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EMPLOYMENT-INDUCED POLLUTION by Edward Minton 
from https://www.socred.org/s-c-action/social-credit-views/employment-induced-pollution

     A growing environmental awareness has focused attention upon many sources of pollution. Contaminates of 
water and air which must pass through our bodies in the course of life come with risks, though the pollution of 
the earth itself with unnatural chemicals, artificial fertilizers and insecticides, and even nuclear waste is no less 
alarming. Controversy surrounds the various environmental culprits with both allegations of exaggeration and 
under-estimation. We do not intend to traverse the plethora of environmental assailants here. We are hunting 
much bigger game.
     Is it possible that the greatest cause of environmental damage is in the psychological disorders and bad habits 
of our mental processes; our habitually trodden mental pathways which need urgent modification? And moreover, 
could it be that misconceptions about the need for full employment are at the heart of it all? Now that must be 
heresy, surely!
     There are two principle roles which employment plays in economic life. The primary and base function is to 
produce goods and services. Due to advances in technology, modern processes and artificial intelligence, the need 
for human input into this function is declining in terms of the time which needs to be invested in it.
     On the other hand, employment is a source of empayment (usually called wages or income). The need for 
adequate empayment for all individuals is absolute, and denial of income is of course, a condemnation to poverty 
and even ultimately life threatening.
     Of course, some care and attention to productive processes will always be essential. But the number of people 
required and the time they need to commit to it, has been declining for centuries. Indeed, this fortunate outcome 
describes the whole progress of the industrial arts.
     So in our present mindset, “full employment” is both increasingly unnecessary for adequate production, and 
absolutely indispensable for the distribution of that production.
     The reconciliation of employment in being increasingly unnecessary in respect to one of its aspects, and 
continuingly indispensable in another, is the source of the mischief. The restoration of equilibrium requires 
either one of two eventualities. Either production must be so interfered with, inhibited and imposed upon that it 
requires the full-time attention of all to achieve a sufficiency of it, or alternately, distribution must be facilitated 
independently of employment so as to render it increasingly unnecessary.
     The first option involves so much intervention, bother, regulation, and inhibition of initiative that it is rendered 
unattractive. The second is outside of common consideration, unaddressed in all establishment media, and has 
a terrifyingly propensity to suggest that it offers “something for nothing”. This is where the aforementioned 
“psychological disorders and bad habits of our mental processes” come in. If we have abundant product, and 
inadequate distributed income to buy it, is it OK to find another way to allow people to use it?
     If as Shakespeare speculated, “all the world’s a stage”, is it OK if there are more seats in the theatre than there 
is money in the hands of the public just now to buy all the tickets, to print tickets for the unused seats and just 
give them out?
     Distribution of income independently of employment is one of the great moral taboos of our present tribal 
superstitions. Distribution of income on the basis that one owns an enterprise (in whole or in part) is OK in tribal 
law, as it is differentiated as a dividend.  So this is the reason that the owners of a corporation’s shares can get a 
dividend (a benefit without current effort), while the owners of their country (its citizens, electors, guarantors, and 
defenders of it with their lives in war) cannot?      (continued next page)



Page 2New Times Survey September 2020

(continued from previous page)
     As things stand just now, every nation on earth 
is careful not to do a Profit and Loss Account such 
as all public companies do.  This might show that a 
distributable profit was due to the country’s people. 
Such a payment cannot now be equated to a dividend on 
the basis of inheritance, and it must be perceived in our 
minds as a flagrant dissipation of property to which none 
have a legitimate right.
     All this brings us back to employment as a persistent 
pollutant. If the only legitimate basis of empayment is 
employment, then infinite consumption of resources 
is a given. We must use up all the resources necessary 
to keep us all fully employed even though there may 
already be a sufficiency of everything. We must fuel the 
vehicles which surge into and out of our metropolises 
daily, we must destroy the trees which furnish our paper 
products, we must burn the coal to construct the steel 
and concrete towers which are the temples of the our 
productive liturgy. The tidal surge into and out of the 
cities must be maintained with non-renewable energy.
     In the most simplified terms, in the age of artisans 
and hand-craftsmanship a man would probably consume 
about three trees by turning them into charcoal, and 
about 200 pounds of iron ore in a year’s work producing 
plow shears, swords and pruning hooks. He would be 
fully employed for a year in doing this.  Per man fully 
employed in steel-making today, he produces 1,000 
tons of steel. He usually works less hard to do it as he 
has giant excavators and 200 ton trucks to get his iron 
ore and coal delivered, and automated processes and 
machinery at the rolling mills. The employment of the 
one is 1,000 more expensive than the other, in terms of 
the resources consumed to keep him busy.
     It is cheaper to do it this way financially and in 
terms of labour and effort, and so is practiced to the 
maximum extent everywhere. In terms of consuming 
natural resources it is the most expensive system of 
full employment ever existing. Persisted with for long 
enough and the earth must become a slag heap of waste. 
Conversely we might just tell much of the populace to 
stay out of the production system, and to voluntarily 
undertake activities of their own choosing. Beyond 

