions. In their estimation, the missionary deserved less 

protection than even the informal trader. 2 

Bright warned against subjugation o~ the South Africa perimeter 

and deprecated the establishment of independent self-governing settle-

ments. 

The time will come and l trust be~ore long--when Barliament 
acting on the opinion of one o~ its committees--will con
sider that it will be wise to withdraw absolutely ~rom that 
coast. There's no slave trade to put an end to there now. 
Trade ~lourishes better where there are no forts. The 
country l am speaking o~ is one in which English life is 
scarcely to be ~intained.3 

When the Transvaal was annexed in 1877, the anti-Imperialists 

were alarmed. The move had been taken largely at the initiative of 

Lord Carnarvon4 and his action was criticized even by his own party as 

2R. Congreve, Essays: Political, Social and Religious, p. 248. 

3J. Bright, Speeches on Questions o~ Public Policy, October 23, 
1873· 

4Henry Howard Mblyneux, 4th Earl o~ Carnarvon (1831-1890). 
Colonial Secretary (1866-67, 1874-78); introduced Bill for ~ederation 
of North American Provinces (1867); introduced Bill ~or ~ederation 
of South Africa (1877); Lord Lieutenant of Ireland (1885-86) • 
( Conservati ve ) • 
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premature. Annexation failed largely because there was no local figure 

capable of exercising the kind of leadership that Rhodes would offer 

ten years later. Carnarvon probably conceived of this annexation as 

a preliminary step to precede a regionalized federation and this move 

was a noticeable exception to the devolutionary pro cess in South 

Africa. Although Gladstonians attached only a limited importance to 

the strategie and economic factor of the Transvaal--and in the 

Midlothian Campaign, the rapid deterioration in Anglo-Boer relations 

received but fleeting and secondary notices--the 1877 South African 

Act was not immediately repealed upon Gladstone's accession to power 

in 1880. 

G1adstone's equivocation and temporary acceptance of the 

South African status quo may be contrasted with his firm action at 

Pendjeh. The South Africa Act however had been designed to facilitate 

Britain's llparamountcyll out of respect for her naval and military 

interests and these interests Gladstone cou Id not now overlook. Thus, 

although the investor and merchant did not lobby for new po1icies in 

South ~ica unti1 after 1885, the Liberal opposition had made no 

concerted effort to challenge the action of Disraeli's government in 

1877. Two years earlier, Di1ke had criticized Carnarvon's suggestion 

to send Froude to canvass South Africa in advocacy of federation, on 

the grounds that it would cast a slur on the local colonial government. 5 

5s.t. Gwynn, The Life of C.W. Dilke, Vol. l, p. 271. 
1 



• 

• 

239 

Significantly, when Leonard Courtney queried the wisdom of the Bill, 

he was half-heartedly seconded by Dilke. Beth Chamberlain and Bright 

expressed disapproval of Sir Bartle Frere ' s policy of native suppression 

and this criticism was part of a general condemnation on their part of 

the continued British presence in the Transvaal. 6 

The acquiesence of the Liberals in the policy of the previous 

government may be better understood by realizing that the Gladstonian 

position had 8dopted a "humanitarian" view towards South A:f'rica. This 

justified a continued presence in the interior because of the alleged 

injustice of handling the Bantu over to Boer rule. 7 Evidentlya limited 

agreement between the Humanitarians and the anti-Imperialists was more 

possible during periods of liberal opposition. But the military 

disaster at Isandlwana in l879--which resulted in the massacre of 

eight hundred British troops to a man by the Bantu--opened a schism 

between the Humanitarians and the anti-Imperialists. In May 1880, 

Chamberlain pressed for a reversal of government policy in virtually 

all colonial spheres. Chamberlain assumed that sooner or later the 

Boers would pressure the government into granting their independence. 8 

~.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol.252 (1880), pp. 459-464. 

7H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 256 (1880), pp. 860-880. 

8J.L. Garvin, Life of J. Chamberlain, Vol. l, p. 439 • 
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Chamberlain's early anti-Imperialism was not doctrinaire but based upon 

pragmatic considerations. In ~act, while criticizing the British treat-

ment o~ the Bantu, Chamberlain--like the Colonial Secretary Lord 

Kimberley9_-advocated the retention o~ Sir BertIe Frere on the very 

grounds that his authority now lent him a superior influence with the 

colonists. lO I~ anti-Imperialism had come to sound a pro-Boer note, 

quite plainly it would not have been able to claim concern ~or native 

rights. Soon a~ter assuming o~~ice in 1880, Gladstone de-emphasized 

his concern ~or native rights by his intimation tbat it was not within 

the Government's power to consider either the general ~ooting o~ Sir 

Bartle Frere as Governor o~ South Africa,ll or the relations o~ his 

administration to the principles and ideas o~ colonial government 

which it then entertained. In point o~ ~act, Frere was retained by the 

new administration to consummate ~ederation. 

9Kimberley, John Wodehouse. lst Ea~l of Kîmberley (1826-1902). 
Colonial Secretary (1870-74, 1880-82); Secretary Îor India (1882-85" 
1886, 1892-94); Foreign Secretary (1894-95). (Liberal). 

10F.W. Hirst, Early Li~e and Letters of John l~rley, Vol. 2, p. 81. 
"(In Chamberlain) you miss the notes o~ piety ~o~ the victims o~ tyranny, 
o~ indignation against wrong-doers. But in the public eye ~rom 1875 to 
1885, Chamberlain was the uncompromising radical and Little Englander. 
vlliere he di~~ered ~rom John MOrley was in tone and temper, seldom in 
policy." (Chamberlain's commitment to Imperialism dates particularly 
~rom 1882 when he ~irst associated with the South African Committee). 

11Frere, Sir Henry Bartle EdvTard (1815-84). Chie~ Commissioner 
o~ Sind (1850-59); governor o~ Bombay (1862-67); first high commissioner 
of South Africa (1877); demands on Cetewayo precipitated the Zulu War 
(1879). 
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The most percipient critic or Gladstone's prevarication over 

South Arrica was Leonard Courtney, who argued that the insolvency or 

the Transvaal's economy which had seemingly justiried annexation in 

1877 lay uncorrected. In respect to the constitutional problem, Courtney 

maintained that both BOel" territories had been stunted as the nuclei 

or ruture political units as a result or the British action. He 

believed that the legislative assembly or the Transvaal had been made 

so subservient to its executive government that at any time it could have 

been dissolved by it. Any union, to succeed, would have to be errected 

spontaneously and in accordance with local interests. He could not 

rathom why a Conservative government could withdraw rrom an anarchic 

situation that had developed in Arghanistan while a Liberal Administration 

could remain in the Transvaal. 12 

Criticism or Gladstone's policy towards South Arrica assumed 

a new urgency arter 1881 when the Boer Proclamation or Independence at 

Paar de Kraal (December 16, 1880), brought Gladstone race to race with a 

"conciliation or coercion" dilenuna. A radical motion condemning the 

1877 South Arrica Act, but which ignored the native question, found 

only marginal support. But a crushing defeat inflicted by the Boers 

at Majuba Hill on February 26, 1881, caused Gladstone to re-examine the 

12G.p. Gooch, Life of Leonard Courtney, p. 160 . 
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• whole strategie poliey with referenee to South Africa. The subsequent 

Convention of' Pretoria--whieh replaeed the offensive term "supremacy" 

with the more nebulous "paramountey"--presaged a new chapter in Anglo-

Boer relations and was applauded as a courageous move by the anti-

Imperialists. 

Now that a measure of' :partial independence had been coneeded 

to the Boers, the South African Debates turned specifically to the 

problems of' "native" trusteeship. Generally speaking, both :parties 

stressed the obligation to the "natives" in the Transvaal. But self'-

government f'or white dependencies had come ta be accepted by now, and 

the Cape Colony was still permi tted to disarm the Basuto wi thout 

imperia1 interf'erence. For the next three years, the Cape Colony was 

to wage--with little enthusiasm--a protracted struggle against the 

Bechuana. Yet it seemed that the entire Bechuanaland area might have 

to become a British protectorate--not only because of the Cape's apathy--

but because under the 1881 Pretoria Convention, the Transvaal's external 

relations together with associated native supervisory problems, had 

been re-emphasized as an Imperial responsibility. 

This responsibility necessitated a f'resh confrontation with 

the Transvaal over the recent establishment of the Boer "Protectorates" 

of' Goschen and Stel1a1and, which had resulted in the expulsion of' f'ree-

booters f'rom Bechuana1and. Many of these freebooters were British 



• deserters and John Morley devoted a portion of his maiden speech to 

demand an unqualified IIbag-and-baggage" policy with respect to the 

Transvaal and to deplore Britain's failure to witbdraw from South 

A:f'rica within a month of taking office. 13 In this way, Morley was 

denouncing the Imperial commitments still retained under the 1881 

Pretoria Convention. MOrley attacked any appeal to the notion of a 

"white man's burden" and he argued that the Basuto Chieftain--Menkoroane-

whose territorial integrity was an imperial responsibility, had in fact 

brought mu ch of the trouble upon himself. It was a significant occasion 

because MOrley was adopting a position opposed to that held by the 

Ruman'i tarians • Morley' s presence assured a growing cleavage in the 

Liberal administration although he did not sit at this time on the 

front bench. 

The polarization of views with respect to South A:f'rica was 

intensified by the publicity of the Reverend John MacKenzie, who played 

a leading part in the formation of the South A:f'rican Committee in 1882. 

This Committee rapidly mobilized humanitarian support and proceeded to 

indoctrinate a public that had previously been totally ignorant of 

native realities. Within a year, the Committee's propaganda had obtained 

tangible results in the annexation of Basutoland. The most significant 

13H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 277 (1883), p. 477, Morley. 
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immediate achievement of tbat Committee was MacKenzie's success in re-

converting officialdom to the concept of federation in South Africa; 

he was himself to be appointed Deputy-Commissioner for Bechuanaland 

in 1884. 

Largely under the impetus of the South African Committee, 

Chamberlain seemed to defy his anti-imperialist colleagues by proposing 

the expulsion of freebooters from Bechuanaland and the relief of the 

Chief tain Montsoia and MBnkoroane.14 This po1icy was regarded as 

madnëss by the Liberal ministers such as Derby15 and Kïmberley, a1though 

they were themselves to imp1ement it eighteen months later on 

September 30, 1885 after the success of a military expedition. 

The assumption of the Colonial Office that native welfare was 

a British responsibility did not necessarily imply that any interference 

was to be made in the sovereignty enjoyed by white co1onists. The 

London Convention of 1884, which designated the Transvaal as the South 

African Repub1ic minimized Britain's nominal control of the Transvaal's 

external relations. But the Convention was a1so interpreted by some 

as a recognition of the Cape Colonies' soundness in administration: 

14J •L• Garvin, op. cit., Vol. l, p. 490. 

15 Stanley , Frederick Arthur, 16th Earl of Derby (1841-1908). 
Secretary for War (1878-1880); Colonial Secretary (1885-86); Governor
General of Canada (1888-93). 



The Dutch element in the Cape Colony, appears to be 
sufficiently strong to prevent any colonial action in 
opposition to Boer pretentions: It is rather a hopeless 
task for the Imperial Government to attempt to secure 
the colony against contingencies which it views witb 
alarm. 16 

A1though mining activity in the Rand wou1d rapidly transform 

tbe economic position of the Transvaal after 1886, it was clear even by 

1885 that the center of gravit y of the political stage in South Africa 

had in fact moved to Cape Town. But the economic transformation of the 

Rand in 1886 threatened to move this center which had previously been 

associated with the Cape Assembly to tbe Transvaal. For a decade Cecil 

Rhodes--in tbe Cape government--had attempted to broaden his po1itical 

base by weening the Cape Dutch (under Hofmeyr) away from the narrow 

provincialism of Kruger to such an extent that within the Cape Colony 

Rhodes gave the impression of being pro-Dutch. In fact by 1890, Rhodes 

had acquired a reputation among some groups as an Afrikaaner. In 1894, 

when quarrelling with the Colonial Office over Matabaleland, Rhodes 

even threatened separation, and Salisbury spoke of him as an enemy of 

Empire. In addition, Rhodes maintained a cynical view towards the 

Basuto Missions which made him ~ grata to the South African Committee. 

But 1ike Rhodes, the Colonial Office took a more conciliatory view of 

Boer activity, if only from fear of crossing pan-Afrikaaner sentiments. 

16The Times, September 15, 1885. 
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The Colonial Qffice's attitude towards expansion was ambivalent. 

Between 1885 and 1890 there took place a period of extremely rapid 

territorial expansion in South Africa, by which over 1,200,000 square 

miles were added to the British Crown. Yet for much of this period, 

there was less friction between Salisbury and the anti-Imperialist 

faction in respect to South Africa than might have been expected: 

Rhodes' plan to control the Delagoa Railway by purchasing a controlling· 

interest--against an Imperial guarantee--and to defend it in the event 

of confiscation by either Portugal or the Boers was firmly condemned 

by Salisbury. In fact, as a matter 01' policy, Salisbury refused to 

pursue "white elephant" protectorates. Salisbury satisfied the anti

Imperialists in declining to assist the missionaries' African Lakes 

Company in its appeal for assistance against the Fbrtugese in Northern 

Zambesia. 

On at least two counts Rhodes' policies appeared more 

acceptable to anti-Imperialists than did the aspirations of the South 

A:f'rican Connnittee. When, in March 1889, Rhodes was in London he met 

Labouchere and Harcourt and both were amenable to the chartering of the 

British South A:f'rica company.17 This was to be the first time that a 

Charter was granted to a provincial leader with an independent base of 

political power. To oblige the Colonial Office, Rhodes offered to build 

17R. Robinson and J. Gallagher, op. cit., p. 237. 



• the Bechuanaland Railwey and he cited the Rudd Mining concession from 

Lobengula--the King of the Matabele--as evidence of the area's potential 

solvency. 

In retrospect, it is remarkable that the anti-Imperialists did 

not foresee the new diversions that would result from the chartering 

of the South Africa Company. They were soon disenchanted when the 

South Africa Company, having obtained Salisbury's support, entered 

Mashonaland in defiance of Portuguese claims. The incident wes a 

signal for a radical re-appraisal of the initial activity sponsored 

by the South Africa Company. Labouchere argued that Rhodes had 

embarked upon a dangerou$, precedent by which Lobengula--in his own 

right--could cede to the Company any territory that he had acquired. 

Having noted that Britain had not become a signatory with Germany 

and France on the occasion of Pbrtugal's Delimitation Treaty of 

1886, Labouchere pleaded for arbitration, a method which he said 

wes finding favour among the artisan classes. But Salisbury 

rejected such advice on the grounds that the Shire was not a freetrade 

area. But Labouchere's most serious charge was that Bapers relating 

to the chartering of the South Africa Company in the previous year had 

not been laid before the House. 18 Suspecting the Company's capital 

l8H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol~ 341 (1890), p. 221, Labouchere. 
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had been "faked", he assumed that it had seized Matabaleland to save 

itself' from bankruptcy. He moved to reduce the Colonial Secretary's 

salary on the grounds that he had failed to detect in the Company "a 

financial scheme in the very vorst sense of the word.,,19 Iabouchere 

felt so outraged by the conduct of the Company that he actually 

proposed that the Colonial Office act as a trustee and send out in

dependent pers ons to stand betveen the natives and the governing powers. 

Those anti-Imperialists who criticized the Chartered Company 

on these occasions constituted ooly a small minority. Betveen 1892 and 

1895 when the Liberals vere in office, South African policy did not 

really constitute a front-bench issue between the two Parties. Indeed 

Chamberlain himself' did not regard imperial questions in South Africa 

as an issue upon vhich to fight the General Election of 1895. 

The rank and file of the Liberal Party found little interest 

in the Uitlander franchise question and it would not in any case become 

Rhodes' "Red Herring" until 1894. It vas in this year that the 

appearance of Germany as .s poli ticsl factor in the Transvaal moved the 

Liberals to intervene more directly in South African af'fairs. Lord 

Ripon, as Colonial Secretary, vent out of his vay to impress both the 

Transvaal and Germany of Britain's need to enforce Suzerainty and he 

19H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 355 (1891), Iabouchere. 



• took the Transvaal to task for not having submitted for ratification 

a treaty it had made with Portugal. 

But any federal union which Ripon envisaged for both English 

and Boer provinces in South Africa assumed a British hegemony in only 

the loosest sense. Evidently the Cape Colony offered no real objection 

to Ripon's work--in fact on the franchise question Ripon was anticipating 

future Uitlander arguments rather than bowing to them--provided that 

the Coast itself remained in British hands. But Ripon continued to 

deprecate the language of paramountcy although he -was obliged to 

arbitrate with--increasing frequency. 

While Conservatives attacked the Liberal government for limiting 

the actions of the South Africa Company and for trading the land held 

by the Swazi, anti-Imperialists argued that the Government did not 

sufficiently limit the actions of the Cbartered Company.20 Thus 

the Liberals could not take issue with Chamberlain's references to 

"paramountcy". Even Labouchere accepted the need for it because he 

agreed that it was most necessary to keep the Germans out of South 

West Africa. 

2~.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 12 (1893), p. 70, Labouchere. 
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Yet salient differences did exist between the major parties. 

