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R IC H A R D  C O B D E N

RI C H A R D  C O B D E N  (1804-65), English publicist and politician. Al- 
.though born in rural Sussex, Cobden became the leading figure in the 

“Manchester School” o f liberalism, representing the interests of Lancashire 
manufacturers and industrialists, especially in the cotton industry. He was 
the leading publicist for the Anti-Corn Law League, which promoted free 
trade in agricultural products. A strong opponent o f traditional diplomacy, 
Cobden regarded general free trade as the only route to international peace. 
The following extracts from a comparatively early pamphlet on Russia (1836) 
set out his opposition to the idea of balance o f power and to any British inter-
vention in overseas quarrels, and in the process lay out many of the themes 
which would be developed in twentieth-century liberal internationalism.

From The Political Writings o f  Richard Cobden

British intervention in the state policy o f the Continent has been usually 
excused under the two stock pretences o f maintaining the balance of power 
in Europe, and of protecting our commerce; upon which two subjects, as they 
bear indirectly on the question in hand, we shall next offer a few observations.

The first instance in which we find the “balance o f power” alluded to 
in a king’s speech is on the occasion o f the last address o f William III. to his 
Parliament, December 31,1701, where he concludes by saying -  “I will only add 
this -  if you do in good earnest desire to see England hold the balance of Europe, 
it will appear by your right improving the present opportunity.” From this 
period down to almost our time (latterly indeed, the phrase has become, like 
many other cant terms, nearly obsolete), there will be found, in almost every 
successive king’s speech, a constant recurrence to the “balance of Europe;” by 
which, we may rest assured, was always meant, however it might be concealed 
under pretended alarm for the “equilibrium of power” or the “safety o f the 
Continent,” the desire to see England “hold the balance.” The phrase was 
found to please the public ear; it implied something o f equity; whilst England, 
holding the balance o f Europe in her hand, sounded like filling the office of 
Justice herself to one half o f the globe. Of course such a post o f honour could 
not be maintained, or its dignity asserted, without a proper attendance of
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guards and officers, and we consequently find that at about this period of 
our history large standing armies began to be called for; and not only were 
the supplies solicited by the government from time to time under the plea 
o f preserving the liberties o f Europe, but in the annual mutiny bill (the same 
inform as is now passed every year) the preamble stated, amongst other motives, 
that the annual army was voted for the purpose o f preserving the balance of 
power in Europe. The “balance of power,” then, becomes an important practical 
subject for investigation. It appeals directly to the business and bosoms of 
our readers, since it is implicated with an expenditure o f more than a dozen 
millions o f money per annum, every farthing o f which goes, in the shape of 
taxation, from the pockets o f the public.

Such of our readers as have not investigated this subject will not be 
a little astonished to find a great discrepancy in the several definitions o f 
what is actually meant by the “balance of power.” The theory -  or it has 
never yet been applied to practice -  appears, after upwards o f a century of 
acknowledged existence, to be less understood now than ever.Latterly, indeed, 
many intelligent and practical-minded politicians have thrown the question 
overboard, along with that o f the balance o f trade, o f which number, without 
participating in their favoured attributes, we claim to be ranked as one. The 
balance of power, which has for a hundred years been the burden o f kings’ 
speeches, the theme o f statesmen, the ground o f solemn treaties, and the 
cause of wars; which has served, down to the very year in which we write, 
and which will, no doubt, continue to serve for years to come as a pretence 
for maintaining enormous standing armaments by land and sea, at a cost of 
many hundreds o f millions o f treasure -  the balance of power is a chimera! 
It is not a fallacy, a mistake, an imposture, it is an undescribed, indescribable, 
incomprehensible nothing; mere words, conveying to the mind not ideas,but 
sounds like those equally barren syllables which our ancestors put together 
for the purpose o f puzzling themselves about words, in the shape o f Prester 
John or the philosopher’s stone! We are bound, however, to see what are the best 
definitions o f this theory.