acting towards their fellows with goodwill and taking 
responsibility for their actions and relationships, they 
might employ themselves in their leisure as they may 
choose. But how could they then have the income they 
need?  
     The first National Profit and Loss Account ever done 
is available for perusal at the site www.socialcredit.
com.au  in the advanced library. It shows that 20% of 
all consumer production cannot be purchased. Why? 
Because the total incomes of all Americans in 2014 were 
20% less than the total consumer products produced 
and sold. Consequently, 20% of all production was only 
sold as a result of increasing debt. The additional money 
created as debt in 2014 amounted to $2.3 trillion. This 
was $7,500 each or $30,000 per family of four.
     In the 1860’s there was a civil war taking place in 
America. President Lincoln, representing the northern 
States, had the need to fight that war, and they had all the 
means of successfully waging it except for one resource. 
They hadn’t the money to fight it. So President Lincoln 
began creating the needed money. In all he issued 
“greenbacks” to the value of $450 million, and this 
without any debt being incurred.
     Could peace be funded in a similar way? Could 
inactivity be funded, and leisure financed, to the extent 
that production exceeds the available purchasing power 
in the hands of consumers to buy it? While the answer 
continues to be no, advancing technology and improved 
processes must use up ever increasing resources in 
maintaining full employment for all. Is the greatest 
pollutant of all the waste involved in the unnecessary 
activity of maintaining us in paid busy-ness.  
     There is a proposal that could do this. It involves 
measuring the shortage of consumer incomes to buy 
the consumer products offered. This amount of money 
is then created in cyberspace as is current practice in 
creating money, debited against a National Balance 
Sheet, and then distributed debt and interest free to all in 
equal measures as a National Dividend.
     Created only to the actual measured extent of the 
deficiency of consumer incomes, and not requiring 
repayment, it does not produce inflation nor increase 
costs. Bingo!      ***

WHAT DO WE KNOW ABOUT INDUSTRIAL MANSLAUGHTER LAW IN VICTORIA? 
By Ian Wilson LL. B

     The Workplace Safety Legislation Amendment 
(Workplace Manslaughter and other Matters) Act 2019 
(no. 50 of 2019) has come into effect, with some startling 
consequences, some would say, political intrigue. To get 
this right, let us set out the facts as stated by the leading 
article on this topic, by journalist Robert Gottliebsen, 
who has been covering things like this for over 50 years. 
He deserves a medal or three:
https://www.theaustralian.com.au/business/economics/victorian-cabinet-
manslaughter-charges-three-steps-closer/news-story/36cd8c24762f3df6ed4eb2236

07744ff

“While all the public attention was on lockdowns, last 
week the state of Victoria took three significant and 
deliberate steps towards the prosecution of members 
of its cabinet for industrial manslaughter – a crime 
that carries a maximum penalty of $16.5m and/or 25 
years in jail.  The industrial manslaughter Victorian 
legislation was designed by Premier Daniel Andrews 
and the current government with the aim of jailing 
and heavily fining the chairman, chief executive, chief 
financial officer and directors of any large corporation 
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where there was a death on or associated with their 
workplace. It was vicious legislation casting a wide net 
but it did not pass the parliament until late November 
(2019-ed). Seven weeks later COVID-19 hit Victoria,
Not in their wildest dreams did the Victorian cabinet 
ever consider that their personal freedoms and finances 
might be the first to be put on the line as the new and 
powerful legislation was tested.
While each of the three steps are significant there are 
many other steps before any industrial manslaughter 
action is taken against the Premier and members of his 
cabinet.
I also want to emphasise that I have no wish to see 
a Victorian Premier in jail but the ALP Victorian 
government in their thirst for corporate blood passed 
legislation that arguably is very unfair to people at the 
top.
Last week’s first step in moving towards industrial 
manslaughter charges was the dramatic announcement 
by the new WorkSafe chief executive Colin Radford 
that WorkSafe would be investigating the Department 
of Health and Human Services and the Department of 
Jobs, Precincts and Regions for possible breaches of 
workplace safety.
I am fully satisfied that the decision of Radford to 
investigate was made independently of my comments 
and those of others on this matter.
That’s good news for the integrity of the investigation.
Secondly while Radford and WorkSafe investigates, 
the public investigation is showing Victorians just 
how crazy the administration of the quarantine 
became. There is no suggestion that WorkSafe will be 
nobbled by the government in its investigations. But 
theoretically, if it were, then the public would be in 
a unique position to realise what had happened. The 
position of Radford and his board would be untenable.
Finally, Attorney-General Jill Hennessy confirmed 
that the ministers of the Crown are subject to penalties 
for breaches of workplace safety including charges of 
industrial manslaughter. Similar assurances were made 
in the parliament when the bill was being debated.
Accordingly, ministerial liability is locked in. What 
has not been made clear is whether any ministers 
charged would have to pay their own legal fees, 
given it’s a criminal matter.  For anyone, including 
ministers, to be potentially liable under the industrial 
manslaughter act their organisation has to be first 
convicted of an offence under the Occupational Health 
and Safety regulations (OHS).
Accordingly, the first step in any OHS conviction is 
an investigation by WorkSafe. That’s why Radford’s 
announcement was so important.
In addition, members of the public can ask WorkSafe 
to prosecute and CEO Radford must either recommend 
prosecution or explain in detail why he’s not 
proceeding with the prosecution.