There was a growing connection between sympathy for Home Rule and dis

satisfaction with the conduct of the South Africa Company. Militant 

Unionists adopted an anti-Transvaal position and in supporting the 

British South Africa Company championed the Uitlanders and native 

rights in the Transvaal. The anti-Imperialists--many of whom were 

"Home Rulers"--tended to keep silent about Uitlander rights and local 

rights of the Swazi in the Transvaal but were strong in support of 

local rights of the Matabalele in "Rhodesia". 

Ripon's emphasis on "good will", rather than on a revised 

constitutional status for South Africa, was acceptable to the anti

Imperialists. However, his Cape policy of trying to develop harrnony 

between the English-speaking population and the Bond--while acceptable 

to them on principle--Ied Ripon to condone the Matabele campaign, which 

the. anti-Imperialists sharply criticized. Iabouchere suspected that 

Rhodes had encouraged this war to resuscitate the Company on the 

stock exchange. Evidently the Company's value had dropped sharply as 

a consequence of the completion of Kruger's railway to Delagoa Bay. 

But anti-Imperialists were disquieted by the prospect of Ripon sending 

an imperial force to Johannesburg in the event of revoIt within the 

Transvaal although Ripon was entitled to do this very thing by virtue 

of the London Convention. There has been speculation that Ripon, as 
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weIl as Chamberlain, had made some offer along these lines, and if he 

had it is quite understandable why Harcourt did not pursue his enquiries 

more thoroughly during the Jameson Raid Enquiry. 

Peace, retrenchrnent and reform were pointless when only a strong 

central government could prevent rash actions by colonists. ~bEral 

administrators could no longer indefinitely transfer territory t~ 

colonial governments against the wish of indigenous people, even though 

such practices had been part of a long tradition. For this reason the 

LiberaIs had delayed in transferring the Bechuanaland Crown Colony to 

the Cape Government, and it seems improbable that they would have 

arranged this in 1895 had they known that it would be the base of 

rnilitary operations against the Transvaal. 

The Jameson Raid accomplished what Ripon had rnost feared in 

South M'rica. Not only did it separate Rhodes from the Cape Bond, but 

it destroyed the very prospect of a loose federation among the 

Provinces of both national groups. The ~beral front bench now in 

opposition, felt harnstrung over the matter. The Kaiser's telegram to 

Kruger had exacerbated national feeling--and Labouchere, conspicuous 

arnong the anti-Imperialists, did not reprove the Kaiser for having 

sent it--because it coincided with his Anglo- Arnerican quarrel in 

Venezuela. 21 

21Jeffrey Butler, The Liberal Party and the Jameson Raid, p. 66. 
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However, the Raid was a prelude to a period or sustained 

criticism or Imperial conduct. John Morley was skeptical about the 

claim that neither the British High Commissioner nor the Colonial Office 

knew in advance about tbe collection or armed men on tbe rrontier, and 

Morley went out or bis way to praise Kruger, whom be believed had no 

cause to give the vote to "avowed enemies or the Republic. n22 Beth 

Salisbury and Hicks-Beach speke or Morley as a "Little Englander" 

because of his taking up of Uitlander rights. 23 Hicks-Beach even 

questioned Mbrley's patriotism: 

He (Hicks-Beach), bad no doubt that had the people of 
the Transvaal who were as king for these rights had been 
Irishmen, Scotsmen or Welshmen,tbey would bave commanded 
the active sympathies of Mr. Morley, but they were 
English and Mr. Morley being one of the IILittle Englandn 

school, thought that their claim could not be properly 
pressed upon President Kruger. 24 

Significantly the "Little Englanders" did not personally attack 

Chamberlain after the Jameson Raid. Initial criticism of Chamberlain 

came ironically, from such front-bench Imperialists as Sir Edward 

Grey. 25 Throughout the Jameson affair, Harcourt managed to retain a 

high personal regard for Chamberlain, even if this supposed magnanimity 

22The Times, January 21, 1896. 

23Ibid., March 4, 1896. 

24Ibid., February 7, 1896. 

25Ibid., March 4, 1896. 
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permanently damaged his own reputation and position within the Liberal 

Party. From the outset, Harcourt doubtless suspected that Rhodes had 

known o~ the Raid in advance although he probably interpreted Rhodes' 

conduct as ~rom the point o~ view of his being a company o~ficial. 

Only secondarily did Harcourt relate Rhodes' conduct as a possible 

indication of collusion with the Colonial Office. 26 When the matter 

was debated, he, as did other anti-Imperialists, saw the Enquiry into 

the Jameson Raid as a means of re-establishing understanding with the 

Boers. 27 

But Labouchere felt that the suspicions which he had entertained 

towards the South Africa Company since 1891 were now confirmed. He 

moved an amendment--which subsequently he withdrew--that any inquiry 

into the Jameson Raid should not be limited to that Raid but should 

review the "financial and political action of the Company since the 

Charter was granted. 28 But it is signi~icant that Labouchere did not 

suggest any criminel charge by which Rhodes might be indicted, although 

he expressed anger that Rhodes had been allowed to return to the Cape 

after only a brief hearing in London. Two months later, (May, 1896), 

Labouchere formally demanded that action bè taken against the~recteps 

26Je~~rey Butler, op. cit., p. 273. 

27H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 37 (1896), pp. 90-96, Harcourt. 

28H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 37 (1896), pp. 282-289, Labouchere. 
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of the Company. He believed that the concessions upon which the 

Charter had been base d, and the methods which the company had employed 

to raise capital were of especial relevance. 29 Unlike Harcourt, 

Labouchere was dissatisfied with the prospect of the Mere removal of 

personnel; rather Labouchere wanted a complete rescinding of the 

Companyts Charter. 

Labouchere knew that nothing could be undertaken that might 

prejudice Jamesonts forthcoming trial in London or, for that matter, 

in the trial of the Reform Committeets leaders in Pretoria. Labouchere 

fully accepted the sub judica plea that even a Select Parliamentary 

Enquiry would have to delay its sitting. Chamberlain went so far as to 

indicate in his correspondence that he would prefer Labouchere to serve 

on the proposed Select Committee where he would inevitably be more or 

less influenced and restrained by his colleagues. 30 In swallowing a 

hook baited by Chamberlain, Labouchere actually exceeded Chamberlain's 

expectations. In fact, Chamberlain's hope that Labouchere would help 

remove his own stigma. was to be borne out by the Enquiry. Labouchere 

allowed himself to be overruled by Chamberlain--who was Chairman--not only 

in his cross-examination of witnesses, but in his desire to prove that 

29H.P.D., hth Ser., Vol. 40 (1896), p~400),Labouchere. -
30Joseph Chamberlain, Private Papers 10/6/1/8. Quoted in 

Jeffrey Butler, op. cit., p. 114 . 
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Rhodes had acted primarily f'rom economic motives. While this could 

have been relevant to a general debate on imperia1 policy, i t was only 

marginally relevant to the Enquiry. 

Both Labouchere and Harcourt seem to bave pref'erred a Select 

Cornmons Committee rather than a Judicial Commission, and this accorded 

with the anti-Imperialists "tradition" that impe:rlal questions should be 

settled only by a parliarnentary body. Some memhers in Rosebery's 

Imperialist group f'avoured a Judicial Commission, but Harcourt under

standably wished to minimize Rosebery's influence in this situation. 

Otherwise, the argument that the Judiciary vas not considered competent 

to judge matters of' Imperial administration vould bave seemed in

appropriate to the mind of' one who had so cbampioned the ideal of' 

arbitration in international af'f'aire. And so in August 1896, wh en 

rumours of' government complicity were rif'e, Harcourt accepted the 

principle of a Select Parliamentary Committee dravn mainly ~rom the 

f'ront benches; an arrangement which almost certainly vould come to 

operate as a screening device rather than as a genuine enquiry. 

Chamberlain announced that he was prepared to of'f'er a "Home 

Rule" solution f'or the Rand, but he appears to have deliberately 

published it bef'ore Kruger could receive a copy of his proposal. Thus 

both Labouchere and Harcourt were made to f'eel that the Parliamentary 

Committee would be meeting in the shadow of' very important negotiations 
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wi th the Transvaal. This partly explains why Chamberlain had acted 

quickly by himself in suggesting an enquiry into the Raid. His own 

law councillors suggested that the terms of reference of the Enquiry 

should be limited "so as to prevent enquiry into the guilt or innocence 

of any persons against whom criminal proceedings were pending, and to 

delay the investigation of any specifie question which might be raised 

in the criminal proceedings until such proceedings vere terminated."31 

The course which the Enquiry proceeded with large1y followed the 

out1ine of Chamberlain 1 s own Memorandum. Yet Chamberlain always 

claimed, and he was technical1y correct--that he had only met with the 

wishes of the Opposition. It was the Opposition who had voluntarily 

diverted their terms of reference. 

The work of the Enquiry could not proceed until complet ion of 

the two trials. Although Jameson was found guilty, his trial was not 

sensationaL because he did not allow his counsel to take up the matter 

of official responsibility. 

The South Africa Select Commons Committee met to start its rea1 

work in January 1897. It had a combined strength of fifteen members and 

included such "Moderates" as Campbell-Bannerman, Buxton32 and Harcourt. 

31Law Officers (Sir Richard Webst~r and Sir Robert Finlay) to 
Mr. Chamberlain. February 3, 1896, Chamberlain Private Papers, 10/1/29. 
Quoted in Jeffrey Butler, op. cit., p. 76. 

32Buxton, Sydney. lst Earl Buxton (1853-1934). M.P. (1883-85), 
(1886-1914); Under-Secretary of State for Colonies (1892-95);Postmaster
General (1905-10); Governor-General of South Africa (19l4-20).(Liberal). 
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Apart from Labouchere, there were two radical anti-Imperialists, 

El1is33 and Blake34 who represented the Irish Nationa1ists. But 

Labouchere and Ellis would not cooperate, and Blake--who might have 

signed 1abouchere l s Minority Report--left the Commit tee early. 

Throughout its thirty-five days of hearings, the Par1iamentary 

Committee functioned as a second debating chamber. When answering to 

cross-examination, Rhodes attempted to describe genera1 conditions in 

South Africa as being inimical to Liberal Party teaching, with the 

implication that such conditions could therefore be rectified by uni-

1atera1 action anywhere in South Africa by virtue of his capacity as 

Cape Premier. Labouchere had particular1y wanted to discredit Rhodes 

because it was the Company rather than the Colonial Office that he 

suspected at this time. Labouchere therefore inquired into the gravit y 

of a1leged Uitlander grievances and franchise disabi1ities; he cast 

suspicion--not so much on the need for "paramountcy", which even he was 

prepared to accept in accordance with the London Convention--as on the 

the doubtful "Transvaal-German conspiracy", which was a1leged to have 

undermined this. But on the very question of Chamber1ain's foreknow1edge 

of the Jameson Raid, Labouchere's questioning of Rhodes was perfunctory 

33El1is, John E., (1841-1910). M.P. (1885-1910); Quaker, 
(Liberal) • 

34Blake, Edward (1833-1912). 
Ontario (1871-72); M.P. (1892-1907). 

Canadian lawyer; Premier of 
(Irish-Nationalist). 
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and without penetration.35 Labouchere even allowed himself to be over

ruled by Chamberlain wîth respect to his interrogation of Sir John 

Willoughby, who, even at this stage, had been suspected of vriting 

compromising letters to the War Office before the Raid. 

Labouchere was thus unlikely to portray the Colonial Office 

as a co-conspirator in the matter. Labouchere's emphasis vas con

sistently on the status of the Uitlanders or the excess profits of the 

gold magnates. In fact the more distinguished and moderate Liberal 

members of the South Africa Committee, e.g., Campbell-Bannerman and 

Harcourt, allowed themselves to be drawn too closely to Chamberlain. 

Harcourt openly admitted that he would not press any question on Rhodes 

which might incriminate agents of the Colonial Office. This 1s 

revealing of Harcourt's entire career, because althOUgh an ant1-

Imperialist, his concept of the role of Opposition Leader vas essentially 

one of collaboration with, rather than repudiation of government policy. 

Thus, although already looked upon as a Little Englander, Harcourt often 

found himself the apologist for imperialist ventures by virtue of bis 

seniority in the party. 

Labouchere had hoped to show that there was a connection between 

stock ex change manoeuvres and the Jameson Raid. But as stock brokers 

35van der Poel, op. cit., p. 204. 
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would not revealidentities of their clients, Labouchere could not 

obtain the evidence for which he was looking. However, Labouchere's 

constant emphasis on what he alleged to be the ftfinancial" aspect of 

the whole business was largely responsible for the note of anti-semitism 

with which anti-Imperialism subsequently became associated. By this 

association, Labouchere anticipated some of the assumptions which 

Hobson was to incorporate in his study of the nature of Imperialism. 

~ Other Liberal members of the Committee were plainly embarrassed by 

Labouchere's attitude, but more particularly by the analogy that he 

came to draw between the situations in Crete and the Transvaal. But 

Labouchere knew that he did not possess sufficient evidence to marshall 

or prove his case. In subsequent correspondence with Harcourt, 

Labouchere revealed his bitterness. 36 

36Labouchere to Harcourt, May 28, 1897. (Harcourt Private 
Papers). Quoted in Jeffrey Butler, op. cit., pp. 175-176. ft •••• 
the Rhodes Group has subordinated everything to the Stock Exchange. 
It started with a huge paper Capital, on the Chartered Company, having 
then alone Mashonaland. Finding no gold there, it seized on Manicaland 
from the Portugese. When no gald was forthcoming, it seized on Matabele
land • . • What I wanted to show tOday (in the Committee hearing) was 
that Bei t was so largely interested in the Rand Mines and in the 
Chartered Company that he acted as a capitalist in supporting the Raid, 
and that his plea of general grievances was merely a pretext • • • 
never since the South Sea Bubble has there been such an impudent 
financial speculation against the public. ft 



• The Committee's Majority Report--drawn up by Harcourt--

criticized Rhodes' conduct. Labouchere's Minority Report which was 

more judicious in tone and which deplored the failure to obtain the 

telegrams allegedly sent by the South Africa Company before and after 

the Jameson Raid, implied however, a minor culpability on the part of 

the Colonial Office. 37 Evidently Labouchere at the time of the Minority 

Report, assumed that the telegrams--wbich Hawkesley declined to produce38-

were in themselves untruthful and that they had been composed only to 

convince interested people in South Africa that the Colonial Office 

approved of their plot. Three years later, Labouchere formally re-

jected this earlier hypothesis, and he enlarged the responsibility of 

the Colonial Office in the whole business. 39 

It was on the specifie request of both Labouchere and Lawson 

that the Commons debated the Report. 40 The anti-Imperialists committed 

a parliamentary blunder when Stanhope, simultaneously moved an amendment 

that not only condemned the Majority Report, but also demanded that 

37J. Van der Foel, op. cit., p. 229. 

38Hawkesley, Bourchier (1851-1915). Solicitor to Cecil Rhodes 
and British South Africa Company; on Rhodes' instruction, refused to 
hand over the telegram to the South Africa Committeej Liberal 
Candidate (1900). 

39H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 79 (1899), p. 679, Labouchere. 

40H.p.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 51 (1897), p. 311, Labouchere. 
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Hawkesley be ealled to the bar to aecount ~or the missing telegrams. 4l 

Harcourt, in representing the majority o~ the Liberal Party, 

would not have objected to the summoning o~ Hawkesley, but Harcourt 

could not be expeeted to allow the Liberal opposition to repudiate the 

Report which he himsel:f had written. An amendment to divide Stanhope's 

motion into two parts was then eleverly de~eated by Balf'our and 'Who 

steered the motion already on the order paper away ~rom the control o~ 

the Radical anti-Imperialists. 

Thus the ensuing debate inevitably resulted in Stanbope's motion 

being de~eated and Rhodes' conduet being partially exonerated on 

technical grounds. When pressed by Hieks-Beach~2 in this debate, 

Labouehere admitted that he still did not think Chamberlain had been 

implieated in the ~~air. He did however explain that he thought there 

were now two Imperialist attitudes towards the Transvaal; those who 

looked to see "reasonable re~orm" in South M'riea, and those who wanted 

to destroy the republic and place the British ~lag there. 43 

Courtney then lent support to Labouchere's "pro-Boer" proposal 

41H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 51 (1897), p. 1102, Stanhope. 

42Hicks-Beach, Sir Michael Edward (1837-1916). M.P. (1864-1906); 
Colonial Secretary (1878-1880); Chancellor o~ the Exehequeur (1885-86); 
(Conservative). 

43H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 51 (1897), p. 1102, Labouchere. 
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• to strike out Rhodes' name from the Privy Council. Courtney criticized 

Harcourt for arguing against the previous anti-Imperialist resolution 

as if i t impugned the bonour of the House. Thus Harcourt was himself 

now the victim of the kind of personal criticism which "anti-Imperialists" 

often levelled against their Imperialist opponents. Courtney now 

intimated that it would bave been preferable not to have used a 

Parliamentary Committee at aIl in investigating the Jameson Raid. 44 

Paradoxically, Chamberlain defended the Chartered Company 

concept of administration on the very grounds that, for the people 

concerned, it was preferable to status as a Crown Colony, because the 

English treasury would never agree to the necessary expenditures.45 

But it would appear that after 1895, in spite of Chamberlain's vigorous 

supervision of the local situation and of the fUnction of the Enquiry 

itself, the Colonial Office had really lost overall control of the 

political situation. Chamberlain had become responsible for imperial 

interests at a time of Britain's relative decline in world affairs. 

