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PARTI

THE FIRST REFORMED PARLIAMENT

(1830-1834)





CHAPTER I

The July Revolution in England

I THE WHIGS IN OFFICE

I

IN
1829 King Charles X had placed in office a Government of

ultra-conservative ministers with the Prince de Polignac as

prime minister. When the Deputies refused his cabinet their

confidence he dissolved the Chamber. The new elections were

held in July 1830 and in spite of ministerial pressure the Opposi
tion increased its strength by fifty votes. Thereupon Charles

issued four decrees dissolving the new Chamber before it met,

restricting the franchise and abolishing the freedom of the press.

In Paris die party of the tricolour replied by a rebellion whose

issue was still uncertain when in England the borough elections

began on July 30. But when the first county elections were held

on August 5 CharlesX had fled and Louis Philippe was lieutenant-

general ofthe kingdom. Two days later he was king ofthe French.

The news of these events provoked in England a bewildering
storm of popular feeling, which swept the country and was most

unfavourable to the Government. A legend sprang up and was

widely believed to the effect that Wellington was Polignac s

accomplice in his coup d ltat. His brother, Lord Cowley, was am
bassador at Vienna, his brodier-in-law Sir Charles Bagot minister

at the Hague. Was it so incredible that he maintained through
these channels close communications with that alliance of

monarchs which for the past decade had placed die absolutists in

power in Spain, in Portugal, and finally in France? Moreover,

Polignac had been the French ambassador in London when
Charles X had made -him prime minister. Wellington s frequent

guest and intimate friend, he had no doubt returned to France

encouraged by his good wishes and primed with his advice.

What if the coup d etat he had tried to carry through in Paris

should prove the prelude to a similar coup flitat which Welling

ton, a former soldier, would attempt at some future date in

London? Indeed, was not die hasty dissolution of Parliament

itself an attempt to override the will of die people? Fortunately
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Polignac s failure and Charles fall had frustrated the plot and die

new Parliament would certainly not prove so amenable as the

Parliament of 1826.

To be sure the existing franchise and the disintegration of both

the traditional parties did not permit of a regular battle between

two groups of candidates each furnished with a programme
identical throughout the entire kingdom. The

t Opposition was

composed ofvery disparate groups, containing as it did Radicals,

orthodox Liberals, aristocratic Whigs, Canningites, and ultra-

Tories, and during the past months the Whigs had by no means

shewn uncompromising hostility to Wellington. Such indeed

was the confusion, which prevailed during the contest, that the

ministerialists could even claim to have increased their strength.
But reliable calculations showed that, if they had gained twenty
seats, they had lost fifty, a loss ofabout thirty seats. Moreover, the

composition of their majority, if indeed they still possessed one,

requires examination. The Government secured a powerful

majority in Ireland, where the disappearance of the forty-shilling

freeholders1 had rendered the influence of the great landlords

preponderant, every seat in Scotland, where the elections were a

farce, and a considerable number of English pocket boroughs.
But it was significant that of the 236 members returned by con

stituencies where the franchise was more or less open only 79 were

supporters of die Government, 16 were neutral, 141 belonged to

the Opposition.
2 Further what were the subjects which filled the

candidates addresses? Until the closing days ofJuly die abolition

of slavery and die necessity of retrenchment. But as soon as the

revolution broke out in Paris the constitutional question took

precedence over every other. To be sure the attack was not as in

France directed against the person of the sovereign. George IV
was dead and die new king popular; he was considered widi or

without justification as a friend of reform. It was the privileges

1 The Result of the General Election : or Wliat has the Duke of Wellington gained by the

Dissolution? pp. 10 sqq.: Brougham to the Due de Broglie, August 15, 1830 (Wellington,

Despatches Cont., vol. vii, p. 174). The Government claimed a net gain of twenty-one
seats. (The Result ofthe General Election, p. 10.) Cf. Reply to a Pamphlet entitled What has
the Duke of Wellington gained by the Dissolution? by a Graduate ofthe University ofOxford;
or even twenty-three (Lord Grey to Princess Lieven, September 3, 1830: Correspondence

of Princess Lieven and Earl Grey, vol. ii, p. 76). See also on this election: The Result of the

