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ority than the #acred Seriptures. We read in the Thivd
Book of Kings thay during the reign of Roboam the son
of Solomon, ten of the tribes of Isracel sepavated {rom the
Twelve and declared their allegiance to Jereboam, who
previously had been o fugitive o ¥evpi, and thus the
son of Solemon wus left to rule only over the two tribey
of Juda and Benjamin. Then we are told {hat Boboum
came to Jerusalem and gathered together all the Licuse of
Juda and the tribe of Benjamin---‘a hondred and four
score thousand chosenn nien for war—to Hght against the
house of Israel, aml to bring the kingdom again under
Roboun:, the son of Solomon.”  The sacred nwrrative pro-
ceeds ; —

“But the Word o the Lovd came to Semeias ile man
of God, saying: Speak 1o Rolwam, ihe son of Selomon, the
King of Juda, and to all the house of Juda and Benjamiuy,
and the rest of the people, saying: Thus saith the Lord;
You shall not go up nor fighy against vour brethern the
children of Israel. Let every man retnrn to his housc,
for this thing 1s trom me. They hearkened to the Word
of the Lord, and returned Irows their journey us the Lord
had commanded them.™

Then we are told that thereaiter Jeroboam ruled over
the Ten Tribes, but that, learing that canumon worship
in the Tempie would weaken thew allegianee to him, ho
set up twe golden calves and orduined for his subjects
the practice of idelatry.  Wo wmay conclude thal Semcias,
the Man ol God, knew well when he Terbade the son ol
Solomon ta preserve the integrity of his RNingdom Dby
resorting to eivil war, that the Ten Tribes would {urn
to idolatry, and assuredly it is <trone evidenee o faver
of the principle for which 1 am contending that the
Almighty Himself, rather than deny a people their visht
to chooge their own government, preterred to allow them
to sink into 1dolatry.

Adant Smith's View.

In the light of the auncient precedent 1 lave quoted
from the Third Boeok of Kings, we may judge two of the
bloodiest and most ealamitons wars of modern times.  Prob-
ably no war caused moere profound fecling on both sides
of the Atlantic than that which eulminated in the inde-
pendence of Amerien and vhe birth of the Tnited States.
The illusirious Adam Smith, after ten vears of retivemoent,
had just completed his monumental work, usually entitled
The Wealth of Notions, when the struggle was exercising
men’s minds. Adam Smith ianght the interdependence of
nations, but liec insisted that, while ceonomically  and
socially interdependent, it were better that each nation
should govern itself. He pointed ont that histerieally
colonjes were not necessarily dependencies, and that the
first, colonies we know of in history-——ihose founded by the
Greeks—were, without execeptian, completely independent
from the outset. e argned further that the preatesi
service Britain and her overseas colonies conld do for
each other was to trade with each other, hut that trade
did not depend wpon the political connection,  Accordingly
he counseled the Mother Country 1o enter inte a treaty
of peace and frieudshin with 1the American calonies and
to “part good friends’” before it was too Inte. Thus Adam
Smith would have bronght the Tnited States of Amevien
into existence withont the shedding of a drop of Tlowd.
The Tmperialists of his day turned a deal ear 1o Dis
counsels, but with dire results, for althourh 1he United
States won their independence, the Mother Country was
left with a legacy of debt wied Laxation. and, more dis-

astrous still, there continned a more odions legaey  of
hatred which Iater wave rise to the war of 1812, and

which has not completely died onr even at the present duy.
To give one other™ illustration: Few events have produced
more disastrous consequences or aroused nore anti-social
}endencies than the American Civil War, 1 shall he told,
of course, that as the result of that war the slaves were
e}na.nci'pated. My reply, bowever, is that had the Southersn
States been allowed to separate peaccably frem the Novtli,
had North and South, to quote Adam Smith, agreed *‘to
part good. friends,” had they agreed, while separating as
political communities, to preserve complete freedom of
trade, a far greater service had been rendered to mankind
than could possibly have resulted from the war. True,
the emancipation of the slaves might have been post:
poned, but it was none the less inevitable, and when it
came as the result of powerful but peaceful social forees,