This made it aIl the more difficult to effect a measure of cooperation 

between Kruger and Rhodes, without which no advance towards federation 

could be made. This was unlikely on two counts; the Transvaal's 

commercial success bad already undermined British influence, and the 

44 4 ( ) H.P.D., th Ser., Vol. 51 1897, p. 1129, Courtney. 

45H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 51 (1897), p. 1163, Chamberlain. 
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Jameson Raid had made even loyalty oi' the Cape Colony doubti'ul. Thus 

Chamberlain's heavy-handed actions partly explain why Lord Salisbury 

had become increasingly mistrusti'ul oi' "1k>minion status" as a panacea 

i'or South Africa. 

By the end oi' 1897, the "Moderates" and the anti-Imperialists 

in the Liberal Party had come to regard the policies oi' the Liberal 

Imperialists as indistinguishable i'rom Salisbury's. This underlined 

the melancholy i'act that in spite oi' the Convention oi' 1881, 1mich 

had attempted to undo the harm oi' the South Africa Act oi' 1877, a 

i'riendly Transvaal had not emerged. By 1899, the Liberal Party had 

become increasingly divided over which white groups were to be 

supported. Chamberlain and Milner assumed that the i'uture majority 

would be British and they countenanced a policy oi' supporting "loyalist" 

groups rather than the particular Provincial Governments oi' the times. 

But ai'ter the dei'eat oi' Rhodes' Cape Party, this became an increasingly 

dangerous course to i'ollow. It abjectly ignored the very principles oi' 

"Liberal" representative government and i'orced the opposition Liberal 

Front Bench into adopting either a rigid pro-Boer policy, which the 

anti-Imperialists were accused oi' doing, or a pro-Uitlander stand. 

This led them close to the kind oi' inconsistency sometimes attributed 

to the anti-Imperialists who condemned local administrations in "Rhodesia" 

only to ignore their dei'ects in the Transvaal. 
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When the Commons debated the opening hostilities of the Second 

Boer War, a large number of Liberals--including MOrley and Harcourt--

voted against the government. 46 The new leader of the Liberal Party 

was a Moderate, Campbell-Bannerman, who had hoped that the Party would 

not discuss the Estimates when Hicks-Beach presented them on October 

23, 1899. Any such discussion would plainly split the party wide open 

because, while the imperialist wing under Grey and Asquith was prepared 

to criticize the Government on its execution of policy, it was not 

prepared to discuss moral issues. In the final months preceding the 

Boer vlar, the Liberal Imperialists had been affirmati vely supported by 

the Government whenever they had disagreed with their colleagues. 

However, the center of gravit y within the Liberal Party began to move 

perceptibly towards the "anti-Imperialist" end of the spectrum following 

the declaration of war. Nevertheless, as late as July, 1900, more 

LiberaIs voted for the government--on the basis of future policy in 

South Africa--than voted against it. 47 

'flle anti -Imperialists were to take great exception to the analogy 

that Chamberlain drew between Indian, Crown Colony and military types of 

government. At such a critical juncture in imperial affaire, Labouchere 

4~.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 77 (1899), pp. 254-367. Division List 
No. h, October 19, 1899. 356 Ayes to 158 Noes. 

47H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 86. Division List No. 243, July 25, 
1900. 176 Ayes to 41 Noes. 
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suggested that the Rand might be separated ~rom the rest o~ the 

Transvaal. He ~eared that unless the mine owners were detached, they 

would monopolize ~hatever ~orm o~ government was introduced ~or the 

Transvaal. 4S Courtney still demanded complete independence ~or the 

Transvaal. 49 

Berhaps the shock of the Khaki Election of 1900 was not in the 

de~eat of the Liberal Qpposition--the Liberals lost very few seats--

but in their failure to recapture seats lost five years earlier. On 

the occasion of this election only anti-Imperialists could afford to 

make appeals to the issue of "native races". Their goal now was not 

to bring about Chamberlain's downf~ so much as to attempt to keep 

him out of any final settlement for South Arrica. In this matter 

they were to be victorious, although the circumstances which dictated 

this were not of their making. 

It had been the Jameson Raid rather than the var itself which 

had generated a resurgencè o~ anti-Imperialism. In fact the Raid stands 

with the reconquest of the Sudan, the Fashoda Crisis,as an emotive issue. 

But like Most anti-Imperialist arguments, the Raid divided the Liberals 

and not the Conservatives. This largely explains why the Liberal leaders 

4SH•P•D., 4th Ser., Vol. 86 (1900), p. 1218, Labouchere. 

4'"'-- P D )tH. • ., 4th Ser., Vol. 86 (1900), p. 1243, Courtney. 
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had wanted to drop discussion of the Raid after the termination of the 

Enquiry. Until the Jameson Raid, Imperialism in its more responsible 

official vein had been always restrained and even defensive. Prior to 

the Jameson Raid, the difference between a IlLittle ll and Il Big Il Englander 

was much less than the terminology employed migbt suggest. In both 

parties there were perhaps mute sections who took expansion for granted 

but they desired nothing that involved sacrifice or discomfort. The 

anti-Imperia1ists, however, regarded South African politics as but 

essentiallya IIsecond order arbitral function. 1I50 But unless this 

attitude is contrasted with its antithesis, e.g. Milner's faith in the 

abilitY'of a "parentll state to shape the society which it administered, 

the composite anti-Imperialist faction must appear amorphous. However 

the polarization between the opposing "schools" had been accelerated 

by circumstances which neither side had anticipated. 

Public opinion--previously stirred in 1895 by the "women and 

children ll letter in the Times--found itself carried by a new momentum 

which political leaders were temporarily obliged to follow. The 

"Jingoistic ll press was influential as a vehicle of propaganda and 

election strategy, but it necessarily deprived Imperialism of its 

decorum. 5l By the end of 1899, only two daily newspapers, the Morning 

50Eric Stokes, IlMilnerismll
, Historical Journal, V, (1962), p.47. 

5l F. Whyte, Life of W.T. Stead, Vol. 2, p. 172 • 
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• Leader and the Star in addition to the Manchester Guardian were 

opposed to the War. 

As long as Imperialism assumed only a devolutionary or even 

consolidationist position in South Africa, it attracted a wide spectrum 

o~ radical support. Those statesmen who had attempted to make 

Imperialism otherwise by burdening the Imperial government with 

provincial matters, e.g. Carnarvon, Lytton and Milner--were invariably 

isolated at a time when crucial policy making decisions were taken. 

But Milner's brinkmanship at the Bloemfontein Con~erence drove such 

diverse Radicals as Stead or Dilke into the "pro-Boer" camp as anti-

Imperialists or IILi ttle Englanders Il. Paradoxically, Milner had 

grumbled at the scandaI and jobbery o~ the Rhodes fiasco as much as 

Labouchere. But whereas Rhodes had had to contend only wi th Boer 

parochialism, Milner had to ~ace a ~lood o~ nascent nationalism and 

to the anti-Imperialistsj a pro-consular mind such as Milner's was 

a lost mind. 52 Thus the moral ~ervour--which some Radicals like Stead 

~ound so attractive--had within the space o~ less than a decade, become 

so suspect to the anti-Imperialists that Milner stood as convicted as 

Rhodes. To such critics, it seemed that Imperialism had marked a 

52A.P. Thornton, The Imperial Idea and Its Enemies, p. 80. 
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recrudescence of the Jesuitical spirit. 53 

No Radical illustrated the dilemma of the anti-Imperialist 

better than John MOrley. His apologists recognized that he did not 

know how to translate his anti-Imperialism into an active role. 54 Like 

other anti-Imperialists} he had defended the initial work of the South 

Africa Committee in 1897, but in voluntary "retirement" throughout the 

Boer War, MOrley pondered why England had committed a crime against 

nationality. Re still did not disown his own innate preference for 

Anglo-Saxon institutions. It was not to these that he attributed the 

demoralizing decade. But he believed that England had adopted a 

hypocritical stance in world affairs. Rer professions at The Hague 

Conference amounted in his view only to polite formality. The Jameson 

Raid had been invoked to show that Englishmen were in danger of sharing 

the fate of Armenians--whereas in fact it was the prelude to an·act as 

infamous as the "despoilation of Poland." MOrley would not have disputed 

that the object of patriotism might be to justify Saxon institutions 

and even to promote a condominium of the English-speaking races. But in 

his view the Imperialists behind Chamberlain had engineered an extemporized 

crises and had willfully failed to explain what their patriotism sought 

to uphold. 

53F.W.. Hirst, Liberalism and the Empire, p. 180. 

54F.W. Hirst, In the Golden Days, p. 188 • 
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53F..W.. Hirst, Liberalism and the Empire, p. 180. 
. l 
5~F.W. Hirst, In the Golden Days, p. 188 • 
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Naval Ref'orm 

CHAPrER IX 

ANTI-IMPERIALlffi.L AND THE PROBLEM OF 

IMPERIAL DEFENCE 

.An attempt will be made in this ehapter to illustrate and 

summarize the attitudes of' anti-Imperialists towards the problems of' 

seeuring Imperial def'ense. Ferhaps it is of' some signif'ieance that in 

diverting their line of' eritieism f'rom the Colonial Of'f'iee to the Rand 

manipulators, anti-Imperialists were prudently avoiding ref'erenee to 

the signif'ieance of' the Cape in Imperial def'ence. Protection of' the 

Cape was vital to the Cabinet because the Kruger telegram had drawn 

attention once more to Britain's vulnerability in a period of' splendid 

isolation and the diplomatie legacy of' the Kaiser's intervention meant 

that the ef'f'icacy of' two-power standard which f'or seven years had f'ormed 

the basis of' British naval policy was now questioned by the British 

Government. 

By way of' introduction, it will be recalled that the amorphous 

tradition associated with the memory of' Richard Cobden had cultivated 

an ideal of' pseudo-pacif'ism among Many Radicals. Historieally, Cobden 

had never embraced pacif'ism, but "pacif'ism" in his lif'etime had in any 

case not attained its subsequent dcgmatic connotation • 
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As early as 1849, Cobden had suggested that arbitration might 

become the basis for future settlement of political differences. But 

Cobden was given little encouragement by the Manchester School and in 

1856 he warned Sturge not to base his "Peace League" there. In that 

year, Manchester traders had been directly or indirectly involved in 

the notorious "Arrow" aft'air which resulted in the bombardment ot' a 

Chinese port by British warships. 

"Pro-Boers" drew sorne comfort from the fact that because of 

Cobden's attitude to the Eastern Question, Cobden himself had once 

been denigrated as a "Pro-Russian" fort y years before. 

Defence spending was ta become an important issue in CObden's 

lifetime. In 1859, dift'erences with France were to lead to a re

surgence of naval construction, and it is to Cobden's credit that, in 

spite of this prevailing difficulty, he was able to negotiate a free

trade agreement with France the following year. However, in 1868 

this construction was curtailed on the grounds of economy, and it was 

not to be revived even by the succeeding Conservative Ministry. In 

fact, it was not Gladstone, but Disraeli who was reputed to have coined 

the expression "bloated armaments". But in spi.te of numerous Imperial 

problems, relations between the Great Fbwers t'rom 1878 until 1884 were 

not ot' a kind to make naval or military rearmament appear strategically 

imperative. 
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Nevertheless, 1881 was the last year to be free of a need for 

supplementary estimates for either of the services--although even then 

there had been a request for a small sum in connection with the 

Transvaal Campaign.l The defeat at Majuba Hill had admittedly been a 

severe setback to British military prestige, but in Egypt, both the 

Army and the Navy accompli shed their immediate objectives in the 

following year. Parliamentary debates suggest no outward concern on 

the part of the Liberal Party for generalized problems of imperial 

defence; only in 1884 did there come aIl" indïcation that a new look 

would have to be taken at the Imperial Services. 2 

On September 15, 1884, the PaIl MalI Gazette began i ts "Truth 

about the Navy" series which aroused national interest. It began as a 

journalistic scoop, but because Stead went to the AdmiraIt y to personally 

interview the First Sea Lord, Sir Cooper Key, it caused MOrley to con-

clude that the agitation had been initiated by professiona1 navalists. 

Sorne of the articles which followed were signed by Beresford3 and 

IH.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 323 (1888), p. 629, Cbilders. 

2H•P•D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 288 (1884), p. 1731, Northbrooke. 

3Beresford, Lord Charles (1846-1919). M.P. 1874 f.f.; 
participated in bombardment of Alexandria (1882); in Nile expedition 
(1884-85); advocated "Big Navy" policy in Parliament; leaked classified 
memoranda to PaIl MalI Gazette advising nonexistence of Admiralty war 
plans in event of war • 
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Fisher. 4 The significance of the series can hardly be overstated. 

In May, Lord Northbrook said the Navy ws so :perfect 
that if he had another .(1 million thrust into his 
hands he would not know what to do wi th i t. In 
November, he declared that he must have an extra 5 
million to put the Navy in pro:per condition. Nothing 
had al tered in the meantime, but the "Truth about the 
Navy" articles. 5 

The debate on the supplementary estimates (December 2, 1884) 

found the new naval policy described as "offensive" by both orthodox 

Gladstonians and anti-Imperialists. Unlike the Nonconformists, who 

were invariably militant on Imperial questions involving native trustee-

ship yet frequently pacifist inclined on questions of militari sm per 

~, the anti-~rialists did not dispute in principle the need for 

British Naval supremacy, but they assumed--perhaps irrationally--that 

this supremacy could be maintained without reference to the current 

naval policy of other nations. Thus it can be imagined how the combined 

presence of Service Officers and anti-Imperialists in the same House of 

Commons would have polarized attitudes towards naval reforme But this 

situation ws acerbated by new house procedures. Estimates from now on 

would itemize the cost of individual vessels under construction and the 

4Fisher, John Arbuthnot. lst Viscount Fisher (1841-1920). In 
Egypt 1882; commander of gunnery school "H.M.S. Excellent ll 1883-85; 
director of naval ordinance 1886; First Sea Lord 1904-10, 1914-15. 

5J.w. Robertson, The Story of the Pal1 Mall Gazette, p. 125. 
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discussion had to encompass technicalities. 

273 

In 1886, Gladstone's short-lived Third Ministry had to contend 

witb a growing demand from the AdmiraIt y for torpedo boats, destroyers, 

and beavy ironclads. As Chancellor of the Exchequer, Harcourt pre

dictably argued against expansion and he adamantly refused Beresford's 

suggestion that tbe "Sinking Fund"be suspended to facilitate rapid 

implementation of a new naval pro gram, and he insisted that the "credit 

of the nation remain intact.,,6 Harcourt later felt justified by im

mediate events. In fact, during the first two years of Salisbury's 

succeeding Administration, tbe estimates were actually reduced, 

suggesting that the Conservatives bad been satisfied with the condition 

of the Navy at the time of Gladstone's resignation in 1886. In fact 

the recurring tenet of the Mbderates within the Liberal Party even after 

tbey had accepted the need for the two-power standard was that the 

proposed programme be contained as a matter of principle within the 

estimates. 7 Thus, if anti-Imperialists were dismayed_.by Naval expansion 

they would have been placed in a less conspicuous position by virtue of 

the Gladstonians. Even at a time of wage depression, LiberaIs lamented 

the magnitude of the existing level of naval expenditure. 

6H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 303 (1886), p. 891, Harcourt • 

7H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 333 (1889), p. 1313, Campbell-Bannerman. 
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The Imperial Defence Act of l886--a mildly expansionist measure 

which need not have antagonized Liberal feelings--was nonetbeless voted 

on according to tbe basis of party although on this occasion there was 

considerable abstention. Of fifty-seven LiberaIs who participated in 

the division, only fourteen supported the Bill and these included the 

"sbadow" War Secretary, Campbell-Bannerman, and such Liberal back-benchers 

as Haldane and George Campbell. Campbell was conscious tbat his 

attitude to previous campaigns in Egypt and the Sudan migbt make his 

conduct ~n this debate seem erratic but he suggested that Dilke would 

have taken the same stand as he had adopted, were he sitting in the 

House. Thus it was possible to criticize the government for its in

volvement in Egypt and tbe Sudan without becorning a strenuous opponent 

of military preparedness. 

The basic circumstances leading to the 1889 Naval Defence Act 

deserve brief mention. Two reports issued by the new Department of Naval 

Intelligence in 1887 and 1888 intimated tbat the wise st strategy for 

Britain to employ in time of war was that of blockade. It was calculated 

that to be effective this strategy would require a numerical superiority 

in the ratio of three to one or even four to one so as to allow for ships 

being absent for coaling or refitting. It was further disclosed that, 

in the event of war with France, a naval blockade would prove effective 

at Toulon. For this, a minimum superiority of three to two in capital 
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ships was required. This requirement made the whole :tœdi terranean 

strategy uncertain; but what was more disconcerting to Salisbury, W:lS 

the disclosure that foreign and naval policies had been proceeding on 

lines divergent from each other. 8 Ever since 1885, Salisbury had been 

trying to break out of the position of isolation in Europe which he 

had. inherited from Gladstone. Attempts to resolve this by overtures 

to France and the Sultan had proved abortive. However, in other 

directions, diplomatie moves proved more fruitful and in 1887 the 

Medi terranean Agreement was signed. But in Februs.ry 1888, a new war

scare developed between Italy and France. Salisbury had therefore to 

decide whether to turn the Mediterranean Agreement of the previous year 

into a quadrilateral Alliance. Feverish preparation was made by France 

at Toulon in anticipation of a German-Italian Alliance. In February 

Salisbury ordered the British Mediterranean Fleet to visit Genoa and 

La Spezia to clarify the implications Labouchere pressed the govern

ment to expIa in its action. 9 

The Government's reply appeared to satisfy the rank and file of 

the Liberal Party. Evidently the AdmiraIt y had no illusions of blackading 

Toulon without its three to two majority, and it was understood that even 

in the event of imminent war with France, the British capital ships would 

8c.J. Lowe, The Reluctant rmperialists. 