If Radford decides not to prosecute then again 
individuals can ask the Director of Public 
Prosecutions, Kerri Judd, QC, whether she will be 
prosecuting. And again if there is no prosecution then 
Judd must set out the full reasons and those reasons 
can be compared with the material in the public 
inquiry.
Imagine the public outcry against Radford and Judd 
(the first woman to be Director of Public Prosecutions) 
if there was a major chemical fire that killed hundreds 
of people and made parts the city unliveable and it 
was clear to the public there had been negligence. 
In the case of COVID-19 it is possible to trace the 
virus strains so that the number of Victorian deaths, 
including those in aged care facilities, that were caused 
by the quarantine fiasco can be calculated. The chief 
health officer has speculated that all the aged care 
deaths may have been related to the quarantine bungle.
In the parliamentary debate on the industrial 
manslaughter legislation, the opposition tried to add 
employee responsibility but it was rejected by the 
government. And so, in the hotel quarantine affair 
employees infected vast numbers of people but will 
not be prosecuted for industrial manslaughter. Instead 
it’s the tall poppies, the directors of the companies 
involved and the cabinet who may have to face the 
music.
The nearest situation that I can recall to the Victorian 
and political legal issue was when in 1929, “Red 
Ted” Theodore resigned as federal treasurer after a 
Queensland royal commission declared he was guilty 
of “fraud and dishonesty”. Members of the Victorian 
cabinet will be aware of the Theodore precedent. 
No Theodore prosecution was undertaken so he 
resumed his role as Treasurer in the ill-fated Scullin 
government.
And for the record, under the guidance of a top 
Australian OHS lawyer, the executive director of 
Self-Employed Australia, Ken Phillips, has written a 
letter to WorkSafe Victoria alleging breaches of the 
act by various Victorian Government organisations 
and agencies managed or controlled by the Victorian 
Government.”

 What can we infer from the facts as presented? 
Well, it is very unusual for legislation to be used 
immediately to bite those of the political class on the 
bum. It makes one think what is going on here, since it is 
usually only the small fish who fry. But, not so, history 
could be made on the ground today. Until we get more 
facts, all we can conclude is something general and 
quasi-philosophical, that sometimes legislation can have 
more bite than the legislators realise, and can become 
a Frankenstein’s monster. Thus, we will see where this 
all goes, and if the pollies move to frantically repeal 
the legislation, or if everyone ends up in gaol, with 
appropriate social distancing, of course. ***
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Reprinted from The Imaginative Conservative  
https://theimaginativeconservative.org/2020/07/tory-tradition-michael-connolly.html

CH Douglas often described himself as a Tory …  
it therefore behoves Social Crediters to learn more 
about the Tory tradition in the Anglosphere. This 
recent article is an excellent place to start! – the Editor

There is a Tory tradition in America that runs against 
the grain of establishment Liberalism, embracing 
home, hearth, community, family, church, nature, and 
the moral realities of everyday life, and opposed to 
individualism, unlimited free markets, libertarianism, 
secularism, and the rootless loneliness of global 
modernity. This tradition comes from within America, 
not without.

  One day in the late nineteenth century, as the great 
English literary critic and professor George Saintsbury 
walked over an English bridge, two passersby looked 
back at him, one saying to the other, “There goes 
the biggest Tory in England.” Saintsbury, a proud 
and outspoken Tory, took it as flattery, even though 
his observers certainly did not intend it that way. 
Today, “Tory” has lost its specificity. “Tory” is now 
a byword most often synonymous with the British 
Conservative Party, covering all its factions. It lost 
much of its meaning in Canada decades ago, and in 
the United States it is used to label Loyalists hostile to 
the American Revolution. Yet today, the whole idea of 
western “Conservatism,” a movement built in the unique 
pressures of the Cold War, is metamorphosing into new 
forms. The Cold War is long over. New considerations 
based on new circumstances are emerging on the 
Right—in the United Kingdom, Canada, and the United 
States—that closely resemble those of Saintsbury’s 
Toryism, long overshadowed but now reemerging. Tory 
principles have a genealogy from which to draw. They 
emerged in Britain and were planted in the imperial 
lands of the British Empire over centuries, including 
Canada and America. There is a Tory Tradition in the 
Anglosphere, from which Liberalism’s critics can draw 
both insight and precedent.[1]
     The term “Tory” began as a seventeenth-century 
pejorative appended to Stuart loyalists, that in the 
original Gaelic meant “Irish robbers.” As often happens, 
the derogatory name was adopted by its adherents, and 
“Tory” stuck, soon labeling one of two political parties 
(the other being “Whig”) in the United Kingdom. The 
historical inspiration for Toryism also dates from the 
1600s, in their identification with Royalism and the 
cause of King Charles I in the English Civil War. “The 
traceable origin of Toryism is the doctrine of the Divine 
Right of Kings as heads of a National Church,” wrote 
Maurice Henry Woods, private secretary to the Tory 