Pamphlets, or What the Duke of Wellington has to look to : The Country Without a Govern
ment; or Plain Questions upon the Unhappy State ofthe Present Administration (by Brougham) ;

The Duke of Wellington and the Whigs ; The Country Well Governed* or Plain Questions on the

Perplexed State of Parties in Opposition.
a The Result of the General Election, pp. 18-19.
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of the aristocracy which were die object of attack, the excessive

influence it was in a position to exercise over an unduly restricted

electorate. In every constituency where the elections were more
than a form the candidates found themselves obliged to promise
more or less explicitly a reform of the franchise.

The Radicals were triumphant. In their view the July Revolu
tion was the renewal of 1789; they saw France and the whole of

Europe in her train following the example ofthe United States of

America and advancing towards a system of unqualified demo

cracy. In London and Birmingham they displayed once more, as

in 1819, the tricolour flag, organized mass meetings of sympathy
with the Parisian rebels1 and opened subscriptions for the victims

ofJuly.
2 Their representative in Paris was Doctor Bowring, trans

lator ofthe Marseillaise, who boasted that he was the first English
man to be granted an audience by die new king Louis Philippe;

3

and three still very young and raw Radicals, John Mill, John
Roebuck, andJohn Austin undertook a joint pilgrimage to Paris,

were applauded in the theatre and officially received by La

Fayette.
4

It was with more mixed feelings that the Whig aristocracy, the

middle class, and in general the moderate elements of die nation,

learnt the news from Paris. Who could tell during the summer and

autumn months whedier the French were not preparing to

repeat 1792 after 1789 and give the signal for a class war in France

to be followed by a crusade throughout Europe?
6

Indeed, in

August the news of the revolution at Paris produced a panic on
the Stock Exchange.

6 But on the whole public opinion was un
favourable to the Bourbons. For The Times, a non-party organ,
Charles X from the moment of his flight was plain Charles Capet,
who had no claim to anydiing beyond the hospitality of Great

1 H. Jephson, The Platform, Its Rise and Progress, vol. ii, p. 63 Political Register, August
21, 1830: To the Readers of the Register. On the Dinner at the London Tavern on the

i&amp;lt;5th instant. (Vol. bcx, pp. 225 sqq.)
a
Ibid., August 21, 1830 (vol. hoc, p. 249).

B William Carpenter, Anecdotes of the French Revolution oj 1830, pp. 269 sqq. With

portraits of Louis Philippe and La Fayette and Bowring s translation of the Marseillaise.

The sale, according to Carpenter, reached 6,000 copies.
* R. E. Leader, Life and Letters ofJohn Arthur Roebuck, pp. 29-30. J. S. Mill, Auto-

biography, p. 172.
6 Lord Grey to Princess Lieven, August 19, 1830: What you say as to the existence of

strong and unanimous feeling in England in favour of the change in France was quite true

in the beginning but is no longer so now. The Court and the Ultra-tones are both inimical

and any manifestation of interest is now confined to the lower classes, (Correspondence

of Princess Lieven and Earl Grey, vol. ii, p. 58.)
* Lord Brougham s Recollections of a Long Life, vol. iv, pp. 44, 52.
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Britain. 1 The Liberals continued to cherish the hope that Louis

Philippe s experiment would prove successful, and the July
Revolution be a revolution at once liberal and conservative,

would in fact revive not 1789 or 1792 but 1688 and thus be a

French tribute to the political wisdom of the English.
A few diehards here and there ventured to defend Charles X

and his ministers but only two papers represented this point
ofview one daily, the Morning Post, and one weekly, John Bull.

It was quite otherwise with the overwhelming majority of the

Tories. The greater their alarm at the march of events the more
severe their condemnation of the blunder committed by Charles

X. On many occasions during the fifteen years which had elapsed
since Waterloo the English Tories had fraternized with the French

legitimists and had supported their criticisms of the democratic

spirit which animated the Code Civil. But they were now obliged
to admit that they had been mistaken when they believed that the

same profession expressed the same faith. The methods of conti

nental absolutism were unintelligible to the English gentry.