9H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. (1886), p. ,Labouchere. 
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remain at Gibralter. 

Thus it was not surprising that in the ~ollowing year (1889) 

the two -power standard was crystallized by announcement o~ an ambi tious 

pro gram to be spread over ~i ve years. The anticipated cost o~ the 

construction o~ seventy vessels was estimated at ~21,500,OOO. However 

the ~inancial arrangements were unorthodox and controversialj at least 

seven annual parliaments would be committed to stipulated installments. 

Approximately~lO,OOO,OOO o~ the total was to come ~rom a Consolidated 

Fund, with the balance to be voted by Parliament. 

This expenditure involved only an annual increase o~ approximately 

~400,OOO over recent expenditures, but the unorthodoxy behind the funding 

o~ the debt distressed the Gladstonians. In the ensuing debates the 

Mbderates and anti-Dnperialists blindly attempted to prove what was not 

really disputed: that at that particular time the navy was not i~erior 

to the French and Russian navies combined. 

One Radical who represented Labour interests--Randall Cremer-

suspected that the Government was so~t peddling on the word "imperial" 

in this debate. But his se~-deprecating attitude to such a controversy-

he ~reely admitted that he ~elt unqualified to address the House 

Committee--made Cremer personally popular with even government supporters. 

Cremerfs principal objection was typical of most opposition arguments • 
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The Government had not even attempted to justify the need for a 

strengthened Navy. Although the Government had Intelligence Reports 

at its disposal, it had not indicated to the House the exact size of 

foreign navies. Gladstonians and Radical anti-Imperialists thus found 

themselves frequently at cross purposes. lO Gladstonians were dubious 

about the visdom of encouraging Service Members to sit in the Commons 

even thougb they vere the ones best qualified to describe Britain's 

changing naval position. However, such Service Chiefs who did play a 

leading part in debates had ta be well-versed in mercantile data, as 

otherwise their vords vould have fallen on dea.f ears. Beresford cited 

the increase in total imports and experts in the previous twenty years 

ta illustrate that vbile trade had more· than doubled, current naval 

estimates vere actually down by.ll million. ll Perhaps even more 

impressive was the fact that although the amount of imported food had 

risen by eighty-eigbt per cent in that twenty years, domestic food 

production had remained stationary.12 

l~shared by anti-Imperialists was Salisbury's realization that 

in the months following the Mediterranean Agreement, Britain's influence. 

at Constantinople had virtually collapsed. There was a need ta keep the 

lÜH.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 333 (1889), p. 1207, Cremer. 

IlH.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 334 (1889), p. 1658, Illingworth. 

12A.J. l-mder, The Anatomy of Sea Power, p. 85. 
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Russian fleet bottled up in the Black Sea, but the AdmiraIt y had been 

advised by its Intelligence that, due to the total inattention paid by 

the Porte to the Turkish Navy since 1865, a party of 251 000 Russian 

troops could, without difficulty, take the Bosphorus'; and press on to 

Constantinople. The threat of a Franco-Russian entente rumoured by 

1888 had already jeopardized the projected balance of naval strength. 

But anti-Imperialists and Non-Conformists would not accept this 

exigency as Britain's problem; it was up to Italy and Austria to with-

stand Russian aggression. 13 

In addition to the diplomatie obligations, anti-Imperialists 

shared with the Mbderates a grave mistrust of the function of the House 

of Lords, which had, of course, accepted whole heartedly the principle 

of a two-power standard. As "shadow" War Secretary, Campbell-Bannerman 

realized that he could count on considerable support when he criticized 

the unconstitutional precedent of passing an Act facilitating payment 

of naval expenditures because this effectively made the Lords co-partners 

with the Commons in determining annual expenditure. 14 Laboucbere objected 

to pledging future Parliaments to fixed expenditures in this way.15 

l~.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 334 (1889) , p. 1658, Illingworth. 

l4H.P.D. , 3rd Ser., Vol. 334 (1889), p. 1260, Campbell-Bannerman. 

l5H.P.D. , 3rd Ser., Vol. 335 (1889), p • 1297, Laboucbere. 
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Because the aggregate Service Estimates were expected to stay below a 

ceiling, Lawson felt the service votes, military and naval, could not 

be dissociated.16 If this practice of financial integration were . 

followed, it would be possible to "rob" the War Office to "pai' the 

AdmiraIt y; a practice which would encourage closer co-operation between 

what had hitherto been entirely separate departments. Even from the 

viewpoint of technical supervision, this assumption was reasonable in 

view of the fact that the bulk of naval and military weapons were 

basica11y indistinguishable. 

Labouchere's share in the 1889 Naval Defence Bill debate was quite 

disproportionate. But in this debate he revea1ed a percipient grasp of 

detail. He knew that there was 1ittle Liberal agitation--pnly one 

Liberal appears to have spoken for it and he was one of the 1arger ship

owners in the country--and he had nothing to lose by giving voice to 

sentiments which were shared by many in that Barty.17 

Being particu1arly critica1 of the Mediterranean Agreement and 

what he believed to be Salisbury's anti-Russian crusade, Labouchere 

predicted that the two-power concept wou1d help cement a Franco-Russian 

alliance. He maintained that even without the two-power standard, Britain 

16n.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 333 (1889), p. 1533, Lawson. 

17H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 334 (1889), p. 1307, Balmer • 
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could effectively blockade France and Russia so as to prevent either 

country from obtaining coaIo But on this point, Labouchere was i11-

informed. Disquieting lessons had been learned as far back as the 

occasion of the 1885 manoeuvres, and thege had led the AdmiraIt y to 

believe that the motor torpedo boat had ended once and for aIl the 

possibility of a Nelsonian blockade. 18 

Labouchere built up a theoretical argument on the basis of 

. jur.isprudence • He had previously ind1cated that in wartime the 

prohibitive cost of insurance would necessitate its underwriting by the 

government. Citing terms made under the Treaty of Paris (1856), he 

argued that."free ships made free goods." This was a liberal doctrine 

which he so interpreted as to suggest that in time of war aIl goods 

other than contraband could be carried by neutrals even to the port 

of a belligerent power. But the problem of insurance would--in 

Labouchere l s view--drive most mercantile shipping into flying neutral 

flags. Thus he predicted that in any future major war as far as Bri tain 

was concerned, there would be no mercantile fleet to defend. In support 

of this he cited the example of American trade which had fallen into 

British carriers during the Civil War. 19 But Labouchere did not question 

whether such a contingency would resul t in any permanent loss of carrying 

18A.J. Marder, op. cit., p. Ill. 

19H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 335 (1889), p. 1297, Labouchere. 
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• trade to Britain. This was a serious omission, because all Liberals--

whether imperialist or anti-imperialist--valued Britain's function as 

" an entrepot. He had conspicuously ignored the example of France' s 

refusaI to accept counter-transfer in the Far East War of 1884-1885, 

a situation which would repeat itself in the subsequent Siamese War 

of 1893, on which occasion France dec1ared even rice as contraband. 

~ 

AdmiraI Aubels Jeune Ecole expressly denied the immunity of private 

property in time of wax. 

Anti-Imperialists had tended to confuse naval reform with the 

continental militari sm which the Cobdenites traditionally had found so 

obnoxious. ~is tradition of Cobden, they treated as a "dogma" which 

forbade pragmatic re~~nse to the changing relationships of naval 

strength. But in 1889, naval reform. was still regarded as heretical 

by the Gladstonian "rank and file" on account of the unorthodoxy of the 

financial arrangements necessary to effect it. The on1y contribution 

Gladstone made to the 1889 debate was an amendment deprecating financial 

heresy. Yet the seed of future conflict between the supporters of 

retrenchment and the champions of preparedness had already begun to 

germinate and this development would create an almost irreparab1e 

cleavage, even before the Liberals were to return to power in 1892. 

Only temporarily could a connnon appeal to "constitutional" precedents 

mitigate the growing polarization of views. LiberaIs from diverse 
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backgrounds were becoming increasingly perturbed at the prospect of 

other nations attacking British interests with impunity. 

Paradoxically, i t was the Conservati ve Government which ci ted 

Cobden in defence of the new policy. Cobden, it appeared, had regarded 

the Navy as the first, second, and third lines of defence. 20 Cobden 

was alleged to have been willing to spend 100 million if necessary to 

pre vent France fram attaining a position of parity with Britain.21 But 

in reply, the "anti-navalists" argued that in an age when entirely new 

navies were being launched, a "two-power standard" was unrealistic 

because Cobden had predicted that France would always spend two-thirds 

of what Bri tain did on her own nayy. 22 

Hewever, the Liberal "rank and file" did net seriously anticipate 

repeal of the Naval Defence Act. By questioning the governmentfs means 

rather than its aims, they were in effect accepting the Act unenthus

iastically. If they still believed the warning of the anti-Imperialists 

that naval superiority would exacerbate international relations, they 

were now evidently prepared to accept the risk. 

20H.P.D., 3rd. Ser., Vol. 335 (1889), p. 1322, Fowler. 

21H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 336 (1889), p. 430, Admiral Mayne. 

22H•P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 335 (1889), p. 1376, Shaw Lefevre. 
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During the years immediately ~ollowing, many Radicals ~ound 

themselves disinclined to vote against a preparedness measure and voted 

vith the M::lderates to ~orm an enlarged "center block". Many o~ these 

Radicals doubtless, had thought no more about the speci~ic needs o~ the 

Navy than had the more militant anti-Imperialists, but they were prepared 

ta take the "two-power standard" ~or granted. Indeed, by 1893, the 

British public--alarmed by a new "scare" story on the development o~ 

'Ibulon--vould have permitted no deviation. 23 

The 1893 Debate--in which Labouchere and Lawson played 

no signi~icant part--was generally considered to be the most important 

since 1889. It e~~ected the ~inal conversion o~ the Mbderates to the 

cause of Naval reform and it hastened the demise o~ Gladstone himsel~. 

Played out in the shadow of Mahan's The Influence of Sea Bewer On History-

vhich even Gladstone was obliged to calI the "Book o~ the Age"--it 

attempted to de termine how Britain might effectively maintain a two-

pover standard. Pro~essional opinion suggested that such superiority 

had been retained with respect to cruisers, but not to battleships. 

It revealed that Britain had twenty-two ~irst class battleships against 

fifteen French and ten Russian. The First Sea Lord drew up a provisional 

program of seven new battleships, representing an increase o~ ~ million 

in nev construction. The AdmiraIt y was now seriously seeking to veri~y 

23The Times, October 31, 1893. 
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whether Bri tain could maintain her position in the Medi terranean. Heavy 

dockyard maintenance at Gilralter and logistics problems in connection 

with the re-supply of Malta necessitated a substantial lead in ships if 

Britain were to retain even an operational parity with the French uavy. 

The "minimum" pro gram that he called for would have gi ven Bri tain a bare 

numerical equality with France and Russia. 24 

Because Dilke had envisaged the Royal Navy as the chief instrument 

in Imperial defence, he therefore took a special interest in the sub-

sequent debate and argued that the Admiralty needed a five-to-three 

ratio in battleships against the combined French and Russian total. 25 

By navalists, Dilke was acknowledged as the one man in the House of 

Commons who was invariably right in naval a:riairs. 26 Wi th his friend 

and collaborator Spenser Wilkinson--a co-founder of the Navy League--

Dilke came round to the view that heavy losses in the event of a war 

would necessarily presage co1lapse of the Imperial System; and that 

even the concentration of the Navy in home waters wou1d involve aband-

onment of the rest of the Empire. Subsequently, Dilke was persuaded to 

24A•J • Marder, op. -cit., p. 191. On November 21, 1893, the DNI 
and DNC produced two Five Year Programmes. The "minimum" called for the 
laying down of 7 capital ships, the "desirab1e" for 10. Both programmes 
called for 82 new destroyers and 30 torpedo ships. 

25H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 19 (1893), p. 1813, Dilke. 

26aacon, Fisher, Vol. l, p. 159. Quoted in A.J. Marder, 
op. cit., p. 197. 



• 

• 

285 

perceive the Navyts role in an aggressive light, by which squadrons 

would be placed at every one of the enemyts military ports. Thus Dilke 

was greatly alarmed by the fact that the British Channel and 

Me di terranean Fleets were actually outnumbered by the French. This was 

particularly serious to him as he did not wish to see Britain drawn 

needlessly into the Triple Alliance. 27 

Evidently the position of the Liberal Party had eased considerably 

on the question and even Harcourt now openly espoused the cause of 

"strength for neutrality" .28 However, he managed to ensure that the 

Division split along traditional or'correct-. party lines. 29 Harcourt 

was made aware that the 1893 "minimum" program had considerably under

estimated Franco-Russian·naval strength and without a further 

supplementary program, Britain would be outnumbered in capital ships 

twenty-nine to twenty-two. Harcourt therefore agreed to endorse 

Spencerts "minimum" program which was economically inacceptable to 

Gladstone. Harcourt argued that politically it would permit Britain to 

remain outside of European alliances. But Gladstone--as did even 

Shaw-Lefevre for a while--continued to oppose the scheme as unjustified 

27c.w. Dilke, Problems of Greater Britain. 

28H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 22 (1893), p. 749, Harcourt. 

29Division List No. 388, 1893 • 
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by the circumstances of the time. But Harcourt realized that the 

entire Liberal administration was being jeopardized for an annual 

increase of j500,ooo. Feverish attempts were made to overcome Glad
l 

stone's intransigence. Lord Acton assisted in this attempt by drawing 

parallels between the situations of 1859 and 1884, but Gladstone was 

recalcitrant and believed the occasion was one of the moment a of his 

life. 30 In fact, Gladstone was so obdurate that he would not even 

accept Lord George Hamiltonts proposaI that the government--following 

the precedent of 1884--should make a statement before the recess of the 

co st and scope of the new shipbuilding pro gram, so that the Bouse of 

Commons could express an opinion before expenditures were finally 

settled and embodied in the 1894-95 estimates. Gladstone argued that 

the circumstances of 1884 had been exceptional; that the time gained 

would be very small and that it would be contrary to the Maxim that the 

Bouse should not exercise executive functions. 31 Anti-Imperialists 

could still learn much from Gladstone in the art of appealing to 

conservative principles. But for once, Gladstone could not appeal to 

public opinion. Anglo~French relations were barely recovering from 

their lowest ebb and no attempt to undermine the Naval Defence Act 

could expect to prove effective. Gladstone's resignation signalled 

30Peter Stanski, Ambitions and Strategies, p. 31. 

31H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 18 (1893), p. 348, W.G. Gladstone • 
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the ignominy of the anti-Imperialists, or at least of those who were 

also "Small Navalists". 

Most Radicals appeared apathetic towards augmentation of the 

Naval Estimates in 1894. Cremer noticed that not one member of the 

Radical "Cabal" had protested against increased expenditure. 32 The 

traditional radical attitude momentarily reappeared in the debate on 

the 1895 estimates when Lawson moved a token reduction of the vote 

by 1,000, but the gesture was intended less than as an attempt to 

undermine numerical supremacy than as a censure of the Government for 

its failure to resolve current international disputes. 33 Only thirty

one members supported Lawson, fewer than the fifty who voted against 

the Uganda Bill. 34 On this occasion, Lawson publicly was ridiculed 

as a Rip Van Winkle. 35 

Conflicting ideas were held by AdmiraIt y authorities on the 

possible future disposaI of British ships: the "Mediterranean School" 

protagonists believed in maintaining power in that area, while the 

"Channel School" believed that it was imprudent to antagonize France 

in this way when the Mediterranean was only four days away by steam.. 

32H.P.D. , 4th Ser., Vol. 22 (1894) , p. 731, Cremer. 

33n.p.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 31 (1895), p. 1286, Lawson. 

34Division List No. 28, 1895. 32 Ayes to 153 Noes. 

35n.p.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 31 (1895), p. 1291, Allen. 
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At this time some theorists believed that, although Gibralter might be 

retained as a political counter, its strategie value vas questionable 

in view o~ its vulnerability to attack ~rom Spanish Howitzers. Ceuta, 

on the Spanish Mbroccan coast vas thought o~ as a use~ exchange which 

would better command the mouth o~ the Mediterranean. 36 

Two years later, a further suggestion vas offered by which the 

British ~leets would be withdrawn ~rom the Mediterranean, with exits 

being sealed at Gibralter and Perim. This would ensure food supplies 
. ,~' 

on the grounds that Britain would be strong everywhere except the 

Mediterranean. 37 Labouchere was avare o~ these indigenous theories and 

actually endorsed the "Scuttle School" described above. This he did, 

perhaps on the grounds that it ~~orded the most obvious excuse ~or 

abandoning Gibralter. Thus even Cobden could be indirectly linked with 

the "Scuttle School".38 Labouchere was contradicting himsel~, because 

itwould transgress the concept o~ "~ree passage for ~ree goods." 