il were far more beneficeni. Slave labor, as compared
with free labor, 1s notoriously inefficient, and had there
heen une war, slavery as an institution in the Southern
States must ultimately have withored away. Thus we may
certainly conclude that the Awmerican Civil War—like its
predecessor, the War of Independence—was o national
Bhlunder, if not a crime. The American who would insist
npon preservivg the Unlon, even at the price of hlood,
makes a fetish of the Union, ever as our own Imperialists
muke a fetish of Empire. Neither Union nor Kmpire aro
part of the Sermon on the Mount. DBoth at best are mere
lhunizn institutions, and it were folly of the rankest kind
to place cither before the couvenience and happiness of
maukind,  After reading Lord DBryee's admirable work,
Fhe ALwevican Commenwealth, T am cenvineed that to-day
the United States comprises too great a political entity
te he efficiently governed. Over so vast an avea, com-
priging such an imnense wnnher of weople, government is
neeessardly avtoeratic and therefore incflicient and corrupt.
Make o mental experimefit, and imagine the disappearance
of the American Umon, but imagine further its forty-
cight  component  States  continuing  to  govern  them-
selves under itheir respective State coustitutions, but pre-
serving infer se that cowmplete freedom of trade which is
the great charactevistic of the present political uunion, and
I tuke leave 1o say that yvou will have a set of cireminstances
uuder which sueh w calamity as the Civil War would
e impoesgible. Sueh o consummation must come to pass
Homen are to be well aud wisely governed, if political cor-
raption is o pass away, and if international peace is to
he secured.
Example—Good and Bad.

Dr. Goldwin Smith has rightly saod that nations in-
flucuce each other by their example, hut 14 has to be
admitted that their example is not always helpful. For
instance, when addressing a meeting of his constituents
durinz the reign of terror inaucurated by the Coalition
Government in Ireland, Mr. Lloyd George quoted the pre-
cedent of the Ameriean Civil War as shiowing that England
had the right to compel the allegiance of Ireland. He
invoked ihe great name of Iincoln in swpport of hiy
argument, and 1t must be confessed not without effect,
partieularly if you concede that Liancolr’s pesition 1s un-
assailable.  The principles of morality and justice, how
ever, do not change through the ages. They. cannot he
inpressed to accommodate ithe passions and vanity of
men,  Down through the ages comes a greater volee than
that of Tancoln fo answer the sophistries of Mr. Tdeyi
George, and still we may hear the prophet, Semeias, the
Mun of God, proclaiming in trumpet tones:—

“Thus saith the Lord: You shall not go up nor fight
against your hrethern. . . Let every man return to
his house, for this thing is from me.”

Thus we may econclude with absclute certainty that
the universal opinion of mankind is in favor of the right
of Ireland to govern levself freely, fully, and without
external interference,  Ouly by recognising and giving full
cffect to the principle of nationality can the world be as-
snred of interuational peace. Imagine the werld bereft of
Frapires and divided inte independent nations, and yon
will have an difficulty 1n concluding that in such a world
war would be unknown, and that only in such a world
ix real eivilisation possible. We never associate the idea
of war with Tlolland, with Switzerland, with Denmark, with
seeden ov Norway., The existenee of Empires—those mis-
chwveus and abnormal excrescenes—nlone make us think
of war.  Empive 15 a military term. To find precedent {or
modern schemes of hoperialism we go hack not to the free
ropnblics of Greece, hut te lmperial Rome, and indeed,
hearing 1 mind the flagrant disregard of human rights
which characterises Imperialism in practice, we may con-
clude with certainty that it is essentially a pagan prin-
ciple. The author of The Great Illusion lLias most ap-
positely pointed out that there is a ligher standard of
comfart, a more equitable distribution of wealth, and less
hurdensome taxation in small nations than in great HEm-
pires, and assuredly we could scarcely have a hetter test
as to which system is the more consistent with human
Liappiness. '

Tndependent and Interdependent.

Te say that nations should be politically independent,
is not to argue that they are to disregard each other's