Wellington, who unknown to the public had for months past
been at variance with Polignac, whose foreign policy an under

standing with Russia, annexation on die Rhine, and expansion
in the Mediterranean excited his strong disapproval, officially

recognized Louis Philippe s Government. 2 In common with all

his followers he awaited with alarm the effects upon die European
situation of Charles X s foolhardy stroke.

Only a month indeed had passed since die outbreak at Paris

when the revolution spread beyond the French frontiers. The
same results followed as had followed the revolution at Madrid
in 1820. But since Paris was now the seat of the infection its

ravages were far more extensive. The revolutionary fever took

possession of the Swiss Cantons, the free city ofHamburg, Hesse,

Saxony, and Brunswick. Then in the second week of September
it broke out in Belgium, where the Belgian Catholics and Liberals

combined to raise Brussels and the other large towns against the

King of the Netherlands. Britain thus found herself faced with a
1 The Times, August 5, 14, 1830.
2 See his letter to Lord Aberdeen, August 13, 1830 (Despatches, Cent., vol. vii, p. 159),

also his important Memorandum upon the existing state of our relations with France,
founded upon the treaties of 1815-18, August 14, 1830 (ibid., pp. 162 sqq.).

6
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grave problem. Charles X had excited British apprehensions by
his ambitious aims. Was there not reason to fear that revolutionary
France would, as in 1792, display the same ambitions under a

more dangerous form? Any day the French might intervene in

Belgium. Ought not England to declare war on France? But the

country was radically opposed to war on any pretext, and for the

past two months the most active political groups had shown a

tendency to regard an alliance with the new France as an inviolable

tenet of their political creed. Wellington negotiated an armistice

between the Dutch army and the Belgian insurgents. No doubt

he cherished the intention to effect later an agreement between

Belgium and Holland by which the former while retaining its

autonomy should accept a Dutch protectorate. But that did not

alter the present fact that die Tory Government had made a

further concession to the revolution and had recognized, pro

visionally at least, the independence of Belgium.
The movement now reached England itself. In Kent at harvest

time some farmers attempted to replace English labour by Irish,

the latter being extremely cheap. The English farm-hands expelled
the Irish by force. When the time came to thresh the corn the

farmers attempted to reduce their wages bill by the use of

machinery. The labourers broke the machines. The disturbances

spread to Sussex, Hampshire, and Wiltshire. The agitation then

turned northward into Berkshire and Oxfordshire, and from

there reached the eastern counties, Buckinghamshire, Hunting
don, and Northamptonshire. Sixteen counties in all were affected.1

The farm labourers intimidated the Irish immigrants, broke the

agricultural machinery, and burned the mills. An imaginary

Captain Swing played the part which Captain Ludd 2 had

played in the north twenty years earlier and terrorized the

countryside. Bands of labourers traversed the country districts

spreading alarm by their violent language and behaviour. They
attacked the overseers of the Poor Law, whom they charged with

1 The best account of the agricultural disturbances will be found in &quot;William Carpenter s

Political Letters, October 15, 21, November 6, n, 18, 25, December 7 and the end of

December, 1830. See also Political Register, November 13, 20, December 4, n. 25, 1830

(vol. hoc, pp. 722 sqq., 784 sqq., 872, 899 sqq., 929 sqq., 971 sqq., 1077 sqq.), January 5,

31, 1831 (vol. bqd, pp. 80 sqq., 182 sqq.). H. of L., November 2, 1830: Speeches by Lord

Winchilsea, Lord Camden and the Duke of Richmond (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. i, pp. 1 8 sqq.), further Extracts from Informations ... as to ... Poor Laws, 1833