This idea vas taken one step ~urther the ~ollowing month by a 

plan ~or the ~ormal evacuation o~ Malta, Egypt and Cyprus provided that 

36 W. L. Clowes, "The Millstone, tlThe Nineteenth Century,XXXVII, 
(March, 1895), pp. 367-381. 

37H. Elsdale, "Holding the Mediterranean in War,1I Nineteenth 
Century Review, XXXVIII (February, 1895). 

38R.p.n., 4th Ser., Vol. (1895), p. , Labouchere. 
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these areas were placed under the jurisdiction of neutral powers. This 

was to ensure that the II sealing" at the ab ove points should be ettective. 39 

This strategy endorsed a fundamental tenet of anti-Imperialists that 

Egypt could never serve as a road to India in wartime. Another factor 

that made it attractive to anti-Imperialists was that it precluded any 

possibility of Britain joining t~e Triple Alliance. 

In the later debates, it was evident that many Radicals were not 

really aware of the true state of working-class opinion. Once the terms 

of the contracts awarded by the 1889 Act were fulfilled, the threat of 

redundancy reappeared in Government dockyards. It was the shipyard 

workers who had secured the defeat of Morley at Newcastle-on-Type in 

the 1895 élection on account of his IILittle Navyll policy. Yet in that 

same year, Cremer had glibly pointed out that not a single working 

man's petition could be found in favour of naval expansion. 40 But 

this did not by itself constitute an anti-Imperialist argument, it 

merely confirmed that working-class opinion was inarticulate. The 

Spencer Program, which helped raise the shipbuilding industry from a 

state of collapse, aIl but eliminated anti-Imperialist opposition to the 

Estimates for 1896. The old cause was most nostalgically recal1ed by 

39wi11iam Laird Clowes, "Nautilus", Nineteenth Century, LIX, 
Mar ch , 1895. 

40n.p.n., 4th Ser., Vol. 31 (1895), p. 1312, Cremer. 



• Lawson: 

We hoped two or three voices would be raised tonight in 
support of the gpod old cause of peace, retrenchment and 
reforme (Laugbter) Yes, the whole thing had become a joke 
now • • • He be1i.eved the se Members represented their 
constituents in 50 regarding it ••• Working men were as 
keen on spending their money as was the House of Commons.41 
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The anti-Imperialist attitude to naval defence rested upon 

several a priori assumptions. First, anxiety not to antagonize France 

caused them ta overlook the potential threat of Franco-Russian 

collaboration tbat became evident after 1888. Second, their conviction 

that no combination vould attack them if Britain remained neutral caused 

them to regard a.ny concept of a naval balance of power wi th suspicion. 

In their view, large estimates implied hidden commitments abroad. 

Third, they believed food in wartirne need not be considered as contra-

band and that an almost unlimited list of supplies might be carried 

without fear of loss in neutral ships. Fourth, their instinctive pro-

American sympathies led them to believe that an isolationist policy for 

Britain would enable her te prosper without a large Navy. And fifth,--

by paradox--the anti-Imperialists still half believed that one Englishman 

vas worth three FrenChmen or five Russians42_-a Victorian prejudice which 

had also survived in the Music Hall but which no serious navalist would 

41H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 38 (1895), p. 492, Lawson. 

42H.P.D':I (roid.) 
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have countenanced for a moment. In this respect the sentiments of' 

"Little Englandism" coincided 'W'ith those of "jingoism". Even Harcourt 

had pretended to believe it. Labouchere wes too sophisticated ta employ 

this rhetoric unless he was expressing a tongue-in-cheek humour. Very 

often he lauded the superficially diminutive aspects of Britain as 

advantages by referring to lessons learned at Trafalger, Salamis, Actium 

and Lepanto, Labouchere claimed that great sea battles had invariably 

been won by smaller fleets. 43 He described Britain's greatest naval 

as sets as "immutable" because they were vested not only in creative 

resources but in the strategie position of her seaports. But wbat 

was potentially the most te11ing argument of a11, money could better be 

spent on the working classes, wes not exploited effectively by anti-

Imperialists until after the twiligbt of the Gladstonian ers. 

In 1905, the Department of Naval Intelligence wes to claim that 

it wes the two-power standard which had preserved the political stability 

of Europe for almost two decades and which had played a decisive role 

in restraining friction over the Siamese War (1893) and at Fashoda (1898). 

But anti-Imperialists had repudiated this contention. Labouchere had 

charged that the estimates were too small to make the Navy invincible, 

yet too large to be rational. 44 Although lip service wes paid ta the 

43H.p.D.,3rd Ser., Vol. 335 (1889), p. 1297, Labouchere. 

·4 4 H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 31 (1895), p. 1286, Labouchere. 
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Navy by Little Englanders, they constituted a group which refUsed to 

recognize this service as the sine qua non of security. 

Army Reform 

Dilke expressed surprise that the l'Little Englanders" should 

frequently attack the Naval estimates and not the Military estimates. 

Berhaps this suggests that anti-Imperialists were instinctively reacting 

against the frenzy created by the PaIl MalI Gazette. Among LiberaIs, 

only Dilke attempted a coherent definition of the army's role, and 

between 1885 and 1892 he was--for personal reasons--excluded from the 

House of Commons. But during this period he was able to make effective 

comparisons between the Indian and Home Armies. Dilke envisaged a 

technical army, and one from which volunteers might withdraw as they 

might from a trade. His interest in the Army was intensified by his 

conviction that "force" now held a stronger place in European politics 

than at any time since the fall of Napoleon. His enforced absence 

from the Front Bench had further convinced him that the party system 

was in itself a serious obstacle to overcome before effective military 

reform could be achieved. This system had shown itself too ready to 

compromise the safety of the Empire for the sake of immediate popularity.45 

45c.w. Dilke, "The British Army - 1891," The Fortnightly Review, 
LV (1891). 
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Even the anti-Imperialists, e.g., Iabouchere and Lawson, had 

respected the spirit of' Cardwell' s Ref'orms and were not opposed to their 

more efficient implementation. But their participation in debates upon 

military estimates was infrequent and usually touched only problems of 

expansion. They were repelled by the prospect of the Continental levée 

en masse, as indeed were the great majority of members from both sides 

of the House. Anti-Imperialists :particularly objected to the suggestion 

that conscription might be offered as the price of a free education. 

Some Radicals seriously suggested that Britain could hold her own in 

world markets because of her freedom from compulsory service.46 Like 

Cobden, such Radicals would have been moved to wrath by the sight of 

barracks. But their view of the optimum strength of the Army was ad 

hoc and was effected particularly by their attitude towards the Sudan 

campaign.47 

The 1888 debate on the role of the Army was considered by Sir 

Randolph Churchill to have been the most important since the Cardwell 

Ref'orms. A considerable number of' Members present did not consider the 

question of military reform to be a party dispute. In this debate, 

Radicals challenged the traditional concept of' the total separation of 

46H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 5 (1892), p. 772, Howell. 

4 . 
7H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 299 (1885), p. 452, Rylands. Division 

List No. 220, 1885. 12 Ayes, 98 Noes. 
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• the War Office from the Admiralty. This move was endorsed by a leading 

navalist who pleaded that army matters should not be considered in vacuo 

but by reference to simultaneous needs and functions of the Navy.48 

The Army had traditionally supplied the Navy with both munitions and 

gunnery equipnent. 'l'echnically, Army and Naval guns were .! basically 

similar until about 1850 although designs differed radically by the time 

of the 1888 debate. But, administratively, the two Services had to 

effect a measure of amalgamation to economize fiscally, in order that 

specifie requirements of the two Services might be more adequately met. 

One Member subsequently moved a Resolution to appoint a Royal 

Commission because of his fear that reform had hitherto been only piece-

Meal and because senior officers had been unable to communicate with 

the Cabinet upon matters in which only they were competent. 49 Thus he 

asked for the terms of reference to cover not only army matters but even 

the condition of both military and mercantile ports, as weIl as of 

coaling stations. Of great importance was to be the examination of the 

circumstances which had led to a breakdown in the Reserves system 

established by Cardwell. Regiments had become so undermanned that other 

regiments next on the rota had been called upon to fUrnish drafts. It 

48H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 323 (1888) , p. 229, Captain Columb. 

49 H.P.D. , 3rd Ser., Vol. • 323 (1888), p • 239, Barttelot. 
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• was for this reason tbat tbe Indian Reserve had been called upon to 

furnish required strength for Egypt. 

Paradoxically, unlike a great many on the Front Benches, anti-

Imperialists welcomed the terms of reference accorded to tbis Commission 

for several reasons. The Commission implied the superiority of the 

Navy, i t threatened the remaining sinecures which had made the Army 

a form of "outside relief" for the aristocracy, and i t appeared to be 

the best means of averting future misappropriation of Indian troops. 

One member believed that it might well prevent "alarmists" from dragging 

Britain into a jingoistic war in which Britain would play the European 

game of "bragll
• 50 However he did introduce a note typically unmili tary 

for an anti-Imperialist by his recommendation that a contented 

population in India would provide a greater security against Russia than 

would a large army. other anti-Imperialists welcomed the appointment 

of such a Commission in the hope that civilian figures would be included 

in it. But John Morley, the most anti-Imperialist of the opposition 

leaders, may have been the only Liberal front-bencher who voted in 

favour of the Commission. In fact no anti-Imperialist appeared to 

speak against i t, and i t might be presumed that they were among the 

many LiberaIs who voted in favour of it. 51 

50H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 323 (1888), p. 636, Farquharson. -
5l Division List No. 33, 1888. 268 Ayes to 63 Noes. 
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For the Government's front bench, Sir H. Stafford Northcote 

objected to the Commission on the grounds that it would place foreign 

policy in the hands of a military executive, a move which he questioned 

as objectionable. He argued that the only positive value of the 

Commission would be in its inventory which could be less eX]ensively 

obtained by other means. 52 For the L1beral opposition, Childers also 

expressed objection to the Commission, but noted the absence of criticism 

from other LiberaIs in the face of the proposed increase in eX]enditure. 

He believed that a Royal Commission would be expensive, that it would 

take four years to make i ts report, and that i t would reiieve the 

Government from the responsibility of planning for the defense of the 

Empire. Campbell-Bannerman also deprecated the Resolution on the 

grounds that it made soldiers responsible for policy as weIL as 

administration. 54 

The division had suggested differing attitudes toward reform in 

the Liberal Party. Anti-Imperialists had supported the proposed Commission 

because they he Id the whole system in disrepute. Admittedly, Dilke's 

professional attitude towards the whole problem of defence may have 

52H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 323 (1888), p. 294, Northcote. Henry 
Stafford Northcote (1846-1911), son of Sir Stafford Northcote. Governor 
General of Australia (1904-08). 

53H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 323 (1888), p. 629, Childers • 

54H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 323 (1888), p. 664, Campbell-Bannerman. 
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seemed incomprehensible to many of them. But they were at least in 

agreement with Dilke that if there vas to be any army, it should at 

least be administered upan businesslike principles. Campbell-Bannerman 

vas the of~icial liberal spokesman, yet the Protection of the Empire 

Debate of 1888 had been a great victory for Dilke in absentia. Right 

down tmti:l the "snap" Cordite Division o~ l895--on whicb occasion Dilke 

was to vote against Campbell-Bannerman--the War Secretary had 

repudiated the role of the soldier as a palicy maker. It says much for 

the ho Id of Gladstonian thinking on the Liberal Party and on public 

opinion in 1888 that Campbell-Bannerman 1 s biographer sp:>ke of him as a 

"more acceptable Secretary for War because he vas a man of peace."55 

Campbell-Bannerman could hardly have been unavare that the Short 

Service Organization had suffered because the War Office had failed to 

preserve the balance between the numbers serving at home and abroad. 

His somèwhat sanguine attitude towards the whole military status quo 

is perhaps explained by his presumption that the army machine, improved 

by Cardwell but suffering ~rom paor recruitment vas, essentially sound. 

He believed that the system had never been given a full chance. By 

tempe rament , he vas more at home with an agéingCommander-in-Chief, 

like the Duke of Cambridge, than with the emerging type of of~icer who 

55J. Spender, Life of Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman, p. 99 • 
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"sat and cogitated." He entertained a strong dislike for the civilian 

expert on military affairs. 56 

The appointment of the Royal Commission under Lord Bartington 

was subsequently announced by W.B. Smith. 57 Later, it issued two 

Reports. The first--in July l889--proposed a joint naval-military 

council to be presided over by the Prime Minister himself. This was 

more acceptable to the Cabinet than an alternative suggestion that a 

senior officer should have a regular place in the Cabinet. C8mpbell-

Bannerman did ambiguously welcome these proposaIs on the grounds that a 

Prime ~tlnister could arbitrate the views of the two services as 

presented by civilian heads. 58 

A second report, put out in February, 1890 suggested the 

abolition of the office of Commander-in-Chief and the appointment of a 

Chief-of-Staff freed from executive duty. Althougb he had served on 

this Commission, Campbell-Bannerman dissented on this point on the 

56J • Spender, op. cit., p. 144. 

57H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 325 (1888), p. 1370, W.B. Smith. 
Smith, William Henry (1825-91). News-agent; M.P. (1868); first Lord 
of the AdmiraIt y (1877-80); leader of the House of Commons from 1886. 

58This ambiguity remained when Campbell-Bannerman became War 
Secretary in 1892. Two years later Dilke moved that a Prime Minister 
should have a personal responsibility in defence, althougn he withdrew 
his motion when he saw that it had the fundamental concurrence of both 
parties. Refer H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 22 (1894), p. 462, Dilke. Also 
Gwynn, Life of C~ilke, Vol. 2, p. 422. 
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grounds that it implied the needless imitation of a Continental system 

when Britain had no designs upon other Powers. He wanted but a single 

army which would be largely decentralized and he believed that the 

appointment of a Chief-of-Staff would effectively prevent such de

centralization at a single stroke. 

Baradoxically, Campbell-Bannerman also campaigned against the 

notion of separating the Indian army from the Home army--not on the . 

grounds of centralization--but on account of the added militari sm that 

this would introduce into the Indian government, even though he agreed 

that Indian military policy could best be settled in India itself and 

not in Pall MalI. To this extent, Campbell-Bannerman had himself 

become an anti-Imperialist, although he speke for the moderate 

Gladstonians. 

Campbell-Bannerman a1so disagreed with the recommendations of 

the Wantage Committee, which had met between May and December of 1891, 

to discuss military reforme This Committee had sought to encourage 

recruitment by permitting regulars to extend their service by returning 

to the colours from year to year, 50 doing up to twelve years in all. 

Campbell-Bannerman, who became War Secretary again in 1892, until 

exposure of his alleged incompetence by his handling of the Cordite issue 

in 1895, refused to countenance any change that might have affected the 
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nature of the Reserve. 59 This debate is relevant because it was the 

occasion for a blistering attack upen the competence of the War Office 

on its ma1administration and fai1ure to anticipate contingencies. 60 

The Bouse was reminded that the Home Army was as large as the army of 

Svitzerland or of Roumania, that it could not even horse its own 

cavalry. At Woolwich, i t was alleged there were insufficient guns to 

supply an experimental battery for the instruction of cadets, and those 

llhich vere available were of an oosolete ty:pe. But Campbell-Bannerman 

refused to take to heart criticism of the two existing Army Corps 

because he could not foresee any time when they might be despatched 

to the Continent. 6l It was peor justification for the expenditure of 

35 million, but provided that the estimates did not rise, anti-

Imperialists would not go out of their way to censure the Government 

for inefficiency. 

Nevertheless, even anti-Imperialists made charges that ex

travagance was leading to abuse and corruption. 62 But in point of fact 

there was a vide gulf between Dilke's criticism and the desultory kind 

59li.P.D. , 4th Sere , Vol. 9 (1893), p. 1710, Campbell-Bannerman. 

60 H.P.D. , 4th Sere , Vol. 9 (1893), p. 1506, Arnold-Forster. 

61H.P.D. , 4th Sere , Vol. 9 (1893), p. 1540, Campbe11-Bannerman. 

62H.P.D. , 4th Ser. , Vol. 5 (1893), p • 716, Pieton. 
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of discontent occasionally voiced by anti-Imperialists. Dilke had 

underlined the peor return that Britain had received for her military 

estimates and in so doing, had criticized those Radicals who had given 

too much regard for the factor of economy in public service, instead 

of the primary matter of efficiency. And as in the 1894 debate, Dilke 

phrased a resolution demanding the joint preparation of naval and 

military estimates. 63 

At this time, Labouchere was less concerned about military reform 

than about the increased presence of British troops in Egypt. In fact, 

Labouchere noted that even MOrley had acquiesced in the recent despatch 

of a further 905 men to Egypt although MOrley had always supported 

Labouchere's previous motions of censure in respect of Egyptian 

occupation. 64 Thus, no effective support was given to Dilke on the 

question of the administrative reform of the services by anti-Imperialists 

even though such reforms held out the prospect of considerable economic 

cutback, the funds of which could be passed on to the Exchequeur. 

Neither Labouchere nor Lawson contributed to the debate on the 

1895 Military Estimates which was the last time they would be presented 

by the Liberals for eleven years. Unlike Dilke, aIl anti-Imperialists 

63H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 22 (1894), p. 462, Dilke. 

