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EDWARD COLESON

OPPRESSION is as old as mankind
and unfortunately is still with us.
A few decades ago we were certain
that we were rapidly outgrowing
this ancient affliction with the ad-
vance of civilization, but these
hopes have not materialized. Still
the quest continues. There are
those who look back to a golden age
of freedom and brotherhood in the
past, while others seek to find their
earthly paradise with the children
of nature on a remote tropical is-
land somewhere. It may be an in-
teresting exercise of the imagina-
tion to dream up an idyllic state of
nature where ‘“noble savages” are
truly brothers and they all live
happily ever after. Yet, Rousseau
and a lot of other romantic vision-
aries notwithstanding, there have
been relatively few Utopias over
the ages.

Dr. Coleson is Professor of Social Science at
Spring Arbor College in Michigan.

When men appeal from

.

to GOD

Hobbes! much more realistically
described life in this state of na-
ture as “nasty, brutish and short.”
It is not only that primitive man
finds it difficult to satisfy his needs
with his bare hands or crude tools,
but that men prey upon each other.
To Hobbes men were brutes so life
degenerated into a perpetual con-
dition of “war of every man
against every” other in a struggle
not just to survive, as Darwin
would say, but to dominate his fel-
lows. For man is possessed of “a
perpetual and restless desire of
power after power that ceaseth
only in death.” President Wilson
pressed for “self determination”
as a right of all peoples during
World War I on the assumption
that they wanted to rule them-
selves. According to Hobbes, they
want to rule each other. Nor is
this view unique.

Adam Smith? suggests that this
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lust for power may be the princi-
pal motive for slavery: “The pride
of man makes him love to domi-
neer, . . . therefore, he will gener-
ally prefer the service of slaves to
that of freemen.” In fact Smith
couldn’t find much excuse for the
“peculiar institution” but this
urge to dominate others. He was
convinced that “work done by
slaves ... is in the end the dearest
of any,” for the slave “can have
no other interest but to eat as
much, and to labor as little as
possible.” He was certain that “the
cultivation of corn degenerated”
and became unprofitable under
slave labor in ancient Ifaly and
Greece. He observed that ‘“a small
part of the West of Europe is the
only portion of the globe that is
free from slavery,” but that this
small part “is nothing in compar-
ison with the vast continents
where it still prevails.” Smith thus
linked prosperity with freedom
and believed that the human fam-
ily paid dearly for the luxury of
permitting a few to enslave their
fellows. If slavery is immoral and
uneconomic, how can we banish
this ancient evil from the earth?

Total Tyranny and
Split-Level Freedom

Historically, slavery has existed
on two levels. Sometimes there
have been slave states where al-
most everyone was subject to the
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whim of a despotic monarch. Long
ago the Near East had its rulers
who could execute their subjects,
even those about the throne, on
command without even the pre-
tense of a trial. Ancient Greece
had its tyrants, too, who were
often not much more restrained,
in spite of all their democratic pre-
tensions. We used to think that
tyranny belonged to the dark ages
of the past or to some primitive
area of the earth inhabited by
cannibals, but Joseph Stalin dem-
onstrated that a ruler today can
hold a nation in bondage as no
ancient despot could have done.
We are finding that the tools of
modern science which we hoped
would liberate us can most effect-
tively enslave us, and perhaps we
have seen only the beginnings of
scientific despotism in the “Brave
New World” of the future. Wheth-
er the masters who run the appa-
ratus will get caught in the ma-
chinery and will also be enslaved
is a good question, but historically
it has been found that the other
end of the slave’s chain also bound
the master.