“By this balance,” says Vattel, “is to be understood such a disposition of 
things as that no one potentate or state shall be able absolutely to predominate 
and prescribe laws to the others.” -  Law of Nations, b.3, c.3, §47.

“What is usually termed a balance o f power,” says Gentz, “is that consti-
tution subsisting amongst neighbouring states more or less connected with 
one another by virtue o f which no one among them can injure the indepen-
dence or essential rights o f another without meeting with effectual resistance 
on some side, and, consequently, exposing itself to danger.” -  Fragments on the 
Political Balance, c. 1.

“The grand and distinguishing feature o f the balancing system,” says 
Brougham, “is the perpetual attention to foreign affairs which it inculcates, the
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constant watchfulness over every nation which it prescribes, the subjection 
in which it places all national passions and antipathies to the fine and delicate 
view o f remote expediency, the unceasing care which it dictates o f nations 
most remotely situated and apparently unconnected with ourselves, the gen-
eral union which it has effected o f all the European powers, obeying certain 
laws, and actuated in general by a common principle; in fine, the right of 
mutual inspection universally recognised among civilised states in the rights 
o f public envoys and residents.” — Brougham's Colonial Policy, b. 3, §1.

These are the best definitions we have been able to discover o f the system 
denominated the balance o f power. In the first place it must be remarked that, 
taking any one o f these descriptions separately, it is so vague as to impart no 
knowledge even of the writer's meaning, whilst, if  taken together, one confuses 
and contradicts another, Gentz describing it to be “a constitution subsisting 
among neighbouring states more or less connected with each other,” whilst 
Brougham defines it as “dictating a care o f nations most remotely situated 
and apparently unconnected with ourselves.” Then it would really appear, 
from the laudatory tone applied to the system by Vattel, who says that it is 
“such a disposition o f things as that no one potentate or state shall be able 
absolutely to predominate and prescribe laws to the others,” as well as from 
the complacent manner in which Brougham states “the general union which 
it has effected o f all the European powers, obeying certain laws, and actuated 
in general by a common principle,” it would seem from such assurances 
as these that there was no necessity for that “perpetual attention to foreign 
affairs,” or that “constant watchfulness over every nation,” which the latter 
authority tells us the system “prescribes and inculcates.” The only point on 
which these writers, in common with many other authors and speakers in 
favour o f the balance o f power, agree, is in the fundamental delusion that 
such a system was ever acceded to by the nations o f Europe. To judge from 
the assumption by Brougham of a “general union among all the European 
powers;” from the allusion made by Gentz to “that constitution subsisting among 
neighbouring states;” or from Vattel’s reference to “a disposition of things” &c., 
one might be justified in inferring that a kind of federal union had existed 
for the last century throughout Europe in which the several kingdoms had 
found, like the States o f America, uninterrupted peace and prosperity. But we 
should like to know at what period of history such a compact amongst the 
nations o f the Continent was entered into. Was it previously to the peace of 
Utrecht? Was it antecedent to the Austrian war o f succession? Was it prior 
to the seven years’ war or to the American war? Or did it exist during the 
French revolutionary wars? Nay, what period o f the centuries during which 
Europe has (with only just sufficient intervals to enable the combatants to 
recruit their wasted energies) been one vast and continued battle-field, will
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Lord Brougham fix upon to illustrate the salutary working of that “balancing 
system” which “places all national passions and antipathies in subjection to 
the fine and delicate view of remote expediency?”

Again, at what epoch did the nations o f the Continent subscribe to 
that constitution “by virtue o f which,” according to Gentz, “no one among 
them can injure the independence or essential rights o f another?” Did this 
constitution exist whilst Britain was spoiling the Dutch at the Cape or in the 
east? or when she dispossessed France o f Canada? or (worse outrage by far) 
did it exist when England violated the “essential rights” o f Spain by taking 
forcible and felonious possession o f a portion of her native soil? Had this 
constitution been subscribed by Russia, Prussia, and Austria at the moment 
when they signed the partition o f Poland? or by France when she amalgamated 
with a portion o f Switzerland? by Austria at the acquisition of Lombardy? by 
Russia when dismembering Sweden, Turkey, and Persia? or by Prussia before 
incorporating Silesia?