64H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 22 (1894), p. 546, Labouchere. 
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would appear to have supported Campbell-Bannerman on the Cordite issue. 

The Bricks-and-MOrtar School to which Dilke subscribed, failed to capture 

popular imagination. Unlike the case of the Navy, there was no "Army 

League" to create propaganda for reforme Anti-Imperialists had appeared 

apathetic towards it largely because of' the "Conservative" inertia of 

the Liberal Party. The Boer War was to reveal the effective strength 

of the Army and to raise the question of reform out of its previous 

academic contexte One anti-Imperialist, who identified himself as a 

"disciple" of Bright and Peel--well expressed their position by his 

assertion that because England could never expect to fight on the 

Continent as a principal, any attempt to anticipate this would merely 

advertise Britain's position of subordination?5 

65H.p.n., 3rd Ser., Vol. 334 (1889), pp. 1658-64, Illingworth. 
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CHAPl'ER X 

ANTI-IMPERIALISM AND THE LEFT 

In the controversies concerning reform of imperial defence, it 

is evident that the Littie Englanders found that they were in broad 

agreement wi th opinion to the "lef't" of the Liberal Party. This would 

not imply that anti-Imperialists were necessarily socialistically 

inclined, but in rounding out a composite p1cture of' anti-Imperialism 

it might be appropriate to mention trends in socialist theories of 

Imperialism prior to the First World War. 

To the surprise of socialists, Marx himself never developed a 

systematic theory of Imperialism and this can largely be explained by 

the fact that he associated it with a pre-capitalistic periodl and 

could not theref'ore identify it as a manifestation of the monopOly 

stage of capitalism. Thus Marx scarcely used the word "imperialism" 

and then only in connection with Napoleon III. In an advanced stage of 

capitalism there seemed to he no time to evoke any new plan of 

colonialism. 

It was left to the Revisionist, Kautsky, to expIa in the 

significance of late nineteenth century capitalism in terms of the 

l . 
Marx, Capital, l, p. 825 • 

. ' 
303- . 
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appearance and evolution of Imperialism. He reasoned that the 

"peaceful" period of mid-nineteenth century Imperialism had put capitalist 

owners at variance with each other. It was no longer produce, but 

capital itself, which was being exported, and tbis encouraged binding 

contracts between lending and borrowing countries, leading in turn to 
\ 

each nation seeking a self-contained imperial system. While he believed 

that Imperialism was the product of a higbly developed indus trial 

capitalism, he made no distinction between indus trial and financial 

capital. Subsequently, Kautsky came to the conclusion--during tbe 

First World War--that imperialism was not inevitable or unalterable 

under capitalism but might yet attain a higher syntbesis or "ultra" 

or '~super-Imperialism" under which a peaceful policy might be adopted 

as in the days of "Manchesterism". Rosa. Luxemburg dev~J,.oped the idea 

that Imperial expansion consisted primarily of the penetration of 

capitalism into purely agrarian or non-capitalist regions. Sbe 

believed that non-capitalists milieux must exist in order that 

capitalism could draw the surplus value on whicb it continued to tbrive, 

and that as non-capitalist areas gradually dwindled, so capitalism 

would sow the seeds of i ts own decay. Hilferding thought that the "new 

imperialism" presaged nothing less than war between capitalist powers 

but he was careful and interpreted imperialism not as a stage but as a 

policy of capitalism. ~is view might be compared with the views of 

" Jaures who wanted new "socialist" states not to be dependent upon 
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capitalist states for raw materials. Jaures wanted France, for example, 

to retain her peaceful penetration of China because he believed a 

doctrinaire attitude of anti-colonialism was negative and barren. He 

argued that "native" rights were only those of pre-emptfon. Even Marx 

had conceded that the right to use soil belonged to those who could use 

it best. Late in his life, Jaures worked for an international control 

of Morocco, and like other socialists, he anticipated the mandate 

system. 2 

Lenin opposed the Revisionists for suggesting that Imperialism 

was a policy rather than a monopolistic stage of capitalism. Lenin, in 

objecting to revisionism, arguêd that any peaceful stage vas but an 

episode. Clearly, if Lenin vas to denounce imperialism he could look 
.,.. 

neither to Marx nor to Revisionists. He freely inte~;ted the work 
/' 

of J.A. HObson4 so as to depict imperialism as a phenomenon of 

capitalist decadence. Even if Kautskyts prediction of a peaceful period 

of imperialism vas realized, Lenin argued that such a development vas 

not a significant policy or stage but merely a temporary episode. It 

would appear that the First International never pronounced itself upon 

2:Brynjolf, J. Hovde, "Socialist Theories of Imperialism Prior to 
the Great War," Journal of Political Economy, XXXVI (1931), pp.569-571. 

3~., p. 584. 

4J •A• Hobson, Imperialism, A Study. (1902). 
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imperialism per se. Even the Second International gave it hardly more 

attention. As late as 1900, colonialism was only the ~i~th most 

important item on its agenda. 

Continental Marxists exerted little influence on the early 

British Labour Mbvement, although prior to 1872, there had been contacts 

between British Labour leaders and the First International. In 1904, 

the Labour Representation Committee was to associate itse~ o~~icially 

with the Second International. At this time British Marxists themselves 

looked more to the Socialist League o~ William Morris than the y did even 

to Hyndman's Democratic Federation. But Hyndman heeded Marx's advice 

to encourage the working class to take a less parochial interest in 

international poli tics. Hyndman denounced British rule in India as 

an atrocity in a way which was reminiscent o~ Marx's own correspondence 

on the subject in the l850's.5 But Hyndman never understood the "liberal" 

character o~ the British Trade Union MOvement and he condemned the 

indus trial paci~ism o~ its leaders. His associate, E.B. Bax, who was 

one o~ his principle collaborators did ~ormulate what is perhaps the 

~irst neo-Marxist anti-Imperialist idea bût it was essentially 

journalistic and con~ined its attention to commercial rather than 

5K. Marx and F. Engels, On Colonialism, pp. 24-207. Cited in 
B. Porter, Critics of Empire, p. 97. (Marx had bitterly arraigned 
British rule in India by writing letters to the New York Daily Tribune~ 
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financial capitalism. 6 Because he assumed that no social formula could 

be superceded until it had exhausted aIl the forces under which it could 

possibly maintain its existence, Bax interpreted Imperialism as merely 

an economic contrivance which must Play out its role. 

It should be realized that the theoretical definitions of 

~perialism were not articulated in the British House of Commons. 

However, it is necessary to describe the background to worker repres-

entation in Parliament to appreciate to what extent anti-Imperialism 

can be related to the Parliamentary "1eft". The Labour Representation 

League had been first created in 1869, the year after the original 

formation of the Trades Union Council. Having fought the general 

elections of 1874 and 1880, the League was subsequently dissolved in 

1881 and replaced by a Labour Election Committee. The new organization 

understandably sought a broad alliance with the Liberal Party in order 

to promote the interests of the Trades Unions but it had no agreed 

policy with respect to Imperial or foreign affairs. Its collaboration 

with'the Liberal Party made it unwilling to embarrass that party in 

non-essential matters although this only in part explains the ambivalence 

of working class members towards Imperial questions. In 1893, the 

Independent Labour Party was created as an autonomous group, but not one 

6E•B• Bax, Reminiscences and Reflections. Quoted in B. Pbrter, 
op. cit., p. 99 . 
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or its twenty-eight candidates was returned in the e1ection or 1895. 

Those M.P.'s who sat in the Rouse or Commons during the c10sing years 

or the nineteenth century and whose interests were specirica11y directed 

to the working c1ass might be described as "Lib-Labs".7 Occasiona11y 

such members spoke on matters other than trade-union rerorm, and quite 

rrequent1y their idea1s wére simi1ar to those or the anti-Imperia1ists 

or Little Eng1anders. 

For example, in 1881, Sir Randal1 Cremer supported Gladstone's 

proposaI not to take revenge ror the crushing military dereat at Majuba 

Hi11. 8 But in the rol10wing two years, no Lib-Lab expressed direct 

opinions on British po1icies in Egypt. This may have indicated either 

acquiescence or indirrerence on their part to what was a new reature in 

British political experience. Neverthe1ess, they voted against G1adstone's 

request to credit Wolseley with an annuity.9 Broadhurst and Burt sub-

sequently supported Morley t s censure or the government's decision to send 

10 Gordon to Khartoum. 

7The approximate number or Lib-Labs in each Par1iament was: 
1880-85 (3); 1885-86 (11); 1886-92 (10); 1892-94 (16); 1895-1900 (14). 

8H. Evans, Sir Randall Cremer His Lire and Work, p. 106. 

9H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 278 (1883), p. 693, Broadhurst. 

10H.P.D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 294 (1884), p. 1052. See Division List 
Me.rch 2, 1885. 
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Prior to Drummond-Wol:f'fl' s Mission, the Lib-Labs urged recall 

o~ aIl British troops ~rom Egypt, by which time they had adopted the 

significant anti-Imperialist view that it was the bond holder who kept 

British troops in Egypt. 11 Signi~icantly, Cremer seconded Labouchere's 

objection to Britain ultimatum to Portugal on the occasion o~ the South 

Africa Company's venture into Mashona1and. 12 However it would appear 

that Cremer's protest was directed less at Britain's claims than at 

her manner o~ pressing them. Between 1891 and 1899, Britain attempted 

to develop areas which she had already annexed in Africa and it was 

during these years that the Little Englander view had established its 

minority position as custodian o~ a Cobdenite tradition within the 

Liberal Party. Lib-Labs shared anti-Imperialist suspicions that 

Chartered Companies were abusing their privileges. They demanded a 

closer inspection o~ company activities and the assignation o~ a definite 

date for termination o~ their privileges.13 It is no surprise that the 

"Lib-Labsn voted with Labouchere against the Uganda Railway grant,14 and 

that they also gave him support when Labouchere demanded the return o~ 

Sir Gerald Portal. 15 They endorsed John Mbrley's censure o~ Kitchener's 

11H•P•D., 3rd Ser., Vol. 309 (1886), p. 892, J. Rowlands. H.P.D. , 
3rd Ser., Vol. 310 (1886), p. 656, W.R. Cremer. 

12H•P•D• , 3rd Ser., Vol. 341 (1889), p. 259, Labouchere. 

13H.P.D. , 4th Ser., Vol. 4 (1892), p. 1525, Graham. 

14H.P.D. , 4th Ser., Vol. 2 (1893) ,p. 50. 

15 H.P.D., 4th Sere , Vol. 10 (1893), p. 539, Labouchere. 
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performance in the Sudan. 16 Although theyhad felt no outrage when the 

Jameson Raid itself had taken place, the Lib~Labs supported Labouchere's 

minority resolution de plo ring the inconclusive character of the Select 

Committee then investigating the Jameson Raid. 17 

Subsequently, suspicions were aroused about the activities of 

aIl the Companies. Even the least offending Company--the Royal Niger-

was criticized. 18 Burns seconded a motion from Dilke calling for a 

conference to consider measures for the more equitable treatment of 

African people but although Burns supported this demand, he used the 

occasion to compare favourably the British record in tropical Africa 

with those of other Imperial Powers.19 He doubted that civilization was 

of benefit to the Africans in general and he believed that in most 

instances signed treaties were a discredit to Britain. But as positions 

adopted by the "Lib-rabs"'in support of the anti-Imperialist opposition 

became more consistent so in the public mind, Lib-Labs became associated 

with the Little Englanders. The support which they gave John Morley 

is perhaps significant in view of his own opposition to the Eight Hours 

Bill which Lib-Labs had helped sponsor. There appeared to be no overt 

16H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 67 (1899), p. 457. 

17H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 51 (1897), p. 1093. 

18H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 73 (1899), p. 1289. 

19H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 40 (1897), p. 447, Burns. 
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ulterior motives behind the Lib-Lab opposition to forwardist polieies. 

Certainly they had arrived at no eommon position on either Soeialism or 

lmperialism. In faet, the affinity which Lib-Lab members felt for the 

Liberal Party as a whole is indicative of the fact that the ideological 

impulse behind the Parliamentary Labour Movement came not from Marx or 

even the Revisionists but from John Stuart Mill, the Positivist 

Auguste Comte, and perhaps Henry George, the land reformer, who had 

made an extensive lecture tour in 1882. 20 But like the Social Democratie 

Federation, the l.L.P. urged that its members take a broader interest 

in imperial affairs. 

l am glad to say that it is not necessary to urge this 
point, because practically everyone concedes the con
tention that our socialism does compel us to take note 
of and to define our position towards this movement of 
expansion. 21 

This kind of writing did have a measurable effect upon the 

Lib-Labs sitting in the House of Commons. John Burns who had earlier 

spoken on South Africa in terms of redolent of contemporary Jingoism began 

in 1900 to condemn Government policy in South Africa. In fact only one 

Lib-Lab--Havelock Wilson--appears to haveconsistently supported the 

Liberal Imperialists in respect to the Boer War. Yet it would be 

20George, Henry (1839-97). American economist, published 
Irish Land Question (1881), demanding tax burden be laid on land. 

21S.G. Hobson, "lmperialism, A Socialist View," Labour 
Leader, December 16, 1899, p. 396. Quoted in Bernard Porter, op. cit., 
p. 124. 
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unrealistic to pretend that the I.L.P. evolved a coherent doctrine of 

Empire by the turn of the century. Keir Hardie did say that he had more 

direct interest in native labour than in any other part of the South 

African question~2 But in 1900 the I.L.P. articulated a significant 

demand when it insisted that the Government "wi thdraw the iron and 

unnatural dominance of our western political ideas, and allow the 

development of native forms of rule. "23 The LL.P. had embraced a 

concept of cultural relativism: 

The religion, the history, the circumstances of the 
people, you cannot carry i t about wi th you, a western 
civilization cannot be imposed upon an eastern, or a 
temperate upon a tropical people. We can no more send 
our civilization to central Africa than we can send our 
climate there. 24 

Perhaps because it was primarily an extraparliamentary body 

even after the 1900 general election, the Independent Labour Party was 

better able to roationalize its position. The Lib-Lab group in the 

Commons, meanwbi1e, had pressed, home its limited argument upon "Capitalist 

Imperialism". Burns, its principal spokesman, continued to speak in the 

Commons vehement1y, although inconsistently. His argument was colourful 

22H•P•D., 4th Ser., Vol. 88 (1900), p. 758, Hardie. Hardie, 
James Keir (1856-1915). M.P. 1892; founded the Independent Labour Party 
(1893); helped found Labour Representation Committee (1900); bec~ 
leader of Par1iamentary Labour Party (1906). 

23I.L.F. Annua1 Report, April, 1900. Quoted in Bernard Porter, 
op. cit., p. 136 • 

24rmperialism: Its Meaning and Its Tendency, published by the 
City Brancb of the I.L.P. Quoted in Bernard Porter, op. cit., p. 136. 
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• and plain and is weIl exemplified by his remark: "it is not our 

business to go to the four corners of the earth adjusting religious 

differences between Buddhist Passive Resistors and High Churchmen 

there. "25 Two years earlier he had imtimated that: "He believed in 

the imperialism of the old fashioned type, the establishment of coast 

trading stations and commerce extended by winning the confidence of 

natives by fair dealing."26 Although this remark was inserted almost 

as an afterthought, it suggested the germ of the idea of Indirect Rule, 

shortly to be taken up far more earnestly by E.D. MOrel. 

Lib-Labs were giving vent to an eclectic anti-Imperialism which befitted 

a group which had never been imperially conscious and which had never 

anticipated that it might be called upon to draw up a responsible 

colonial policy of its own. Thus no significant or constructive criticism 

of the Colonial Office was made by Lib-Lab members after the Tbry-

Unionist victory of 1895. But when war appeared almost inevitable 

following the failure of the Bloemfontein Conference of May 1899, the 

Lib-1abs supported Dillon's motion to reduce the appropriation for 

mobilization prior to the declaration of war. 27 That this was more 

than a traditional "pacifist" reflex action was suggested by Eroadhurst's 

25H.P.D., 4th Sere , Vol. 130 (1904) , p. 1042, Burns. 

26H.P.D. , 4th Sere , Vol. 116 (1902) , p . 958, Burns. 

• 27 H.P.D., 4th Sere , Vol. 70 (1899), p. 489. 
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persuasion that the Transvaal had every right to protect itself'. The 

Lib-Labs voted for arbitration whenever the opportunity presented itself'. 

It is improbable that the Lib-Labs would have disturbed themselves 

had it not been for a change in attitude on the part of the Trades Union 

Congress. Prior to September, 1898, the Trades Union Congress had 

seldom discussed African affairs, and even then it was only to discuss 

forced labour in South Africa and Rhodesia. Evidently, the Trades Union 

Congress did not wish to discuss what i t then termed a parochiaï . ~'·pËU'ty" 

question", it would only do so if the situation in South Africa could 

be construed as a "social question". This it was prepared to do and 

in 1899 the Trades Union Congress leadership, sensing an uneasiness 

among the rank and file, saw the deteriorating situation in South Africa 

as prejudicial to the interests of aIl working men. 28 

In spite of the sweeping Conservative victory of 1900, the 

I.L.P. now became officially represented and its members adopted positions 

broadly identical with those of the Lib-Labs. In December 1900, 

Broadhurst, Burns and Hardie demanded an armistice, but the general 

demand in Parliament for a continuation of hostilities was over

whelming. 29 The Labour Representation Committee endorsed the Independent 

28T.U.C., Annual Report, 1899. Quoted in Bernard Porter,op.cit. 