The world has had considerable
experience with societies which
were presumed to be half slave
and half free. The democratic
Greeks attempted to operate at
both levels, and the aristocratic
masters of our Old South claimed
all the “rights of Englishmen”
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which they denied to their own
slaves while they were fighting
George III. Even slaveholders rec-
ognized their inconsistency and
sought to have the situation reme-
died as they set up their new gov-
ernment. At the time of the Con-
stitutional Convention, Colonel
George Mason of Virginia, him-
self a slaveholder, condemned slav-
ery, the great evil of his day, in
words that were indeed prophetic:

The western people are already
calling out for slaves for their new
land. Slavery discourages arts and
manufacture. The poor despise labor
when performed by slaves. They pro-
duce the most pernicious effect on
manners. Every master of slaves is
born a petty tyrant. They bring the
judgment of Heaven on a country.
As nations cannot be rewarded or
punished in the next world they must
be in this. By an inevitable chain of
cause and effect Providence pun-
ishes national sins by national calam-
ities.3

The Foundations of Qur Freedom

Our Founding Fathers quite
properly had a bad conscience be-
cause of their own inconsistencies,
for their claims to freedom were
based on an appeal to a Higher
Power, not just to some abstract
principles as with the French Rev-
olution a few years later. After all,
their ancestors had resisted the
tyranny of their rulers for cen-

WHEN MEN APPEAL FROM TYRANNY TO GOD

325

turies by insisting that “the King
is also under God and under the
Law.” The Puritans had even
fought a war with Charles I a little
more than a century and a quarter
before our Revolution to maintain
their God-given right to freedom.
Patrick Henry Ilater reminded
George III that Charles I had had
his Cromwell just as Caesar had
had his Brutus, but the figure of
speech was not appropriate. It
would have been more fitting to
remind His Majesty that David
had had his Nathan, Ahab his
Elijah, Belshazzar his Daniel, and
Herod his John the Baptist, to
name a few kings and their proph-
ets; like Byron’s “Prisoner of
Chillon,”* the Puritans were wont
to “appeal from tyranny to God.”
This was more than a pious ges-
ture or a political gimmick, more
than high sounding rhetoric with-
out any basis in reality. The Pur-
itans were men of a Book and they
found principles therein that ap-
plied to the Old Testament era
and to the England of the Stuarts
as well.

The typical oriental despot of
the ancient Near East was a god-
king, head of both Church and
State. When religion was a power-
ful force, this gave his subjects no
appeal from his authority. The
Hebrew prophets resisted similar
pressures from their rulers and
never let them forget that ‘“the
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most High ruleth in the kingdom
of men. . ..” (Daniel 4:25) This
was the Puritan approach. In like
manner a few hardy Germans
more recently reminded Hitler,
“Gott is mein Fiihrer.” Such
thinking is so foreign to modern
philosophy and legal theory that
Hitler had his way with the Ger-
man nation —to its ultimate de-
struction. But it has not always
been so.

The men who founded our na-
tion were very conscious of the
concept of a Higher Law. It would
not be an exaggeration to say our
government was founded on this
principle. Ten years before our
“embattied farmers fired the shot
heard round the world” at Lexing-
ton and Concord, William Black-
stone began the publication of his
famous Commentaries on the Laws
of England, dedicated to the prop-
osition that God is the ultimate
authority. The colonists so avidly
seized on his writings that a dec-
ade later Burke told Parliament,
on the eve of the American Rev-
olution, that there were more cop-
ies of Blackstone’s Commentaries
in the Colonies than in England.

It has been customary in the
“debunking era” of the recent past
to insist that our colonial leaders
were not saints and that those who
may have made any religious pre-
tensions were more apt to be
Deists than Christians. Certainly
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there was a considerable influence
from the Enlightenment on this
side of the Atlantic, but at least
Deists believed in God’s Law.
Even such a notorious enemy of
the “religious establishment” as
Voltaire is quoted as saying that
if there were no God, we should
have to invent one. By contrast,
contemporary philosophers say, ac-
cording to Harvey Cox,5 “If God
did exist, we should have to abol-
ish Him.” We have come a long
way since the founding of this
nation and it has not all been up-
hill. If they did not always live up
to the standards set by their own
consciences, as in the case of
slavery, they were still painfully
aware of their shortcomings. They
also believed in their accountabil-
ity to the Judge of all the earth
“God is not dead, nor doth he
sleep,” as Longfellow tells us in
the familiar Christmas carol.