So far from any such confederation having ever been, by written, verbal, 
or implied agreement, entered into by the “European powers, obeying certain 
laws, and actuated in general by a common principle;” the theory o f the 
balance o f power has, we believe, generally been interpreted, by those who, 
from age to age, have, parrotlike, used the phrase, to be a system invented for 
the very purpose of supplying the want o f such a combination. Regarding it 
for a moment in this point o f view, we should still expect to find that the 
“balancing system” had, at some period o f modern history, been recognised 
and agreed to by all the Continental states; and that it had created a spirit o f 
mutual concession and guarantee, by which the weaker and more powerful 
empires were placed upon a footing of equal security, and by which any one 
potentate or state was absolutely unable “to predominate over the others.” 
But, instead of any such self-denial, we discover that the balance of Europe 
has merely meant (if it has had a meaning) that which our blunt Dutch king 
openly avowed as his aim to his parliament -  a desire, on the part o f the 
great powers, to “hold the balance of Europe" England has, for nearly a century, 
held the European scales -  not with the blindness o f the goddess o f justice 
herself, or with a view to the equilibrium of opposite interests, but with a 
Cyclopean eye to her own aggrandisement. The same lust of conquest has 
actuated, up to the measure o f their abilities, the other great powers; and, if 
we find the smaller states still, in the majority o f instances, preserving their 
independent existence, it is owing, not to the watchful guardianship of the 
“balancing system,” but to the limits which nature herself has set to the undue 
extension of territorial dominion -  not only by the physical boundaries o f 
different countries,but in those still more formidable moral impediments to 
the invader -  the unity o f language, laws, customs, and traditions; the instinct
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of patriotism and freedom; the hereditary rights o f rulers; and, though last 
not least, that homage to the restraints o f justice which nations and public 
bodies1 have in all ages avowed, however they may have found excuses for 
evading it.

So far, then, as we can understand the subject, the theory o f a balance of 
power is a mere chimera -  a creation o f the politician’s brain -  a phantasm, 
without definite form or tangible existence -  a mere conjunction of syllables, 
forming words which convey sound without meaning.

We must not, however, pass over the “balance of power” without at least 
endeavouring to discover the meaning of a phrase which still enters into 
the preamble o f an annual act o f Parliament, for raising and maintaining a 
standing army o f ninety thousand men .The theory, according to the historian 
Robertson, was first invented by the Machiavellian statesmen of Italy during 
the prosperous era o f the Florentine (miscalled) republic; and it was imported 
into Western Europe in the early part o f the sixteenth century, and became 
“fashionable,” to use the very word o f the historian o f Charles V., along with 
many other modes borrowed, about the same time, from that commercial 
and civilised people. This explanation o f its origin does not meet with the 
concurrence of some other writers; for it is singular, but still consistent with 
the ignis-fatuus character o f the “balance o f power,” that scarcely two authors 
agree, either as to the nature or the precise period of invention of the sys-
tem. Lord Brougham claims for the theory an origin as remote as the time 
o f the Athenians; and Hume describes Demosthenes to have been the first 
advocate o f the “balancing system” -  very recommendatory, remembering 
that ancient history is little else than a calendar o f savage wars! There can be 
little doubt, however, that the idea, by whomsoever or at whatever epoch con-
ceived, sprang from that first instinct o f our nature, fear, and originally meant 
at least some scheme for preventing the dangerous growth of the power of 
any particular state; that power being always regarded, be it well remembered, as solely 
the offspring of conquest and aggrandisement, notwithstanding, as we have had oc-
casion to show in a former page o f this pamphlet, in the case o f England 
and the United States, that labour, improvements, and discoveries confer the 
greatest strength upon a people; and that, by these alone, and not by the 
sword o f the conqueror, can nations, in modern and all future times, hope to 
rise to supreme power and grandeur. And it must be obvious that a system 
professing to observe a “balance of power” -  by which, says Vattel, “no one 
potentate or state shall be able absolutely to predominate;” or, according to 
Gentz, “to injure the independence or essential rights o f another;” by which, 
says Brougham, “a perpetual attention to foreign affairs is inculcated, and a