29H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 80 (1900), p. 303 • 
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Labour Party's position at its first conference in February, 1901. 

While its interest in Empire was less parochial, the Committee tended 

to be very class-orientated and it would consistently emphasize the 

theme of' exploitation until the Liberal victory of' 1906. While great 

hostility was expressed by its members towards the South Af'rica Company, 

it was not primarily directed towards capitalism per se. This theme 

of exploitation was one that would be continued af'ter the conclusion of 

the war, in fa ct the debates upon Chinese labour were really a contin-

uation of those started during the Boer War, and it is most signif'icant 

that the labour problem was also brought up in the Uganda Debate and 

the Ashanti War. On these occasions it was the For~ign and Colonial 

Offices rather than the Chartered Companies that were the culprits. 

By now the older Lib-Labs appeared weIl to the "right" of the Labour 

Representation Committee. But as a heterogeneous group whose raison 

d,être in participating in the parliamentary process at aIl had been 

primarily to repeal the Criminal Law .Amendment Act, the "Lib -Labs" had 

succeeded in expressing an ad hoc anti-Imperialist critique. 

The most significant criticism of Imperialism from the moderate 

"left", apart from that of Hobson, was contributed by J. Ramsay 

MacDonald. 30 His contribution marked a watershed in the attitude of 

30MacDonald, Jamès Ramsay (1866-1937). Joined Independent Labour 
Party (1894); M.P. 1906 ff'.; Prime Minister (1924), (1929-35) • 
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it could not stir the older Radical Little Englanders such as Lawson 

or Labouchere. To MacDonald, an exclusively negative view of Empire 

was a denial of history. It was inexcusable in his view that a 

civilized power could turn a blind eye upon a primitive people's misery. 

In 1885; ~acDonald had joined the Social Democratie Federation 

(the same year as the group had espoused Marxism), but he never viewed 

Imperialism with unbridled condemnation and he believed that a case could 

be made for it on altruistic grounds. In MacDonald's view, international 

humanitarianism could be practices by a collectivist society. This 

was important, because MacDonald completely rejected the Gladstonian 

concept of individualism with its associated concepts of peace, 

retrenchment and reforme MacDonald saw that Burke's dictum that 

"poli tics was morali ty wri t large" was applicable to Imperial theory. =

But a simple "Home Rule" the ory could not by itseld facilitate an 

improved Empire, because the central Imperial authority would often 

have to overrule the local interests of provincial members for the sake 

of a larger equity. 'l'here would have to be a close correlation between 

Imperial and domestic policies: no country could administer its colonies 

despotically and remain a democracy at home. 3l MOst significantly of all, 

31J.R. MacDonald, Labour and The Empire, p. 64. 
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MacDonald assigned to the Labour Movement a respect for cultural 

re1ativism. Indigenous civilization was the on1y basis of a genuine 

native liberty and it could not be artificially detacbed from its own 

roots. Any improvements of civi1ization could only be bui1t upon 

lines already determined by tribal experience. But it is significant 

that in rejecting the traditions still popular1y associated with the 

Manchester Schoo1, MacDonald had to justify Empire. 

In view of his faith in the future of Empire, it may be queried 

why MacDonald resigned from the Fabian society together vith twelve other 

members of the l.L.P. The l.L.P. be1ieved that the Fabians' apo1ogia 

for empire vas not essentia11y different from that of the Tories. In 

December 1899, differences over the Boer War resulted in the l.L.P. 

members being p1aced in a Fabian minority. Their resignations were over 

the functions and methods of the Fabian Society whicb the var had brougbt 

to a head. 

Many of the Fabian "coefficients" belonged to the Imperia1ist 

wing of the Liberal Party. Sidney Webb32 defended Rosebery on the grounds 

that he offered the most intelligent leadership on Imperial matters. 

32webb, S~dney James. 1st Baron Passfie1d (1859-1947). Civil 
Service Clerk in Colonial Office (1888-91); a co-founder of the Fabian 
Society; Member London County Council (1892-1910); taugbt economics, 
University of London (1912-27) • 
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It was a tactical mave which Webb later regretted, although he 

believed it consistent with Fabian attempts to permeate aIl major 

poli tical parties. In 1901 Webb condemned the "socialist leaders" as 

ultra-Gladstonian because they had no significant or relevant 

contributions to make to foreign policy. 

they (the socialist leaders) acknowledged Mr. MOrley in 
their utterances on the burning topic of the day; and 
now the Independent Labour Party i6 as hopelessly out 
of running as the Gladstonian Party. On the issues of 
"nationalism" and the &pire, Mr. Hyndman and Mr. Hardie 
find themselves, in fact by closest conviction on the same 
platform as Sir Wilfrid Lawson and ~~. Labouchere.33 

Nonetheless, it is difficult to pinpoint precise differences 

between the Fabians' proposaIs for Empire and those later propounded by 

MacDonald. The Fabians implied a fatalistic acceptance of social 

darwinism which was reminiscent of Benjamin Kidd who had consistently 

called for "social efficiency". But there is also the suspicion that 

because the Fabians had ignored Imperial controversy completely before 

the Boer War, that they were not necessarily mare Empire-conscious than 

the Liberal Little Englanders. Webb had once held a minor position in 

the Colonial Office although only one of the Fabian writers--William 

Clarke--had ever written specifically on foreign policy prior to the 

Boer War. Thus the exigences of the Boer War had precipitated a schism 

33Sidney Webb, "Lord Rosebery's Escape from Hounds dit ch , " 
Nineteenth Century Review, L (September, 1901), p. 374. 
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that otherwise need not have occurred. Beth Shaw and the Webbs 

demonstrated an exaggerated respect for the powerfUl forces dominating 

domestic politics and they suspected that their own brand of collect-

ivism migbt lose its potency if they adopted a seemingly unpatriotic 

course. Webb had little sympathy with the univers al cosmopolitanism 

that the "left" had traditionally cherished. He believed that sucb an 

attitude represented a distortion of Mazzini and Cobden. 34 The appeal 

of the Empire to the Fabians lay in its rational, rather than in its 

historical aspect. Quite clearly, Gladstonian scruples were obsolete 

and inefficient. 

Mere old fashioned free trade talk will have no effect 
upon a generation which has not been educated in Manchester 
economics. Nothing but a positive alternative policy will 
save us from floundering into reaction, and there is no 
practicable alternative except bringing the power the 
information and the organization of the Empire to the help 
of the enterprise of the indus trial traders. 35 

This kind of advice could easily be formulated at home. 

Although the urban-minded Fabians were essentially parochial; they 

thought Imperial affairs did not really matter and that Imperial interests 

could be disposed of in a way that would most effectively serve domestic 

reforme They were less impressed by the organic scope of the empire 

3~ernard Semmel, Imperialism and Social Reform, p. 132. 

35G.B. Shaw, Fabians and the Empire, p. 12. 
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itself' as by the "utility" of Imperialism and Imperialists. It ws an 

expression of' insular pride which rested upon the premise that society 

must be collectivized. Self' consciously they turned upon the 

Gladstonians f'or tying ~beralism to its classical laissez f'aire 

premises, but they would not identif'y "anti-Imperialism" as the 

cardinal sin. 

Old f'ashioned (liberal) dissent is pointless--because 
in corporate society each indi vidual will obviously 
dissent f'rom some action of' the community of' which he 
is a m.ember-- • • • it is not "Little Englanderism" 
that is the matter vith them; it is as Huxley and 
Matthew Arnold have correctly diagnosed, administrative 
nihilism. 36 

The humanitarian crusade could be upheld by either an in-

dividualist or a collectivist society, but Imperialism per se demanded 

a collectivist society. It was thus inevitable that the Labour Movement 

identif'ied itself' vith Im.perialism, but in a way which would be in 

essential harmony vith its altruistic and internationalist pretentions. 

J. Ramsay MacDonald came to depict the kind of' Imperialism that the 

Labour Party envisaged. But at f'irst their reaction against Jingoism 

produced an anti-Semitism similar to that expressed by Liberal "Little 

Englanders", althougb their impugning of' capitalism became more striking 

as Labour f'orces marshalled ideological strength. - "Wherever we examine 

there is the fir~cial Jew operating, directing, inspiring the agencies 

36SJeney Webb, op. cit., p. 374. 
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• that have led to this war."31 At first it had seemed possible to unite 

the Labour &~d the Lib-Lab attitudes against Empire by means of a 

National Democratic League. 38 As a Lib-Lab M.P. Broadhurst had intro-

duced the "capitalist conspiracy" theory to the Commons a year earlier 

but it was applied exclusively to the South African situation. 39 The 

proposed union did not come about, but it is significant that a new 

thesis of Empire based upon the "Capitalist Conspiracy" was accepted 

by some LiberaIs and nearly aIl Labour M.P.'s. 

The real originator of the "Capitalist-Conspiracy" thesis was 

J.A. Hobson. Hobson provided the "Lib-Lab" alliance with an intellectual 

critique of Imperialism that obviated the negativism of the traditional 

Liberal Little Englanders. Hobson began to develop his anti-Imperialist 

thesis at a time when he exercised a dual membership of two intellectual 

groups, the "Ethical Movement" and the "Rainbow Circle". Both these 

groups were away from the mainstream of Liberal Radicalism with which 

Liberal "Little Englanders ll has been associated. The Ethical Union had 

been formed about 1896 with a purpose similar to that of the Fbsitivists 

of fort y years earlier except that its tenets were less dogmatic or 

pseudo-religious. Although it was predisposed towards political Socialism, 

37H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 78 (1900), p. 785, Burns. 

38G.D.H. Cole, History of Socialist Thought, Vol. 3, p. 195. 

• Quoted in Bernard Fbrter, op. cit., p. 121 • 

39H.P.D., 4th Ser., Vol. 77 (1899), p. 672, Broadhurst. 
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• it attracted such Liberal idealists as Bernard Bosanquet and R.B. 

Haldane. Hobson himself preferred to associate with the South Place 

Society--a local unit within the Ethical Union--where he remained for 

fort y years. The Union published a journal, the "Ethical World" which 

drew upon a wide spectrum of contributors including H.M. Hyndman and 

G.B. Shaw. This is indicative of the wide spectrum of "progressive" 

thinkers who were thinking simultaneously about collectivist society. 

The other group, "The Rainbow Circle" ran its own publication, thè 

short-lived "Progressive Review". This journal attracted collectivists 

for and against Empire. Rejecting the traditional patterns of the two 

major parties, the introductory issue sought a "strenuous social policy" 

which would "apply clear rational principles of political and economic 

theory with proper regard to the conditions of historical development.,,40 

It is significant that this article happened to be written by the only 

Fabian who took an interest in foreign and colonial affairs prior to 

the Boer War. 

Before attacking Empire per se, Hobson attacked the sanctity of 

unlimited thrift, a hallowed doctrine of laissez faire Liberalism. 

Hobson's theory of under-consumption made him a precursor of the Kenynesian 

Revolution. By his so doing, Hobson was not only revolutionizing but 

40william Clarke, "Introduction", Progressive Review, l, p. 9. 

• Quoted in Bernard Porter, op. cit., p. 167 . 
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humanizing economics by his plea that "Man must control economics not 

vice versa.,,41 The "unseen hand" that had constituted a su:f'f'icient 

explanation of' the Cobdenite world of' self'-interest was repudiated: 

We contradict the generally accepted dogmas that the 
saving of' the individual must always and neces·sarily 
enrich the communi ty, that the indi vidual seeking his 
own advantage necessarily works f'or that of' the 
community, and that wages can only rise at the expense 
of prof'it, or prof'it at the expense of' wages, or both 
at the expense of' rent. 42 

No stronger indictment of' individualist society could have been 

expressed. But Hobson did not totally reject classical Liberalism--

in f'act, he owed a great deal to Herbert Spencer f'or his sociological 

ideas. Utilitarian f'ormulaw might still be used as a yardstick provided 

they were employed in a qualitative rather than a quantitative sense. 

The Manchester business mentality had corrupted the real meaning of' 

such terms as "wealth" and "gainlt
• By reacting against the economics 

of' the Manchester School, Hobson in ef'f'ect set up a system of' "anti-

economics" which stressed the superiority of' human law and rationality. 

Se en in this light, Hobson's anti-TInperialism constituted a new 

compassionate and highly sophisticated Imperialism. Hobson wished to 

reconcile the State and the Individual without one becoming the mas ter of' 

41Bernard Porter, op. cit., p. 167. 

42J.A. HObson, The Physiology of' Industry, pp. iv-vii. Quoted 
in Bernard Porter, op. cit., p. 169. 
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the other. Indi vidual societal actions would have to be fused 

su:f':f'iciently to permit "psychical" progress of' the community as a 

whole. This was a view perhaps equidistant f'rom Liberal Individualism 

and neo-Hegelianism. It was a rationalized and optimistic view of' 

social-darwinism that assumed the compatibility of' both individual and 

social goals. 

In pursuing this line of reasoning, Hobson was avoiding the 

f'unctional implications of' cultural relativism, upon which Pbsitivists 

had placed such emphasis. Hobson was primarily concerned with the ills 

of' English society, which, he believed could be healed by rational 

actions. The ethics of' Empire could be respected if' subordinated to 

this problem. This rationality enabled Hobson to distinguish the 

motives of' imperial expansion from its morality or ethical basis. One 

of' the reasons why Liberal "Little Englanders" had f'ailed to produce 

a convincing anti-Imperialism was their f'ailure to systematize the 

problem in this fashion. The criteria Which Hobson proceeded to use 

were qualitative, organic and ethical, aIl three of which constituted 

the basis of' "social utility". The connotation of' this term was not 

"ef'f'iciency" in the sense that the Fabians used the term, because in 

Hobson's scheme there was still to be an "individualism" within a 

collectivist society. Tb the Fabians this would imply a contradiction 

in terms, but to Hobson it would be a genuine harmony.43 

43J.A. Hobson, The Social Problem. See Bernard Porter, op. cit., 
pp. 177-179· 
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As the Manchester type of individualism had failed society 

" on a domestic level, so too its judgementof international affairs 

expressed in the Gladstonian respect for the rights of nationalities, 

was inappropriate. If a single nation could realize its "national end" 

by expanding without prejudicing the interests of another people, and 

if by so doing it could add to the aggregate of world civilization, it 

might do so on the grounds of social utility. But the criteria of such 

action was not military or commercial efficiency; the validity of such 

a move could not be decided unilaterally. Hobson believed that possibly 

the Transvaal Boer had a valid and viable civilization. And on this 

point his judgement echoed the bitterness and the anti-semitism of the 

entire Liberal and Labour Movements. 

Who is to determine whether the slow-going civilization 
of the Transvaal Boer is really lower or less profitable 
for the world in the long run than a more rapid develop
ment of the speculations by English and German Jews. 44 

At this point, Hobson applied the doctrine of cultural relativism 

to the problem of "social utility". 'Alien cultures could only gradually 

absolve some characteristics of the imperializing power. 45 This 

application of psychology and sociology made it almost impossible to come 

44Progressive Review, II, p. 454. Quoted in Bernard Porter, 
op. cit., p. 181. 

45J.A. HObson, The Social Problem, p. 276. Quoted in Bernard 
Porter, op. cit., p. 182. 



• 

• 

326 

up with a snap judgement. In India, the utilitarian argument in favour 

of the British presence was strong as far as immediate humanitarian 

and commercial prospects were concerned. But England had done nothing 

to enable her people to "realize their higher possibilities in the 

arts of political and moral self-government.,,46 Hobson was 'highly 

skeptical that the Indian experiment was nothing but a veneer which 

disguised greed and reaction. 

Hobson's visit to South Africa in the summer of 1899 as 

correspondent of the Manchester Guardian led him to formulate a doctrine 

which assigned Imperialism to the conjunction of International Capitalism. 

A visit to Johannesburg in August convinced him that the "uitlanders" 

question was little more than a "red herring". Behind political action 

was economic pressure, and he became convinced that only a conspiracy 

of speculators (many of whom he alleged to be Jewish) could explain the 

tangled quarrel in South Africa. Hobson's own letters to C.P. Scott 

contained an even stronger vein of anti-semitism than is reflected in 

his public writing. Berhaps Hobson's anti-semitism was tautologous in 

that it suggested that the gains which would accrue from a British 

victory would be cosmopolitan. 41 Because speculators needed forced 

46J.A. Hobson, The Social Problem, p. 456. Quoted in Bernard 
Porter, op. cit., 9. 83. 

41Bernard Porter, op. cit., p. 202 • 



• 

• 

327 

native labour, it was necessary that they secure political as well as 

financial power. But what made this explanation different from the 

anti-Semitism of the Liberal Little Englanders was Hobson's emphasis: 

that British traders and investors who had surpluses to 
expert were now on the periphery, instead of at the 
center of the imperial nucleus; and the economic forces 
directing foreign policy were now international and 
sinister instead of domestic and social.48 

Hobson's definitive work was pub1ished in 1902, the year of the 

Peace of Vereegning. The "conspiracy" theory was now no longer con:fined 

to the problems of native labour but was elaborated into a general theory 

of domestic under-consumption. Robson vished to illustrate that the 

entire motivation for British expansion in Africa was "irrational". 