God’s Law and Human Freedom

A significant but little-known
development of the pre-Revolution-
ary era was the abolition of slav-
ery in England. In 1765, the same
year Blackstone began publication
of his Commentaries, an obscure
government clerk, Granville Sharp,
met an injured slave on the streets
of London near the office of his
brother, a kindly physician. The
slave had been severely beaten by
his master and cast out into the
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street to die. The Sharps eventu-
ally nursed him back to health and
strength, and got him a job. That
might have ended it all but the ex-
master later saw his slave, now
recovered in value, and attempted
to get him back. When the slave
resisted capture, he was thrown
into jail; but Granville Sharp got
word of it and had the man re-
leased because he had been ar-
rested without a warrant, contrary
to English law. When Sharp took
the unfortunate man to his home
for shelter, the master prosecuted
him for theft of his slave.

In the ensuing litigation and
other cases that came up in the
next few years, Granville Sharp
began pressing for the abolition of
slavery. Although no lawyer and
certainly no part of the ruling
class, his propaganda campaign,
largely directed toward the legal
profession at this time, was so
effective that the “King’s Bench,”
the British Supreme Court, finally
liberated all the slaves in England.
This historic decision of Lord
Chief Justice Mansfield was passed
down on June 22, 1772, just two
centuries ago. Said Mansfield,
“Tracing the subject to natural
principles (the Moral Law), the
claim of slavery can never be sup-
ported.” Actually, the number of
slaves freed was relatively small,
perhaps fourteen or fifteen thou-
sand, mostly servants of retired
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West Indian sugar planters, but it
was a start. Here was a clear ap-
plication of Blackstone’s principle
that the Law of God should be the
ultimate standard.

Sad to say, Blackstone had not
been that helpful in the protracted
litigation: he was also concerned
with previous legal opinions and
property rights. After all, the
market value of the freed slaves
may easily have exceeded seven
hundred thousand pounds ster-
ling,® no small loss to the slave-
holding class. Nevertheless, it was
Blackstone’s doctrine of the Moral
Law which was clearly basic to
the decision, though the concept
was neither new nor unique. John
Wesley, the popular preacher of
the day, said the same thing: “In
spite of ten thousand laws, right
is right and wrong is wrong still.”
Can it be that the law-abiding
habits of the English people are
rooted in the ancient conviction
that there is an ultimate right and
wrong which even the king is pow-
erless to alter? With lawlessness
threatening to destroy our nation,
perhaps it is about time to re-
examine the foundations of our
legal code. Why should anyone re-
spect law when he knows that too
much of it represents the con-
niving of pressure groups, seeking
to rig the market in their favor
and to rook the rest of us?

The next success in the cam-
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paign against slavery was slow in
coming and was largely the work
of another, William Wailberforce.
Unlike Sharp, Wilberforce was an
aristocrat, a member of Parlia-
ment, and an astute politician. He
was also recognized as a gifted
speaker, even in an age of great
orators. In spite of his obvious
talents, Wilberforce almost left
Parliament when he rather sud-
denly became a Christian convert
of the Reverend John Newton, a
former slave-trading sea captain
turned preacher and author of
“Amazing Grace”. Wilberforce
nearly decided that politics was
unsuited to a Christian. At this
crucial point in his career his
friends enlisted him in the war
against slavery, and the fight dom-
inated the rest of his life.

The abolitionists chose first to
attempt to stop the commerce in
slaves across the Atlantic. Wilber-
force gave his first great antislav-
ery address in Parliament in the
spring of 1789, introducing his
bill for the abolition of the slave
trade. Two months later, the Bas-
tille was stormed in Paris across
the Channel and the French Rev-
olution was on. Unlike Edmund
Burke, Wilberforce was enthusi-
astic about the changes coming in
France (“Bliss was it in that
dawn to be alive,” said Words-
worth), and had high hopes that
“Liberty, Equality and Fratern-
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ity” meant freedom for the slaves.

The French Revolution and the
Napoleonic Wars which followed
no doubt hindered the English ab-
olition campaign, but finally in
1807 Wilberforce pushed the anti-
slave-trade bill through Parlia-
ment. The big job then was to
enforce it. The Royal Navy policed
the tropical waters of the Atlantic
between Africa and the Americas,
the notorious “Middle Passage,”
for the next half century and more
until our Civil War effectively
stopped the trade (the importa-
tion of slaves had been illegal here
also for decades but smuggling
continued as long as there was a
market).