1 “Mankind, although reprobates in detail, are always moralists in the gross.” -  Montesquieu.
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constant watchfulness over every nation is prescribed:” -  it must be obvious 
that such a “balancing system” -  if  it disregards those swiftest strides towards 
power which are making by nations excelling in mechanical and chemical 
science, industry, education, morality, and freedom -  must be altogether 
chimerical.

America, for fifty years at peace, with the exception of two years o f defensive 
war, is a spectacle o f the beneficent effects o f that policy which may be com-
prised in the maxim -  As little intercourse as possible betwixt the Governments, 
as much connection as possible between the nations o f the world. And when 
England (without being a republic) shall be governed upon the same principles of 
regard for the interests o f the people, and a like common sense view o f the ad-
vantages ofits position, we shall adopt a similar motto for our policy; and then 
we shall hear no more mention o f that costly chimera, the balance of power.

Protection of commerce

[Cobden uses an address to parliament by King William IV in 1836 to make bis next point King 
William is reported as saying.]

“The necessity o f maintaining the maritime strength o f the country, and o f 
giving adequate protection to the extended commerce o f my subjects, has 
occasioned some increase in the estimates for the naval branch o f the public 
service.”

Now, if we felt some difficulty in apprehending the question o f the 
“balancing principle,” we confess ourselves to be much more at a loss to 
understand what is here meant by the protection of commerce through an 
increase in the navy estimates. Our commerce is, in other words, our man-
ufactures; and the first inquiry which occurs necessarily is. Do we need an 
augmentation of the naval force, in order to guard our ingenious artisans and 
industrious labourers, or to protect those precious results o f their mechani-
cal genius, the manufactories o f our capitalists? This apprehension vanishes, 
if  we refer to the assurances held out in the above double guarantee for the 
continuance o f peace, that our shores are safe from foreign aggression. The 
next idea that suggests itself is. Does piracy increase the demand for vessels o f 
war? We, who write in the centre o f the largest export trade in the world, have 
not heard of even one complaint o f violence done to British interests upon 
the ocean; and probably there are not to be found a dozen freebooters upon 
the face o f the aquatic globe. South America demands no addition to the force 
upon its coasts at the present moment, when those several Governments are 
more firmly organised, and foreign interests consequently more secure, than
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at any previous per iod. China presents no excuse; for her policy is, fortunately 
for her territorial integrity, invulnerable to foreign attempts at “intervention.” 
The rest o f Asia is our own. Where, then, shall we seek for a solution o f the 
difficulty, or how account for the necessity which called for the increase of 
our naval strength?

The commerce o f this country, we repeat, is, in other words, its manufac-
tures. Our exports do not consist, as in Mexico or Brazil, o f the produce of 
our soil and our mines; or, as in France and the United States, o f a mixture o f 
articles o f agricultural and manufacturing origin: but they may be said to be 
wholly produced by the skill and industry o f the manufacturing population of 
the United Kingdom.2 Upon the prosperity, then, o f this interest, hangs our 
foreign commerce; on which depends our external rank as a maritime state; 
our customs duties, which are necessary to the payment o f the national debt; 
and the supply o f every foreign article o f our domestic consumption -  every 
pound o f tea, sugar, coffee, or rice, and all the other commodities consumed 
by the entire population o f these realms. In a word, our national existence 
is involved in the well-doing of our manufacturers. If our readers -  many of 
whom will be o f the agricultural class, but every one of them nevertheless 
equally interested in the question -  should ask, as all intelligent and reason-
ing minds ought to do. To what are we indebted for this commerce -  we 
answer, in the name o f every manufacturer and merchant o f the kingdom -  
The cheapness alone of our manufactures. Are we asked. How is this trade 
protected, and by what means can it be enlarged? The reply still is. By the 
cheapness o f our manufactures. Is it inquired how this mighty industry, upon 
which depends the comfort and existence of the whole empire, can be torn 
from use? -  we rejoin. Only by the greater cheapness o f the manufactures of 
another country.