The statistics that he compiled were cited vith that end in view. By 

suggesting the paucity of returns in African dependencies, Robson argued 

that the domestic market itsel:f was being needlessly restricted. If it 

were not restricted, "if the productive pover is disposed in industries 

which meet the rising demands of the consumer, Il then supply and demand 

would obviate the need for foreign markets. 49 As business interests 

would not kLowingly injure themselves, these interests had unwittingly 

or involuntarily subordinated themselves to the interests of arms and 

48Ibid., pp. 205-206. 

49J.A. Robson, The Social Problem, p. 26. Quoted in Bernard 
Porter, op. cit., p. 209 • 
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shipping industries, career seeking aristocrats and international 

financial pressure groups.50 The financiers had influenced foreign 

policy because of speculation. Financiers served as a "governor of 

the imperial engine," whose motive :power was supplied by pioneer 

frontiersmen. 51 The activities of financiers was largely unseen, even 

though they had permeated the social fabric and had controlled public 

opinion. 

Hobson did not always clearly identify whom he was referring to 

when he described the powers of finance. He tended to sympathize with 

industrialists and investors when he felt that their personal circum-

stances were beyond their control and he reserved his virulence and 

acrimony for his descriptions of the cosmopolitan operators of the 

Rand. By contrast the smaller financiers and traders who were victimized 

now constituted, in his view, a "great capitalist proleta:riat.,,52 If 

it seems that Hobson appeared more preoccupied with the machinations of 

financiers and traders than with the more general legitimate functions 

of capital and trade, it was that unless he could affix the significant 

50J.A. Hobson, The Social Problem, pp. 56-61. Quoted in Bernard 
Porter, op. cit., p. 210. 

51J.A. Hobson, l~e Social Problem, pp. 66-67. Quoted in Bernard 
Porter, op. cit., p. 211. 

52J.A. Hobson, Evolution of MOdern Capitalism, p. 238. Cited 
in Bernard Porter, op. cit., p. 218. 
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blame on a few financiers the non-deterministic basis of his critique 

would be nullified. 

Hobson was not condemning capitalism per de, in fact he 

strenuously preserved the idea that the "system" was capable of 

rectification. It could only be so if the culpable speculation was un

representative of financial activity as a whole. If imperialism were 

solely the product of a corrupted public s:entiment, the matter would be 

beyond repaire Had a11 the.facts been presented clearly, Hobson 

reasoned that the victimized "proletariat" would have acted rationally 

and regained their authority. 

By contrast with the ad hoc complaints of Liberal Little 

Englanders, Hobson appeared intellectualist. His whole approach seemed 

scholastic rather than empirical. Yet Hobson wished to vindicate the 

role of democracy in imperial policy. For a solu~ion, Hobson proposed 

that a more equitable distribution of wealth by which domestic con

sumption would be raised, and the establishment of a genuine democracy-

not merely in the sense of universal manhood suffrage--but in the election 

of representatives who would be wholly answerable to the electors. 53 

On a number of grounds, Hobson was to justify Britain's re

tention of tropical dependencies. He believed that the "hands-off" 

53J.A. Hobson, Imperialism, A Study, p. 382. 
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attitude of the Liberal Little EngJanders was unrealistic. But at the 

sante time he would not countenance either the proposaIs of Benjamin 

Kidd or the policies of the Fahians. The Fabian or social-darwinist 

concept of Empire was too much orien"ted to-wards the interests of the 

imperializing power. He felt that these attitudes were retarding the 

progress and rational development of democracy. Hobson's doctrine of 

social utility was perhaps less elitist than that of the"New Imperial

ists. " His ideas were far more acceptable te the Independent Labour 

Party and this largely explains why Labour had a sophisticated doctrine 

of Empire before either Lenin or even Kautsky vere able to interpolate 

or "revolutionize" Hobson's thesis according to the Marxist pattern. 

It reveals why the Fabian and Labour solutions vere strongly in

compatible: the Fabians tended to equate utility with determinism and 

efficiency, while Labour was depicting utility in terms of the 

simultaneous elevation of human standaL~ and the rational protection 

of sub-culture. Hobson's thesis represented a correction of Gladstonian 

liberalism where the economic process bad clearly broken down and it 

enunciated a redefinition of imperial responsibility along more scientific 

and compassionate lines. Although it was idealistic, it would reject the 

extreme "nationality for nationality's sake" of the Gladstonians, and 

would replace it with a less self-rigbteous if equally earnest plea for 

internationalisme But like Gladstonianism, the policies of Labour would 
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be unrevolutionary and according to the parliamentary tradition. And 

unlike the Liberal Little Englanders, Labour would not be too anti

Imperialist to concern itself with constructive policy. 

The anti-Imperialism of the Lib-Labs and the interests of 

organized Labour might not have broadened beyon~ the parochial con

siderations of trade union reforme However, the situation in South 

Africa provided new data, but it is doubtful that Liberal Little 

Englanders by themselves would have used this data to formulate a 

systernatic critique of Empire. 
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CHAPrER XI 

CONCLUSION AND EPILOGUE 

In retrospect, the Imperialism of the eighteen-nineties had 

become synonyrnous with J:Lïgoism. Yet this con:fusion obscures the 

problems which Imperialists had faced over the previous thirty years. 

In a conservative sense, "Imperialism" had been concerned essentially 

with preventing Britain's recently acquired settlements from seceding. 

That danger seemed past and was not really a matter of public debate 

at the turn of the century even if "Little Englanders" had seemingly 

adopted an ambivalent attitude towards this consideration. Predictably 

they had--almost without exception--opposed the acquisition of new 

terri tories , and had ignored the implication that this expansionist 

phase of "Imperialism" had actually grown out of concern for the re-

tention of existing dependencies. In this sense, Imperialism itself 

was negative because it sought to prevent rather than create unnecessary 

burdens. The difference between the "Big" and the "Little" Englanders 

was thus much less than has been popu~arly imagined. Both believed 

that Britain enjoyed a dominant position, but Little Englanders were 

more surprised wh en this superiority could not be maintained effort-

lessly. The fact that Little Englanders had no viable position within 

332 



• 
333 

the Liberal Party necessarily made their position precarious. But to 

their credit, Little Englanders nad recognized a new facet of 

"Imperialism", which had been. uncovered by the Jameson Raid, and this 

devious activity they conde!!lI!ed as "stock-jobbing" Imperialism. 

Hobson' s "Jewish Comspirators" were alleged to be doing what 

Labouchere said the Egyptian bondholders were doing twenty years earlier. 

It was this "sordid" aspect of' Tlnperialisin that Hobson attacked. But 

because Hobson's critique vas better or~ized that the ad hoc protests 

of "Little Englanders", his lIO!"k seemed more rational. "Little 

Englanders" had confused dmIiestic and Imperial issues, but Hobson 

found a relation between these complementary questions. Hobson belieVed 

that Britain suffered from a domestic under-consumption, which in turn 

created a superfluity of capital. This unused capital was, however, 

invested in decadent territories, which he alleged had been deliberately 

annexed for this purpose. But Eobson never proved a causal connection 

between under-consumption and superfluous capital, and the relationship 

that he assumed to exist between these phenomene depended upon a basic 

a priority. But, like the Little Englanders, Hobson believed that the 

phenomenon of "Imperialism" since 1880 had represented a discontinuity 

in British colonial practice. Bobson tended to ignore' the local or 

particular political exigencies of Imperialism, because such exigencies 

did not easily fit into his all-embracing ~ystem. Yet his "system" 



• sheds valuable light on the very Cobdenite premises upon which the 

Liberal "Little Englander" position had been based. 

Hobson adopted the "conspiracy" theory suggested by the 

Jameson Raid as a general explanation of colonial practice. He 

meticulously tabulated the quantity of territory annexed and the amount 

of capital invested. He came to the conclusion that although invest

ment in newly acquired territories was marginal, it was nevertheless 

enough to explain the conni vance of colonial authori ties. The eX]?Ort 

of this capital, he believed not only jeopardized living standards at 

home but also persuaded the Colonial and Foreign Offices to adopt 

belligerent policies abroad so as to protect such territories. 

Hobson minimized the jingoistic fervour of the general public 

because he was anxious to exonerate it from culpability or complicity 

in Imperial expansion. The "Khaki-Election", he felt, represented only 

a "quasi-democraticll exercise in the public's conduct. A liberal 

democracy had been corrupted by a subtle but forceful propaganda. 

Hobson was evidently unwilling to face the prospect that "aberrent" 

features of colonial policy were being supported by a large section of 

the public as a whole. 

Like the "Little Englanders ll , Cobden believed that free trade 

had been a'ild would be the only legitimate basis of colonial activity. 
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The non-economic orientation of Little-Englander reaction to Empire 

had discouraged renunciation of the belief that there must inevitably 

be an equilibrium between supply and demand. Although--with the 

exception of Courtney--no Little Englander had written much on economic 

theory, this belief seemed an integral part of the Cobdenite system. 

Hobson built his case on the imbalance of supply and demand because 

it was under-consumption at home which had necessitated export of 

capital to "decadent" areas abroad. HObson, therefore placed greater 

emphasis upon the domestic market than perhaps Cobden would have done, 

although, like Cobden, Hobson was careful not to malign manufacturers 

or businessmen as a class. The prevalence of domestic under-consumption 

could not be easily proved to have been the work of individual 

capitalists, but Hobson made sinister reference to a surreptitious 

speculation on the part of "the central ganglion of international 

capitalism" composed chiefly of "men of a single and peculiar race." 

The influence of these "conspirators" had intensified the imbalance 

between supply and demand, but to do this, these conspirators had 

obtained the acquiescence of both political and financial executives. 

By suggesting the influence of Jewish finance, Hobson was writing in 

a vein common among many Liberal writers, and by doing so, he could 

acquit himself of the charge that by being "anti-Imperialist" he was 

necessarily being unpatriotic. 
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Hobson would not admit that "Imperialism" lIaS supported by 

society as a whole. Like Cobden, he supported democracy by intuition 

but he appears to have placed a greater emphasis upon its "organic" 

content than did Cobden. This is corroborated by a sophisticated 

social philosophy that Hobson enunciated. In this Hobson queried 

whether enlightened self-interest could benefit the community as a 

whole. The Cobdenite tradition--which "Little Englanders" had sub

scribed to--had suggested that there was an antithesis between the 

"state" and the "individual", and this implied that society in the 

foreseeable future would have to remain in conflict. Hobson, on the 

other hand, saw society as a rational, evolving organism. Its pro

gressive evolution demanded corporate social action concerned with 

qualitative change. 

Hobson's critique of Empire was essentially within the 

Utilitarian tradition. In effect, Hobson repudiated the Gladstonian 

respect for the "rights" of nations, a matter which had long confused 

"Little Englanders" and which had been the source of innumerable 

contradictions. Hobson appealed to a social utility or "standard of 

value ll in which the individual might play a harmonious and constructive 

role. No nation could unilaterally decide that it could offer to 

natives a superior civilization. Like individuals, nations, even if 

genuinely representing cultural units, had no pre-eminent historical 
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rights .1 

Hobson would permit no paternalistic attempt to anglicize 

the African or for that matter, to plant a British civilization per se 

anywhere. But to increase the aggregate of "social utili ty" and to 

enable the particular community to inherit the full value of its 

indigenous culture, Hobson was willing to endorse a "non-military" 

Imperialism. Hobson was not endorsing even the Utilitarian tradition 

in Ioùia, because in his view, there was to be no interference in the 

social life of alien people. A genuine civilization must have an 

organic connection with its native existence. Civilization should not 

be thought of as a disconnectable part of a country's bureaucracy 

because this would imply no more than the erecting of artificial 

institutions. 2 Rather, the civilizing power should concentrate on the 

introduction of basic skills. Cultural relativism would have to be 

respected whatever the disparity between educator and native. However, 

Hobson admitted that there might be a legitimate case for territorial 

aggrandizement if a nation thought this would facilitate realization 

of its "natural end". The status q'LlO of existing boundaries was not 

necessarily just historically, but expansion could only be justified if 

1 Ethical Wbrld, November 19, 1898. Quoted in Bernard Porter 
Çritics of Empire, p. 179. 

2Progressive Review, Vol. ii, p. 456. Quoted in Bernard 
Porter, op. cit., p. 183. 
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the coveted territory was sparsely populated. But as rar as Britain 

was concerned, this only provided a tenuous, or even hypothetical 

argument ror Empire. 

In the closing years or the nineteenth century, as rar as the 

theory or Empire was concerned, the rocus or parliamentary debate turned 

more meaningfully towards the situation in East and West Africa. Althougb 

beclouded by the Boer War hysteria, a new colonial ideology was being 

created by the IILiverpool Schoolll and in particular by the work or Mary 

Kingsley} A selr-admitted "Imperialistll who advocated the creation or 

a contiguous belt or territory rr0~ the East to the West coast or Africa, 
1 ., 

Mary Kingsley despised IIstock-jobbingll Imperialism as much as she did 

the negative criticisms or IILittle Englanders". She wanted the unorricial 

traders to play a role in prererence to proressional administrators or 

the evangelical agents or Exeter Hall. 

E.D. More14 composed an "imperial theory" which emphasized 

respect ror cultural diversity but which also viewed the function or rree 

trading as indispensable. "Trading (he wrote) is the greatest civilizing 

agent. The steps upward in the ethical development or the human race 

3Kingsley, Mary Henrietta (1862-1900). Traveler and ethnologist, 
travelled extensively in West Africa, keeping carerul record or her 
experiences and observations; died or Typhoid Fever while nursing in 
Boer War. 

4Morel was never completely immersed in the arrairs or the Congo 
Rerorm Association, nor would he limit his "trade" principle to the 
territory or the Congo. 
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have been synonymous vith the spread of cormnercial relations."5 The 

concept of free trading as a positive agency was vital to MOrel's view 

of an imperial standard. Morel succeeded in publicizing maltreatment 

of natives, but the rationale of the Congo Reform Association--vith 

which he became identified--was that the morality of Imperialism per se 

lay in its economic foundations. It was the abuse of these foundations 

which had resulted in a situation of de facto slavery. An enlightened 

"Imperialism" could justify i tself only by free ex change • MOrel was 

compelled to realize that the kind of altruistic free trade that he 

had at first had in mind was unobtainable by laissez faire methods 

because colonial egents would show seant respect for "Peasant Proprietor-

shipll. Morel would not accept Hobson's premise that a nation was a 

unit in a world federation and could therefore in certain circumstances 

act to its own advantage and to that of the world at large. MOrel's 

argument "was a curious mixture of various attitudes and strands of 

thought: anti-capitalism, anti-militarism, anthropological empiricism, 

the old fashioned Cobdenism of laissez faire and free competition, and 

nostalgie reactionary idealism (and) a flavour of "self-help.,,6 

5E.D. MOrel, Affairs of West Africa, pp. 21-22. Quoted in 
Bernard Porter, op. cit., p. 258. 

6Bernard Porter, op. cit., p. 288. ", -. 
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The "Liverpool School", with which Morel' s name had become 

associated, was perhaps the f'irst "anti-Imperialism" that .looked at 

particular colonial problems f'rom a local level. It criticized 

militari sm in the sense that Cobden and the Liberal "Little Englanders" 

had done, and capitalism in the way that Hobson had done. But this 

was an anti-Imperialism 'Which was compassionate and constructive, even 

if' it was administratively impractical. 

The Congo Ref'orm Association synthesized some of' Hobson's 

arguments with those of' the humanitarian Imperialists by taking them 

out of' their deductive f'ramework and relating them to the inductive 

lessons of' particular economic and social structures. There .~s no 

single solution f'or Britain's problems in Africa, but at least the 

Imperial argument could no longer be conducted against the background 

of' a self'-interested academic cosmopolitanism that had been traditionally 

associated with Adam Smith and Richard Cobden. To the new Ref'ormers, 

the implications of an organic society were self-evident and f'rom them 

sprang the demand f'or an "imperial standard". It was the re-interpret

ation of' what had been an anti-Imperialist idea which justified the 

superiority of' human rights. If' these human rights were jeopardized, 

50 then, ultimately was liberty, and they could only be safeguarded by 

an imperial authority. In terms of' practical British Colonial policy, 

Morel's ideas were proved def'icient, but they filled a void where 
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previously there had been a dearth o~ ideas. 

Little Englanders had not supplied these ideas but they had 

inadvertently publicized the ~act that there was a void. By turning 

to an irrelevant tradition, they had presumed Cobden to have been 

'anti-Imperialist," when in f'act he had been "un-Imperialist". They 

had condemned Imperialism largely because they had f'ound it in

comprehensible. Their "anti-Imperialism" was essentially "conservative" 

and it would have to be replaced by a more progressive Liberal doctrine 

that would eradicate Gladstonian arachronisms. 

But it had been by a tradition of' ideas distantly derived from 

early laissez-faire orientated protests o~ anti-Imperialism that 

Britain's involuntary yet anticipated abdication of Empire two 

generations later, may appear as both rational and acceptable. Never

theless, the veiled insularity of Little Englanderism appears illiberal 

today. Perhaps Little Englanders had been excessively anglo-centric 

and had looked at all imperial crises as if' they were only a mirror 

re~lecting English decadence. 
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