The British naval patrol oper-
ated out of the excellent harbor at
Freetown in Sierra Leone, West
Africa. Here the maritime court
sat, and here captured slavers
were brought for judgment. If
they were convicted, they lost their
ship and cargo, an assorted col-
lection of several hundred Afri-
cans. The liberated slaves were
settled in villages about Freetown
to be civilized, educated and, hope-
fully, Christianized. English mis-
sionary societies invested many
pounds and many lives in the ven-
ture. After all, this was the
“White Man’s Grave.,” Since the
slaves came from any point along
the Guinea Coast of Africa where
they could be obtained, they were
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very diverse linguistically and cul-
turally. It was said that a hundred
different languages and dialects
were spoken on the streets of Free-
town in those days. It was a costly
project, and often a heart-rending
one too; and the British stood to
gain nothing in the transaction.
Yet, Wilberforce and others con-
tinued to press the battle on every
front in spite of continuing frus-
tration.

The final victory in the English
abolition campaign came long
after the slave trade was out-
lawed. The remaining step was
emancipation of the slaves in the
British colonies, mostly plantation
workers on the sugar islands of
the West Indies. Wilberforce had
grown old in the fight, He died in
1833 as the emancipation bill was
making its way through Parlia-
ment, but he lived long enough to
know it would be enacted. An in-
teresting feature of the law being
passed was the provision that the
slaveholders should be compen-
sated by the British government
for the loss of their slaves. “Thank
God,” said the aged Wilberforce?
a few days before his death, “that
I should have lived to witness a
day in which England is willing
to give twenty millions sterling
for the abolition of Slavery.”

Opponents of the bill and the
faint hearted promised dire ca-
lamities when the law became ef-
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fective on the first of August the
following year (1834). Military
reinforcements were sent to the
Caribbean to maintain order, but
they were never needed. As Ralph
Waldo Emerson tells us, writing
ten years later, everything went
off smoothly:

On the night of the 31st of July,
they met everywhere at their church-
es and chapels, and at midnight,
when the clock struck twelve, on their
knees, the silent, weeping assembly
became men; they rose and embraced
each other; they cried, they sang,
they prayed, they were wild with joy,
but there was no viot. . . . The first of
August came on Friday, and_a re-
lease was proclaimed from all work
until the next Monday. The day was
chiefly spent by the great mass of the
negroes in the churches and chapels.
The clergy and missionaries through-
out the island were actively engaged,
seizing the opportunities to enlighten
the people on all the duties and re-
sponsibilities of their new relation,
and urging them to the attainment of
that higher liberty with which Christ
maketh his children free.8

Good Works and Laissez Faire

The reformers who abolished
slavery throughout the British
Empire are a fascinating group,
both for what they did and for
what they believed. It is standard
socialist doctrine that the men
who made the Industrial Revolu-
tion in England, the laissez-faire
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economists and practical business-
men from the time of Adam Smith
through the reign of Queen Vic-
toria, were a money-grabbing lot
devoid of compassion and ‘“‘social
concern” (to use the contemporary
jargon). No doubt part of them
fit the stereotype perfectly; but
there were many others who were
Christian gentlemen, in the best
sense of that much abused term,
and used their wealth and influ-
ence for the good of mankind,

A recent writer, Robert Lang-
baum,® has prefaced his book on
the Victorian Age with an inter-
esting contrast between the men
who pushed reform in England,
including the abolition of slavery,
in the decades before and after
1800, and their grandchildren who
belonged to the Fabian Society a
century later and laid the founda-
tions for the British welfare state
as instituted by the Labor govern-
ment of our own time. The former
group, William Wilberforce, his
relatives and friends, were devout
Christians who used their political
power — they had an influence out
of all proportion to their numbers
— to promote worthy causes. They
also invested large sums of their
own money in private charity.
This “power elite,”” derisively
nicknamed the “Clapham Sect” or
the “Saints” by their political ene-
mies, believed, said Langbaum, “in
piety, reform of church and state,
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moral action and laissez-faire eco-
nomics.” Their posterity a hun-
dred years later (the famous
“Bloomsbury Circle,” including
John Maynard Keynes) “disbe-
lieved in religion and moral ac-
tion, and did believe in govern-
ment regulation or ownership of
industry. . . .” Thus, too briefly,
is described “the century-long mi-
gration of English liberal intellec-
tuals from Clapham to Blooms-
bury,” from a Christian free
enterprise philosophy to a secular
socialism.