press baron Lord Beaverbrook, in 1924. “From the 
blood shed at Whitehall on that cold wintry morning 
went up a thin vapor which spread like a miasma over 
the later period of the Commonwealth.” After 1688, this 
royalism morphed into a loose political party united 
around loyalty to the Crown (oftentimes as protection 
against the depredations of the aristocracy) and Church, 
and largely populated by rural landowners, citizenry of 
the smaller cities and towns, and the Anglican clergy. As 
Lord Birkenhead described it:

[W]hile it is not contended that Toryism can point to a 
logical and consistent past, it is none the less believed 
that in the majority of instances its actions may be 
obscurely traced to the sluggish operation of ground 
ideas. The first and most influential of these ideas 
was undoubtedly loyalty to the Crown; the second 
was devotion to the Church; the last, which was 
perhaps only a generalization from the two former, 
may be stated as an appreciation of the necessity of 
subordination, or, as a modern Radical might express 
it, of the doctrine of the parson and the squire.

  These village fealties led Tories to look fondly upon 
the social coherence and political unity of medieval 
feudalism and the guild system, not in the sense of re-
creation, but of inspiration and an “inheritance from the 
past.”[2]
     Toryism, however, is not an ideology to be measured 
with exactitude. It also does not always rest comfortably 
with the label “conservative,” a “wishy-washy word,” 
Saintsbury grumbled. Instead, it has been described 
variously as “a way of life and not a doctrine,” “a mold 
of thought or a psychological matrix,” “a cluster of 
intuitions,” and “an instinctive attitude of mind rather 
than a formal creed.” The historian John W. Osborne 
once remarked that “Systems of thought are not highly 
regarded” by Tories, which meant the Tory sensibility 
emerged in a host of professions. “Into it may be 
poured the disturbing ardor of the philanthropist no 
less than the defensive apprehensions of the satisfied,” 
one biographer explained. This led Tories to look at 
politics as instrumental and secondary to the “social 
state.” “Politics is seldom seen by the Tory as an end 
in itself but rather as a means of preserving what he 
cherishes,” Osborne wrote. “Of course, Tory politicians 
work hard, but in general the Tory response to politics 
is casual, Trollopian. Like Fabians, Tories shape society 
by permeation, hoping that politicians will eventually 
respond.”[3]
     Above all, the Tory is joyful with what life brings and 
mystified by the right angles and hard edges, “sullenness 
and solemnity,” of the ideologues on the Left and Right. 
Walter Bagehot, in his roasting of the Whig historian 
Thomas Babington Macaulay, declared: (next page)

THE TORY TRADITION by Michael J. Connolly
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(from previous page)
The essence of Toryism is enjoyment. Talk of the ways 
of spreading a wholesome Conservatism throughout 
this country; give painful lectures, distribute weary 
tracts (and perhaps this as well—you may be able to 
give an argumentative answer to a few objections, 
you may diffuse a distinct notion of the dignified 
dullness of politics); but as far as communicating and 
establishing your creed are concerned—try a little 
pleasure. The way to keep up old customs is, to enjoy 
old customs; the way to be satisfied with the present 
state of things is, to enjoy that state of things. Over 
the ‘Cavalier’ mind this world passes with a thrill of 
delight; there is an exultation in a daily event, zest in 
the ‘regular thing,’ joy at an old feast.