(pp. 14, 27, 30 sqq., 76, 136, 144, 178-9)-.
2 In agricultural parlance the word Swing denoted the swinging stick of the flail.
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excessive harshness in enforcing the regulations.
1
They denounced

the farmers and obtained by threats an increase in their wages
2 of

2s. or more a day. In some instances they declared themselves the

farmers allies and espoused their cause against die Anglican

clergymen. When the latter came to receive their tithe they
offered violence and compelled them to abandon a third or even

a half of their due.3 This was the first open display of anti-

clericalism witnessed in rural England.
Economic causes alone cannot account for this sudden outbreak;

no new economic factor came into play just at this moment to

render the position of die agricultural labourer in the southern

counties more insupportable than it had been for months, indeed

for years, previously. The factor which turned die scale was the

example of France. Two years earlier the peasants of Picardy and
the district around Boulogne had burned the mills. After the

July revolution it seemed natural to the Kentish labourers to

imitate their French comrades.4 It was after a tour undertaken by
Cobbett, the Radical orator, that the disturbances broke out in

Kent, Sussex, and Hampshire. The manifestoes circulated through
the country-side copied the stereotyped formulas of French

Jacobinism, and the common people were exhorted to remember
Brussels and Paris. 5 When the Government decided to take

severe measures it was often found that the suspects were not

agricultural labourers but smiths, joiners, artisans of every trade

whom
political passion not poverty had.turned into agitators.

6

The Tories maintained that this rustic rebellion had been the work
of French agents. These assertions of Lord Eldon and Lord
Falmouth7 were unsupported by a shred of evidence. But if

*
Political Register, November 13, 1830 (vol. Ixx, pp. 724-6).

*J. L. and B. Hammond, The Village Labourer, pp. 232-6 (Sussex), 241-2 (Hamp
shire).

8 See the manifesto circulated in Hampshire in December 1830: &quot;The flags of freedom
and liberty are flying over the churches and steeples on the continent; rise, Englishmen and
assert your rights and pull down priestcraft and oppression. The Reform Bill is only a

stepping-stone to our future advantages. Down with the tithes \ down with the taxes !

down with the places ! and down with the pensions I (Pol Rev. t August 3, 1833 vol&quot;

Ixxxi, p. 300).
4 Harriet Martineau, Hist, of the Thirty Years

9

Peace, Book IV, Chap, i., ed. Bohn, vol.
u p. 397 J. A. Roebuck, Hist, of the Whig Ministry of 1830, to the passing of the Reform
vol. i, p. 334.

6
Carpenter s Political Letters: A letter to Earl Grey, November 25, 1830.6
Report from the Select Committee appointed to inquire into the state . . . of Houses

in which Beer is sold, Min. of Ev.: evidence given by the Rev. Robert Wright (Pol

Reg., August 3, 1833, vol. Ixxxi, p. 287).
7 H. of L., November 29^ 1830 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, pp. &amp;lt;58o, 682).

8
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France did not affect England by direct propaganda, she did so by
the contagion of her example.
The riots were of a very mild description. The agricultural

labourers confined themselves to looting, and if occasionally they

employed personal violence against some particularly unpopular
landlord, they were content with knocking him about. If a

country house here and there were attacked, a few young men
armed with fowling-pieces were sufficient to subdue the mob.
And the disorders were after all confined to particular areas. The

manufacturing districts of the north and north-west, which had
now recovered from the crisis of 1825 and were once more

enjoying a period of prosperity , were entirely unaffected.1 But it

happened that the districts over which the disorders occurred

were those in the immediate neighbourhood of the capital. The
citizen ofLondon, seeing himself surrounded by a circle of riots,

could hardly avoid the impression that rural England as a whole
was in a state of anarchy. He demanded a remedy which the Tory
Government decided that it was not in a position to provide.
The economists ascribed the demoralization of the working class

in the southern counties to the lax administration of the Poor
Law in those areas. Should the Poor Law then be rendered more

stringent? The Cabinet felt itself already too unpopular to incur

the further unpopularity of such a measure, and in any case the

medicine would require time to produce its effects. Were they to

call out the troops, imprison and hang the rioters? The least step
in this direction and Wellington would be accused of attempting
the role of a British Polignac and might well find that instead of

repressing riothe had provoked revolution. He prepared to resign.