1t should be remembered that to
speak of the Bloomsbury Circle as
the children of the Clapham Sect
is no figure of speech; they came
of the same distinguished families
and were in fact the grandchil-
dren and great-grandchildren of
the Evangelicals who had been
Wesley’s disciples and who had
successfully promoted so many re-
forms. Yet today, a multitude of
Americans consider socialism as
the moral and ethical alternative
and laissez-faire capitalism as ut-
terly unchristian. Obviously, some-
one is confused, then or now; or
the question is irrelevant.

Protectionism Abandoned

What makes the problem so
fascinating is that the next Brit-
ish attempt to promote the aboli-
tion of slavery, beyond continuing
antislave-trade naval patrol, was
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to no small degree the work of
that arch free trader and free
enterpriser, John Bright of the
Anti-Corn-Law-League. Shortly
after the last slaves were liberated
in the colonies, a new propaganda
campaign was launched in Eng-
land to abolish protective tariffs.
We don’t commonly associate
slavery and tariffs, but Frederic
Bastiat, a French contemporary
of Bright, connects the two in a
famous passage, discussing the
problems of the United States:

.. . look at the United States (in
1850). There is no country in the
world where the law is kept more
within its proper domain: the pro-
tection of every person’s liberty and
property. As a consequence of this,
there appears to be no country in the
world where the social order rests on
a firmer foundation. But even in the
United States, there are two issues
—and only two — that have always
endangered the public peace.

What are these two issues? They
are slavery and tariffs. These are the
only two issues where, contrary to
the general spirit of the republic of
the United States, law has assumed
the character of a plunderer.

Slavery is a violation, by law, of
liberty. The protective tariff is a vio-
lation, by law, of property.

It is a most remarkable fact that
this double legal crime — a sorrowful
inheritance from the Old World —
should be the only issue which can,
and perhaps will, lead to the ruin of
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the Union. It is indeed impossible to
imagine, at the very heart of a so-
ciety, a more astounding fact than
this: The law has come to be an in-
strument of injustice. And if this
fact brings terrible consequences to
the United States — where the proper
purpose of the law has been perverted
only in the instances of slavery and
tariffs — what must be the conse-
quences in Europe, where the per-
version of the law is a principle; a
system 710

Certainly Bastiat’s words have
been prophetic. Slavery nearly
wrecked our nation in the 1860’s
and the Smoot-Hawley Tariff of
1930, following the Crash of 29,
intensified the Depression and pre-
cipitated an international trade
war that helped to bring on World
War II. And the problem is still
with us. John Bright did not help
us rid ourselves of our tariffs,
although he did do much to pro-
mote free trade for Britain in
1846 and thereafter; but he made
a real contribution to our attempt
to free the slaves at the time of
our Civil War. We owe him much.

John Bright's Role

John Bright, a prominent mem-
ber of a new generation of re-
formers that grew up with the pass-
ing of the Clapham Sect, makes
an interesting character study. He
was an earnest Christian, a hum-
ble Quaker who never outgrew the
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little Meeting House which he had
attended in his childhood. He was
a self-made man, a successful
cotton manufacturer from the
Manchester area and long a mem-
ber of Parliament; but he took
his faith into his business and
politics, and refused to compart-
mentalize his religion. When
Bright!! found free trade in the
Scriptures and proclaimed, “As a
nation of Bible Christians, we
ought to realize that trade should
be as free as the winds of heaven,”
the cynical could smirk that he
stood to gain by the Repeal of the
Corn Laws and free trade in gen-
eral; to them he was just using
religion to bolster his economic
position. The criticism was not
fair. It is true that when he pro-
moted the repeal of the Corn Laws,
he was a national figure and was
exceedingly popular; but when he
bitterly opposed the Crimean War
a decade later, England turned
violently against him. Still, he
did not adjust his conscience to
the whims of the passing mo-
ment.