  Romanticism buffeted this joy, be it in the poetry of 
Wordsworth, Southey, and Coleridge, or the music of 
Edward Elgar, Tories all.[4]
     None of this indicates Toryism represented a lack of 
ideas or principle—far from it. Flexibility, rather than 
ideological rigidity, meant that Tory instincts adapted to 
situations and provided solutions tailored to the moment. 
Toryism was at once “extraordinarily tenacious and 
amazingly flexible,” Woods wrote—“it will always be 
ready to turn old tools to new uses, to melt the sword into 
a ploughshare or beat the ploughshare back into a sword. 
For it knows that the metal is the same.” It combined the 
solidity of conviction with the prudence of application, a 
“moral imagination” of natural law and human creativity, 
to steal a phrase from the Tories’ favorite Whig, Edmund 
Burke. Liberalism, on the other hand, was unbending, 
its “fatal defect.” “The history and destiny of mankind 
decline to be ruled by a mental yard measure, however 
highly polished.” In this, Tories followed the lead of 
Aristotle and St. Thomas Aquinas, while Whigs and 
Liberals followed Plato. With inductive reasoning, a 
Tory “will always be testing his past facts, and, judging 
by proved experience alone, he will decline entirely to 
be guided by brilliant generalisations which may not 
pass the ultimate tests of observation.” For Whigs and 
Liberals, “Truth is reached by a purely deductive process 
of human reasoning which can be carried on in vacuo,” 
explained Woods. “Out of the throes of logic there 
will be born the shining goddesses of Abstract Truth, 
Abstract Beauty, Abstract Liberty, Abstract Man, figures 
unchangeable and unalterable.” Men and institutions 
were but clay molded into the shape of a priori theories, 
in ignorance or contempt of lived experience.[5]
     A central part of Toryism was an abiding awareness 
of human imperfection and imperfectability. History 
demonstrated as much barbarity as hope, an oft-bloody 
record of human aspiration disconnected from moral 
restraint rooted in natural law or the humble awareness of 
human limitations. “People will always have the knack of 
doing the wrong thing,” Osborne quipped. “Tories are not 
afraid to talk openly of human nature, which they believe 

is complex and apt to be weak. It is constant and not 
relative. Thus laws that are based on an assumption of 
man’s flexible nature often produce contrary results. To 
the Tory, change must go with the grain of human nature 
and not cut across it. In this, habit and tradition are useful 
teachers.” Men do not create themselves or define their 
own existence. Reality exists and we can know it. The 
Canadian philosopher Ron Dart reminds that there “are 
ideals worth knowing and aspiring to; there is an order 
worth knowing and attuning oneself to, and a vision 
worth remembering and living.” But as weak, imperfect, 
and vulnerable, we depend upon the guiding hands of 
our collective past, the institutions that grow from our 
collective experience, and the moral law that experience 
reveals.[6]
     Imperfection demands interdependence, and Tories 
expressed a “concern for the wholeness of society,” 
what John Ruskin called “an integrated Toryism.” In 
all corners of human life, reality must be seen and 
maintained in its wholeness, like a family. Classes 
stand together rather than hostile and opposed, each 
realizing and embracing its particular role in the organic 
whole. Lord Henry Cavendish Bentinck described a 
Tory commonwealth: “The Government we need is a 
Government which shall give expression to an idea, the 
Christian idea, that Society is a community, not a mere 
aggregation of individuals, not an arena where classes 
and interests struggle for domination, but an organism 
within which each man can play his part, and be enabled 
to render service to his fellows, and in return receive 
service from them.” Tories rejected all notions of class-
consciousness, as it contradicted the foundations of an 
organic society.[7]
    Class-consciousness—the materialist rejection of 
social organicism and the pitting of one class against 
another—eroded the social bonds of interdependence and 
affection, yet so did liberal individualism. Individuality 
and individualism were different from one another, 
mirroring a distinction made by James Fitzjames Stephen 
between originality and eccentricity in his Liberty, 
Equality, Fraternity. Originality worked within the 
inheritance given it, and through constructive creativity, 
built upon past achievements and developed new 
expressions of old truths. Eccentricity merely desired to 
be different for the sake of immature contradiction. T.S. 
Eliot, Irving Babbitt, and Barrett Wendell, Tories all, 
made similar distinctions in their works. Babbitt wrote 
of originality as “a hardy growth, and usually gains more 
than it loses by striking deep root into the literature of 
the past.” Likewise, individuality expressed itself within 
social institutions like family and community, emerging 
from them, amplifying their benefits, and demonstrating 
their strength and hold.
     “The individual truly becomes a person as they find 
their place in the whole,” Dr. Dart writes. “Thus, the Tory 
notion of our being connected...  (next page)
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...with one another comes as a challenge and affront to 
the liberal notion of the primacy of the individual and 
their freedom to shape their future as they choose.” 
Individuality implies the healthy balance between self 
and society, person and community, the expression of “I” 
with the reality of “us.”[8]
     Individualism, on the other hand, expressed itself 
at the expense of society. It put emphasis on getting 
and spending and self-expression at the cost of social 
feeling. It also prioritized social mobility as a means 
of expression, which “weakens the coherence of the 
group, thus sapping the psychological foundations of 
Tory power.” Much like eccentricity, it sought liberation 
from constraint. The historian Cecil Driver, writing of 
the Tory philanthropist and reformer Robert Oastler, 
described the constraints individualism sought to break:

[Toryism’s] source is to be found in the attitudes and 
sentiments of men living as parts of an established 
order: in an awareness, that is to say, of the organic 
nature of society begotten of the immemorial 
routines—plowing and sowing, hayzel and harvest—
as well as in a feeling for the continuity of institutions 
maintained by the very loyalties they evoke. The whole 
emphasis of the Tory was upon the going concern as 
the legacy he had inherited from history. And this in 
turn involved a stress upon the concreteness of duties 
and obligations, which that inheritance implied. The 
Tory thus viewed the State as the ultimate totality of 
a myriad of social cells. But his immediate attention 
was focused upon the nearer communities of village, 
shire, and guild, wherein were developed those 
attitudes of acceptance that are the deposit of the 
years: a particular notion of neighborliness and a 
tacit assertion of the ‘proper’ gradation of men and 
classes.”

  The Spanish Catholic political thinker Juan Donoso 
Cortes wrote of the family as a social institution: 
“Duration is here, as in many other things, the measure 
of perfection.” Liberal individualists saw home and 
community as the frequent obstacle of dreams. Like 
Donoso, Tories viewed it as the focal point of a 
meaningful life.[9]
     Liberal individualism left people alone, lonely, and in 
grief, as the “you can do anything” aspirations preached 
to them were seldom realized. They most often ended in 
collective disappointment. As each individual pursued 
his own happiness, the Tory values of “independence, 
compassion, kindness, restraint, rationality, morality, 
and consideration for others” withered away. John 
Henry Cardinal Newman described the Tory attitude 
as “loyalty to persons,” and while Liberal politicians 
celebrated the growth of industrial England, Tories 
bemoaned the terrible fate of industrial workers. 
Benjamin Disraeli condemned factory owners who 
treated workers as “inanimate machines to be paid the 
lowest possible wages, to be used to the uttermost, to 

be cast off when used up, to live in a pigsty and die in 
the workhouse.” The new industrial society eschewed 
the traditional duty and responsibility to others. The 
Tory poet Robert Southey deeply lamented the growing 
poverty of industrial cities and the destruction of the 
British countryside: “Too long has that foul philosophy 
prevailed which considers men either as mere machines, 
or as mere animals, whose animal wants are all that are 
to be taken in to account of statistic economy.” Where 
Macaulay saw “progress” as the grand theme of British 
history and “viewed the future as some continually 
increasing cotton boom which would never stop,” 
Tories looked upon a fractured and uncaring society in 
the throes of a grasping individualism with no belief in 
human dignity.[10]
     Integrated Toryism encompassed the environment, 
as well. Mining, timbering, rural mills, and the 
manipulation of waterways for power warped the human 
relationship with nature. This was not reverence and 
stewardship, but exploitation. The Tory conception 
of nature, much like its vision of social order, was 
“informed by a strong sense of responsibility in the 
management and distribution of scarce resources, to 
be attentive to its own ideas of social cohesion, and 
to assume continuing obligations to the past and the 
future,” historian Nigel Everett wrote. Many current-
day “conservatives,” blinkered by the allure of perpetual 
economic development, harbor little enthusiasm for 
historic or environmental preservation. Burke wrote that 
for revolutionaries “at the end of every vista, you see 
nothing but the gallows”; for many “conservatives,” at 
the end of every vista, they see nothing but shopping 
plazas. They understand open spaces and historic sites 
for their economic value, not their central place in the 
“generational reciprocity” of caring for nature. There 
is no Toryism in a quantitative society that substitutes 
quick riches for reverence and leaves “little room for 
subtle notions of responsibility, continuity, and balance” 
in the treatment of nature.[11]
    Tory environmentalism and dislike of industrial 
society led to a thoroughgoing anti-materialism. Property 
rights, while a historically based traditional English right 
(rather than an airy philosophical “natural right” touted 
by Whiggery and Liberalism), were never absolute 
and always subject to concerns for the common good. 
Property should never be an end in itself, but subject 
to the restraints of just proportion and the balance of 
concomitant moral duties as delineated in natural law. 
“Tories recognize that a minimum of tangible goods is 
essential,” Osborne wrote, “yet they sympathize with 
Saint Paul’s assertion that things seen are transient but 
things unseen are permanent.”
     The main driver for rapid profit and property 
accumulation in the time of Ruskin, Southey, and 
Disraeli was the rising British middle class. This new 
class drove for greater political power to protect what it 
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acquired and to shape laws allowing future acquisition. 
The Tory barrister Robert M. Heron warned in 1862 that 
the British middle class focused too intensely on making 
the “trading principle” the calculus of all decision-
making. “Society is taught to view material pleasures 
as the pearl of all price, enjoyment has its spring in 
selfishness rather than in sympathy, and every year 
the national policy grows more narrow and individual 
in its conception by the public men who profess to be 
the leaders and apostles of our time.” Middle-class 
commercial absolutism replaced divine right absolutism. 
For the Tory, at least the latter had the onus of social duty 
and moral responsibility upon it; the former pursued a 
duty only to itself.[12]
     Tories believed liberal individualism evinced a lack 
of religious perception, and they promoted the unifying 
role of religion and the advisability of an established 
church as an antidote. They rallied to the cause of 
Anglicanism and fiercely denounced any attempts at 
disestablishing the church. The arch-Tory Lord Eldon 
declared, “I shall ever assert that an established religion 
is a great benefit to a people—that the object of such an 
establishment is not to make the Church political, but 
to make the State religious.” Southey concurred that 
“nothing but religion can preserve our social system from 
putrescence and dissolution.” Tory criticism of Roman 
Catholicism (both Eldon and Southey were outspoken 
anti-Catholics) was self-defeating, however, as English 
nationalism bested their moral sense. Catholic principles 
corresponded with Toryism, and Rome consistently 
opposed the individualistic liberal modernity Tories 
hated. “The Roman Catholic theory tends to compactness 
and order in the nation,” John M. Kennedy explained in 
his 1911 Tory Democracy. “The Protestant theory tends 
to unrestrained individualism.” At the heart of the Tory 
idea was “the hierarchical and anti-individualistic spirit 
which one is usually safe in associating with the spirit 
formed and developed by the Church of Rome.” The 
feudal inspiration that lay behind Tory ideas of organic 
“wholeness” found no better defender than Catholic 
Church. Catholics make great Tories.[13]
     Finally, Tories recoiled from the revolutionary 
idols of liberty, equality, fraternity, and democracy. 
Circumstances conditioned liberty, and by doing so, 
kept it from becoming a “doing as one likes” license. 
Liberty was like fire, wonderful when keeping one warm 
on a cold winter’s night, but less so when burning one’s 
house down. As the Canadian Tory philosopher George 
Grant noted, modern understandings of liberty denied the 
existence of common good:

It is the very signature of modern man to deny reality 
to any conception of good that imposes limits on 
human freedom. To modern political theory, man’s 
essence is his freedom. Nothing must stand in the way 
of our absolute freedom to create the world as we 

want it. There must be no conceptions of good that put 
limitations on human action. This definition of man as 
freedom constitutes the heart of the age of progress.

  Necessarily limited by duty and the responsibility to 
pursue moral truth, liberty was not a universal good. 
“[Toryism] is the claim of duty, the recognition that even 
liberty is not an abstract and unconditional right,” Woods 
counseled, “but something only to be gained and retained 
at the cost of self-sacrifice and at the price of service, a 
gift exercised under a rigid and continuous self-control.” 
For example, Tories believed liberty of the press, far 
from being a universal good, should be seen in the light 
of circumstances. William Wordsworth, decidedly Tory 
later in life, defended a free press as “the only safeguard 
of liberty… But the press, so potent for good, is scarcely 
less so for evil.” Liberty in anything extends only so 
far as the virtues of the people. Seeing a lack thereof 
in England, he declared, “I am therefore for vigorous 
restrictions.” Liberty’s efficacy was measured by its 
tendency toward the good and true.[14]
     The experience of reality did not reveal equality, but 
a substantial inequality. Once past equality of souls in 
God’s eyes, the world splintered into a constellation of 
differences. Saintsbury wrote in his first Scrap Book 
that Toryism was “a political creed which can stand 
the tests of rational examination of the physical and 
historical facts of life. It rests, in the first place, on the 
recognition of the facts that all men and women are 
born unequal; that no men and women are born free.” 
Hierarchy of ability and responsibility was healthy. The 
good society allowed for the identification and promotion 
of excellence to the benefit of all. Burke warned that 
attempts to level “never equalize”—hierarchy will 
always exist. “‘Why should there be kings?’ Because 
there are always kings,” Saintsbury declared, “whether 
by Divine Right, as in some cases, or by Diabolic 
Selection, as in others.” Fraternity too ran counter to 
social reality, in its attempts to force the creation of 
“universal humanity” and global citizenship, the latter a 
contradiction in terms as citizenship implies particularity. 
To the call “Think global, act local,” the Tory replies, 
“think local, act local,” and fulfill your moral duties to 
community, friends, and family.[15]
     Tories did not believe democracy was everywhere 
and always bad in all its manifestations, only that pure 
democracy unleavened by the balance of aristocracy 
and monarchy led to tyranny. Public opinion and mere 
majority consent governed policy, “as the weather-cock 
is by the wind,” Southey complained.
     Middle-class public opinion, untutored in history and 
driven by the pursuit of propertied happiness, never kept 
the common good its goal, only the good of their class. 
The witty Jacobite Tory R. Duncombe Jewell looked at 
Victorian-era politics and observed a dominant middle 
class who “apparently believe[s] that the Archangels 
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are elected by universal suffrage, that Heaven itself 
is periodically devastated by a general election, and 
that entrance thereto will be regulated by competitive 
examination.” Integrated Toryism looked upon 
democratic public opinion as an erupting volcano crying 
for immediate attention. Prudent decision-making came 
only after the eruption stopped, but pure democracy 
tolerated no delays.[16]
     In sum, Toryism defended an organic and unified 
nation, a type of Disraelian “one nation” conservatism. 
Maurice Woods remarked that Disraeli’s central 
focus “might be summed up as unity in loyalty—all 
classes working with each other under the Crown and 
endeavouring to carry out the duties which Providence 
had placed upon them.” This concentration on unity 
partially motivated Tory opposition to Irish and 
American independence, although many Tories looked at 
the American Revolution as a Whig war. Americans did 
not hold grievances against King George III until late in 
the colonial crisis, aiming the bulk of their complaints 