But, if, instead o f naming such causes and remedies as these, the Manchester 
Chamber o f Commerce had stated in its report that the prints of Switzerland 
and the drills o f Saxony (the governments of which two countries do not together own 
a ship of war, as we believe) were cheaper than the like articles fabricated here, 
because the British navy was not sufficiently strong, and had advised for relief that 
half a million a year should be added to the navy estimates -  would not a writ 
de lunatico inquirendo have justly been issued against those intelligent Directors, 
the writer's colleagues, without further evidence o f their insanity! Yet, having 
seen that the only way in which we can protect our commerce is the cheapness 
o f our manufactures, what other object can be meant, when the Government 
calls for an augmentation of the navy, with a view to the protection of our

2 We stated this familiar fact in a former pamphlet; but it is one that cannot be too frequently 
placed broadly before the public eye.
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commerce, but some plan, however inappreciable to common minds, for 
reducing the expenditure o f the country, and thereby relieving us from some 
o f the burdensome imposts with which our race o f competition is impeded?

But there is, in the second passage which we have just quoted from his 
Majesty’s speech, a part which tends to throw more light upon the whole -  
where it refers to the necessity o f giving adequate protection to the “extended” 
commerce of the country. By which we are to infer that it is the principle 
o f the government that the extension o f our trade with foreign countries 
demands for its protection a corresponding augmentation of the royal navy. 
This, we are aware, was the policy o f the last century, during the greater 
part o f which the motto, “Ships, Colonies, and Commerce,” was borne upon 
the national escutcheon, became the watchword o f statesmen, and was the 
favourite sentiment o f public writers; but this, which meant, in other words -  
“Men of war to conquer colonies, to yield us a monopoly o f their trade,” 
must now be dismissed, like many other equally glittering but false adages 
o f our forefathers, and in its place we must substitute the more homely, but 
enduring maxim -  Cheapness, which will command commerce; and whatever 
else is needful will follow in its train.

At a time when all beyond the precincts o f Europe was colonial territory, 
and when the trade of the world was, with the exception of China, almost 
wholly forced into false channels, by the hand o f violence, which was no 
sooner withdrawn than, by its own inherent law -  the law o f nature -  it again 
sought its proper level course, the increase o f the navy necessarily preceded 
and accompanied an extension o f our commerce. The policy o f nations, then, 
if judged by the standard which we apply to the conduct o f individuals now -  
and there can be no exculpation in multitudinous immorality -  was, to waylay 
their customers, whom they first knocked down and disabled,and afterwards 
dragged into their stores and compelled to purchase whatever articles they 
chose to offer, at such prices as they chose to ask! The independence of the 
New World has for ever put an end to the colonial policy o f the Old, and 
with it that system o f fraud and violence which for centuries characterised 
the commercial intercourse o f the two hemispheres. And in that portentous 
truth, the Americas are free, teeming as it does with future change, there is 
nothing that more nearly affects our destiny than the total revolution which 
it dictates to the statesmen o f Great Britain, in the commercial, colonial, and 
foreign policy o f our Government. America is once more the theatre upon 
which nations are contending for mastery: it is not, however, a struggle for 
conquest, in which the victor will acquire territorial dominion -  the fight is 
for commercial supremacy, and the battle will be won by the cheapest!

Whilst our trade rested upon our foreign dependencies, as was the case 
in the middle o f the last century -  whilst, in other words, force and violence 
were necessary to command customers for our manufactures -  it was natural
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and consistent that almost every king’s speech should allude to the importance 
o f protecting the commerce o f the country, by means of a powerful navy; but 
whilst, under the present more honest principles o f trade, cheapness alone is 
necessary to command free and independent purchasers, and to protect our 
commerce, it must be evident that such armaments as impose the smallest 
possible tax upon the cost o f our commodities must be the best adapted 
for the protection of our trade. But, besides dictating the disuse o f warlike 
establishments, free trade (for o f that beneficent doctrine we are speaking) 
arms its votaries by its own pacific nature, in that eternal truth -  the more 
any nation traffics abroad upon free and honest principles, the less it will be in danger 
of wars.