The American Civil War was
the real test of Bright’s charac-
ter. He abhorred war, although
he was not a complete pacifist; he
abhorred slavery also, but he was
a cotton manufacturer and was
well aware of the dependence of
the Manchester area on Southern
cotton. His good friend Richard
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Cobden, with whom he had lab-
ored so mightily in the days of the
Corn Law agitation, tended to
favor the Southern free traders
as against Northern protection-
ists; but Bright convinced him
there were more important prin-
ciples at stake. Many Englishmen
openly symphathized with the
South and there were enough in-
cidents like the Trent Affair’ (the
capture by a Northern naval com-
mander of a British ship carry-
ing a couple of Southern agents)
to bring the North and England
to the brink of war.

On the Side of Freedom

Queen Victoria’s husband,
Prince Albert, is credited with
having helped to avert a conflict
in this case, but he was fatally ill
at the time and died soon after-
ward. It was John Bright who re-
mained the constant friend of Mr.
Lincoln’s government throughout
the war, although his self-interest
as a textile manufacturer would
have inclined him in the opposite
direction. The American people ex-~
pressed their gratitude, too, in a
number of ways. Perhaps the
most interesting tribute was con-
tained in an address given by a
distinguished American to a group
of English school children after
the war. He told them that, of
course, American schoo! children
loved George Washington first of
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all, then Abraham Lincoln, but
John Bright!? came third “be-
cause he is the friend of our
country.”

This friendship should not be
minimized because it is quite ob-
vious that the North had about all
it could handle in defeating the
South without FEuropean inter-
vention. Had Britain gone to the
aid of the Confederacy, it would
no doubt have changed the course
of history. And it was the English
conscience, the deep-seated oppo-
sition to slavery throughout the
nation, that tipped the balance in
favor of the North. Once again
the English were prepared to pay
for their convictions, this time in
widespread unemployment, par-
ticuarly in the cotton mills, and
economic distress for the nation.
But freedom is more important
than prosperity, when that is the
choice.

Conscience and Laissez Faire

The freedom story is fascinat-
ing, but one can read it as a hu-
man interest story and still miss
the point. Present-day scholars
who know of the mighty labors of
a couple or three generations of
free enterprisers who sought to
rid the world of the blight of slav-
ery long ago, tend to feel that the
English abolitionists were incon-
sistent. If laissez faire means non-
interference by government in
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business, then why should the
slave business have been singled
out for destruction. Of course,
those who raise such questions to-
day are not defending slavery but
questioning the logic of laissez
faire.

This is an exceedingly impor-
tant consideration because it re-
veals a total lack of comprehen-
sion by our contemporaries of the
motives and philosophy of those
engaged in that earlier effort. If
Wilberforce, Bright, and their as-
sociates had been anarchists, the
point would be well taken; then
all they could have done consis-
tently would have been to wait for
slavery to wither away of itself
as the Soviet government is sup-
posed to do some day. While it is
true that there are and have been
laissez-faire anarchists over the
years, these abolitionists cannot
be so classified; nor was Adam
Smith, the father of the free en-
terprise tradition, out to abolish
government.

Smith did want to do away with
the innumerable and senseless mer-
cantilist restrictions so character-
istic of his age, because he was
certain that they reduced produc-
tivity (which they were intended
to do) and hence resulted in need-
less poverty and suffering. But
Smith’s!? “obvious and simple sys-
tem of natural liberty” was based
on ‘“the laws of justice” (the Mor-
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al Law) ; he was no anarchist. He
believed, as did many of his con-
temporaries, in a natural harmon-
ious order; that God had so ar-
ranged His Creation that “all
things work together for good,”
if we but obey Him (Romans
8:28). If this is true, the endless
attempts to rig the market and
rook the neighbors were unneces-
sary, immoral, and a cause of need-
less conflict. As Bastiatl* asked,
“How could God have willed that
men should attain prosperity only
through injustice and war?”
Mercantilism, ancient and mod-
ern, is based on the “frightful
blasphemy,” that God has so or-
dered the world that the right is
impractical, common decency is
suicidal, and the oppression of the
weak and helpless is good busi-
ness. This view Adam Smith and
his followers emphatically rejected
on philosophical and ethical
grounds. While they might dis-
agree as to how much government
is necessary and appropriate, they
did agree that slavery is contrary
to the Higher Law and should be
abolished. To them it was bad
business and worse morals.