at Parliament. In fact, the colonists claimed they were 
under Crown authority and pleaded with the King for 
aid. Woods notes,
     It was certainly a view to which no sound Tory of 
any period could object, for it places the Crown in that 
central position in the constitution of kingdom or Empire 
which underlies all Tory beliefs through the centuries, 
and justifies itself by its works more completely year 
by year in the evolution and devolution of Imperial 
authority. Harvard scholar Eric Nelson recently noted 
this American colonial tendency toward Tory royalism in 
his book Royalist Revolution.[17]
     Toryism grew fruitful in the United Kingdom 
and made home in Canada. But finding Toryism in 
the United States poses challenges, despite colonial 
royalist flirtations. Toryism does not emerge from the 
fresh and new, but from the old and tried, and although 
colonial habits of mind existed before, through, and 
after independence, the break of revolution inhibited 
its development. Osborne lamented that without 
“wholesome permanent institutions to respect, people 
are apt to become impatient and deracinated. The 
rawness and violence that have marked the American 
experience are products of a society that lacks sufficient 
healthy roots.” Whiffs of Toryism can be found in 
the anti-revolutionary writings of John Adams and 
Alexander Hamilton, and the High Federalism of Fisher 
Ames and Jonathan Jackson, but they remained sporadic 
and immature. It took until the 1830s and the revulsion 
against Andrew Jackson’s democratic populism for a 
more coherent Tory argument, latent in the American 
experience, to emerge and critique the antebellum 
republic. Among others, the pantheon of American 
Toryism includes the New England statesmen Daniel 
Webster, Rufus Choate, and Robert Winthrop, the 

architect Ralph Adams Cram, and writers like Richard 
Henry Dana, Sr., Sara Josepha Hale, James Russell 
Lowell, Edith Wharton, Henry Adams, Agnes Repplier, 
and Joseph Crosby Lincoln. Essays on the Toryism of 
these men and women will appear in upcoming essays at 
The Imaginative Conservative.[18]
The aim of showing the American face of Toryism is 
simple. The old Louis Hartz argument, that America is a 
fundamentally liberal nation, has reemerged in different 
garb. In the 1950s, Hartz painted a monochromatic 
liberal nation to lament the failure of European-style 
socialism in the United States. Current criticisms of 
American liberalism, its claims of procedural neutrality 
versus the Trojan horse reality of its substantive 
hostility to natural law—criticisms the author finds 
compelling—have led some post-liberal critics to 
despair that America is beyond redemption. They mourn 
the lack of moral substance or consensus in that same 
monochromatic American liberal ethos. One is reminded 
of John Buchan’s novel Mountain Meadow, in which an 
American character complains:
     Our old American society is really in dissolution. All 
of us have got to find a new way of life. You’re lucky in 
England, for you’ve been at the job for a long time, and 
you make your revolutions so slowly and so quietly that 
you don’t notice them—or anybody else… We’re a great 
people, but we’re only by fits and starts a nation. You’re 
fortunate in your British Empire. You may have too few 
folk, and these few scattered over big spaces, but they’re 
all organically connected, like the separate apples on a 
tree. Our huge population is more like a collection of 
pebbles in a box. It’s only the containing walls of the 
box that keep them together.
     There is a Tory tradition in America that runs against 
the grain of establishment Liberalism, embracing home, 
hearth, community, family, church, nature, and the moral 
realities of everyday life, opposed to individualism, 
unlimited free markets, libertarianism, secularism, and 
the rootless loneliness of global modernity. This tradition 
comes from within America, not without. It did not 
envision or celebrate the nation as pebbles in a box, but 
something more organic and unified. It was patriotic and 
loved the home it defended. It attacked the foundations 
of liberal individualism and pointed to their disastrous 
consequences as a detour and betrayal. As the post-
liberal critique continues to develop, a patriotic appeal 
to the American Tory tradition is necessary to strengthen 
their enterprise.[18]    ***
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