It has been seen that armies and ships cannot protect or extend commerce; 
whilst, as is too well known, the expenses o f maintaining them oppress and 
impede our manufacturing industry -  two sufficient grounds for reducing 
both. There is another motive in the above facts. That feeling which was 
awakened by our overwhelming power at sea, at the conclusion o f the war -  
the feeling of fear and mistrust lest we should be, in the words o f the American 
state paper, just quoted, “apt to feel power and forget right” -  is kept alive 
by the operation o f the same cause, which tends still, as we have seen by 
the last debates in the French Chamber of Deputies, to afford excuses for 
perpetuating the restrictive duties upon our fabrics.The standing armies and 
navies, therefore, whilst they cannot possibly protect our commerce -  whilst 
they add, by the increase o f taxation, to the cost o f our manufactures, and thus 
augment the difficulty o f achieving the victory o f “cheapness” -  tend to deter 
rather than attract customers. The feeling is natural; it is understood in the 
individual concerns o f life. Does the shopkeeper, when he invites buyers to 
his counter, place there, as a guard to protect his stock or defend his salesmen 
from violence, a gang o f stout fellows, armed with pistols and cutlasses?

There is a vague apprehension of danger to our shores experienced by 
some writers, who would not feel safe unless with the assurance that the ports 
o f England contained ships o f war ready at all times to repel an attempt at in-
vasion.This feeling arises from a narrow and imperfect knowledge o f human 
nature, in supposing that another people shall be found sufficiently void of 
perception and reflection -  in short, sufficiently mad -  to assail a stronger 
and richer empire, merely because the retributive injury, thereby inevitably 
entailed upon themselves, would be delayed a few months by the necessary 
preparation ofthe instruments o f chastisement .Such are the writers by whom 
we have been told that Russia was preparing an army of 50,000 men, to make a 
descent upon Great Britain to subjugate a population o f twenty-five millions! 
Those people do not in their calculations award to mankind even the instinct 
o f self-preservation which is given for the protection o f the brute creation.
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The elephant is not for ever brandishing his trunk, the lion closes his mouth 
and conceals his claws, and the deadly dart o f the reptile is only protruded 
when the animal is enraged; yet we do not find that the weaker tribes -  the 
goats, the deer, or the foxes -  are given to assaulting those masters o f the forest 
in their peaceful moods.

If that which constitutes cowardice in individuals, viz., the taking of un-
due and excessive precautions against danger, merits the same designation 
when practised by communities -  then England certainly must rank as the 
greatest poltroon among nations. With twenty-five millions o f the most ro-
bust, the freest, the richest, and most united population of Europe -  enclosed 
within a smaller area than ever before contained so vast a number o f inhabi-
tants -  placed upon two islands, which, for security, would have been chosen 
before any spot on earth, by the commander seeking for a Torres Vedras to 
contain his host -  and with the experience of seven hundred years o f safety, 
during which period no enemy has set foot upon their shores -  yet behold 
the government o f Great Britain maintaining mighty armaments, by sea and 
land, ready to repel the assaults o f imaginary enemies! There is no greater 
obstacle to cheap and good government than this feeling of danger, which 
has been created and fostered for the very purpose o f misgovernment.