Christian Gentlemen

It may seem preposterous to a
multitude of people to speak of
the laissez-faire economists and
practical businessmen of the In-
dustrial Revolution as Christian
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gentlemen much concerned with
reform. According to the popular
notion, as T. S. Ashton!® tells us,
“, .. the course of English history
since about the year 1760 to the
setting-up of the welfare state in
1945 was marked by little but
toil and sweat and oppression.”
There was some of this certainly,
but this is only part of the story.
A contemporary historian, Earle
E. Cairns,’¢ writing of Wilber-
force and the Clapham Sect in the
decades before and after 1800, in-
sists that they accomplished more
of a constructive nature than any
reform movement in history and
there were others who followed
them who accomplished much also.

Then why the very bad reputa-
tion of this era? Certainly few
periods of history are more no-
torious than the early Industrial
Revolution. Generations of So-
cialists blackened the good name
of these men who did have their
failings and this age which did
have its problems. Some of their
bitterest critics were their own
grandchildren, the Bloomsbury
Circle. Today, sadder and wiser,
we realize that we could certainly
learn much from them, if we would
forget our prejudices long enough
to examine the record. Indeed, a
contemporary scholar, Karl Pol-
anyi,17 tell us that the four great
ingtitutions of the nineteenth cen-
tury — the balance of power, the
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gold standard, the market econ-
omy and limited government —
“produced an unheard-of material
welfare” and also “a phenomenon
unheard of in the annals of West-
ern civilization, namely a hundred
years’ peace” (1815t01914). Heis,
of course, aware of the Crimean
War and the Franco-Prussian
War, for instance, which he re-
gards with some reason as fairly
minor disturbances (since he is
speaking from a European point
of view, the American Civil War
doesn’t count). It should be added
also that Polanyi is a Socialist, ac-
cording to his own testimony, so
his kind remarks about Capital-
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ism take on additional significance.

Perhaps we have come full circle
back to our beginnings, as one
Englishman wrote recently: “In
our own unpleasant century we
are mostly displaced persons, and
many feel tempted to take flight
into the nineteenth as into a prom-
ised land. . . .” Retreating to the
past is clearly impossible, if it
were desirable, but we can face
the future with courage, as did
our Fathers, and take as our motto
John Bright's slogan: “In work-
ing out our political problem, we
should take for our foundation
that which recommends itself to
our conscience as just and moral.”
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IN ALL THE WELTER of worry about
“the environment,” seldom is prop-
erty and its relevance to pollution
mentioned.

To own property is to have a
measure of control over a definable
portion of one’s environment. If
one has property, he has a degree of
power to prevent his environment
from being despoiled. Indeed, the
purpose of property, it seems, is
to enable man, the owner, to bring
environment under control and
make it yield up a maximum of
satisfactions.

It has often been noted that
people pollute least — that is, take
best care of — that part of the en-
vironment which they themselves
own. The householder is more so-
licitous of the home he owns than
the renter is of the house in which
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he is but a temporary tenant. A
family which, on a picnic, might
leave litter in a public park and
beer cans by the roadside will not
dump waste on their own front
lawn.

Is it possible, one might ask,
for an owner to ‘“pollute” his own
property ? To the extent that it is
his to utilize as he sees fit, what-
ever he does with it will be, in his
view, its best use. And when a
resource is being put to its best
use, it can hardly be said to be
“polluted.”

If 1 deliberately pipe sewage in-
to a pond on my own land, pre-
sumably I consider using the
pond as a cesspool to be its opti-
mum use. Hence, there is no
abuse, no pollution. If however,
either purposely or inadvertently I
allow my sewage to flow into a
neighbor’s pond, against his will,