Our object, however, in vindicating Russia from the attacks o f prejudice and 
ignorance, has not been to transfer the national hatred to Turkey, but to neu-
tralise public feeling, by showing that our only wise policy — nay, the only 
course consistent with the instinct o f self-preservation -  is to hold ourselves 
altogether independent o f and aloof from the political relations o f both these 
remote and comparatively barbarous nations. England, with her insular ter-
ritory, her consolidated and free institutions, and her civilised and artificial 
condition of society, ought not to be, and cannot be, dependent for safety or 
prosperity upon the conduct o f Russia or Turkey; and she will not, provided 
wisdom governs her counsels, enter into any engagements so obviously to the 
disadvantage o f her people,as to place the peace and happiness o f this empire 
at the mercy of the violence or wickedness o f two despotic rulers over savage 
tribes more than a thousand miles distant from our shores.

In the name o f every artisan in the kingdom, to whom war would bring the 
tidings, once more, o f suffering and despair, in the behalf o f the peasantry 
o f these islands, to whom the first cannon would sound the knell o f priva-
tion and death; on the part o f the capitalists, merchants, manufacturers, and 
traders, who can reap no other fruits from hostilities but bankruptcy and 
ruin; in a word, for the sake of the vital interests o f these and all other classes 
o f the community, we solemnly protest against Great Britain being plunged 
into war with Russia, or any other country, in defence o f Turkey -  a war which.
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whilst it would inflict disasters upon every portion of the community, could 
not bestow a permanent benefit upon any class o f it; and one upon our 
success in which no part o f the civilised would have cause to rejoice. Hav-
ing the interests o f all orders o f society to support our argument in favour 
o f peace, we need not dread war. These, and not the piques of diplomatists, 
the whims o f crowned heads, the intrigues o f ambassadresses, or schoolboy 
rhetoric upon the balance of power, will henceforth determine the foreign 
policy o f our government. That policy will be based upon the bond fide prin-
ciple (not Lord Palmerston’s principle) o f non-intervention in the political affairs 
of other nations; and from the moment this maxim becomes the load-star by 
which our government shall steer the vessel o f the state -  from that mo-
ment the good old ship Britannia will float triumphantly in smooth and deep 
water, and the rocks, shoals, and hurricanes o f foreign war are escaped for 
ever.

If it be objected, that this selfish policy disregards the welfare and im-
provement o f other countries -  which is, we cordially admit, the primary 
object o f many of those who advocate a war with Russia, in defence of Turkey, 
and for the restoration o f Poland -  we answer, that, so far as the objects we have 
in view are concerned, we join hands with nearly every one o f our opponents. 
Our desire is to see Poland happy, Turkey civilised, and Russia conscientious 
and free; it is still more our wish that these ameliorations should be bestowed 
by the hands of Britain upon her less instructed neighbours: so far the great 
majority o f our opponents and ourselves are agreed; how to accomplish this 
beneficent purpose is the question whereon we differ. They would resort to 
the old method of trying, as Washington Irving says, “to promote the good 
o f their neighbours, and the peace and happiness o f the world, by dint o f the 
cudgel.” Now, there is an unanswerable objection to this method: experience 
is against it; it has been tried for some thousands o f years, and has always 
been found to fail. But, within our own time, a new light has appeared which 
has penetrated our schools and families, and illuminated our prisons and 
lunatic asylums, and which promises soon to pervade all the institutions and 
relations o f social life. We allude to that principle which, renouncing all ap-
peals, through brute violence, to the mere instinct o f fear, addresses itself 
to the nobler and far more powerful qualities o f our intellectual and moral 
nature. This principle -  which, from its very nature as a standard, tends to 
the exaltation of our species, has abolished the use o f the rod, the fetters, 
the lash, and the strait-waistcoat, and which, in a modified degree, has been 
extended even to the brute creation, by substituting gentleness for severity 
in the management o f horses and the treatment o f dogs -  this principle 
we would substitute for the use o f cannon and musketry in attempting to 
improve or instruct other communities. In a word, our opponents would 
“promote the good o f their neighbours by dint o f the cudgel:” we propose to
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arrive at the same end by means of our own national example. Their method, 
at least, cannot be right; since it assumes that they are at all times compe-
tent to judge of what is good for others -  which they are not: whilst, even if  
they were, it would be still equally wrong; for they have not the jurisdiction 
over other states which authorises them to do them even good by force of 
arms.