3

The opening of the next session was at hand. The question of

parliamentary reform would inevitably be raised. It was discussed

by the group over which Lord Althorp presided at the Albany,
and Brougham, who had just been returned amid every circum-

1
England in 1830; being a letter to Earl Grey, laying before him the conditions of the

people as described by themselves in their petitions to Parliament, 1831. These arc the

185 petitions utilized by the Rev. W. N. Molesworth (The History of the Reform Bill of
1832, 1865, pp. 73-95). But his extracts from the petitions tell us nothing at aU of Lanca
shire or Cheshire, nothing of any importance ofYorkshire. All the complaints come from
the agricultural districts. A Prentice, Hist. Sketches of . . . Manchester, p, 173. In the

great manufacturing districts there was no rising; the people there better knew the cause
of the rioting.
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stance which could attract public attention by the enormous

constituency of Yorkshire, where the franchise was popular, was

commissioned to introduce a motion to that effect. To be sure the

Whigs displayed no anxiety to take office. They would willingly
have left to the Tory Government the responsibility of settling

this difficult question. They had seen Wellington in the course of

the summer negotiate with the Huskisson group. This surely was
a sign that he had made up his mind to compromise with liberal

ism. The dramatic death of Huskisson, crushed by an engine the

very day when he was to be publicly reconciled with Wellington
at the opening of the railway from Liverpool to Manchester, had

not interrupted the negotiations. It was Huskisson s followers

who had finally retreated.1 The Opposition continued to cherish

the beliefthat the Government would take the initiative and bring
forward a measure of moderate reform.

Parliament met on November 2 and it was immediately evident

that Wellington had decided otherwise. The Speech from the

Throne promised financial economies and the repression of the

agrarian disturbances but was silent on the question of Parlia

mentary reform. On the subject of Belgium an expression was

employed which alarmed die Liberals. In the course ofthe debate

which followed, Wellington made an explicit statement of his

intentions. The legislature, he declared, and the system of

representation possessed the full and entire confidence of the

country deservedly possessed that confidence. If at the present
moment he had imposed upon him the duty of forming a legis

lature for any country ... he did not mean to assert that he

could form such a legislature as they possessed now, for die nature

of man was incapable of reaching such excellence at once; but

his great endeavour would be, to form some description of

legislature which would produce the same results. . . . Under
these circumstances he was not . . . only not prepared to bring
forward any measure of this nature (of parliamentary reform),
but he would at once declare that so far as he was concerned, as

long as he held any station in the government of the country, he
should always feel it his duty to resist such measures when

proposed by others. 2
Imprudent words whose effect he had

1 Sir G. Cornewall Lewis, Administrations of Great Britainfrom 1783 to 1830, p. 471. Sir
H. L. Bulwer, Life of Viscount Palmerston, Book VI.

2 H. of L., November 2, 1830 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. i, p. 53).

IO
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certainly never calculated. Had he been content, to express in

terms carefully weighed his distrust of reformist principles and

his conviction that it was not for the party which he led to

embark upon experiments in his opinion fraught with danger he

would have spoken the language of a statesman. For the events

which had taken place in France had undoubtedly weakened his

position, already weaker in July than it had been six months or a

year earlier, and, even if he were willing to undertake parlia

mentary reform, the Whigs would not display the gratitude they
had shown in 1829, when he emancipated die Catholics. At the

present juncture their sole motive in urging this course upon him

was the desire to humiliate and overthrow him.1 But what

purpose was served by this haughty and unmeasured language in

which he seemed to take delight in irritating public opinion?
2

Since the days when Canning, the liberal Tory, had spoken with

impunity in the same strain too many grave events had occurred,

in England Catholic Emancipation two years before, in France

quite recently the July revolution. Wellington s words added

fuel to the revolutionary conflagration. At the Rotunda, near

Blackfriars Bridge, Jacobin speeches were delivered every evening
and tricolour cockades distributed. A demonstration of hostility

to Wellington was arranged for the ninth of November, when
the King and his ministers were to attend a banquet at the Guild

hall. A rumour spread among die populace that Peel was arming

1 Lord Grey to the Princess Lieven, October 7, 1830: You are greatly mistaken ifyou
think this will assist the Ministers, as the Catholic question did, I certainly shall support
a proposal for Parliamentary Reform, but the Ministers will not find in me, in this as

in the former occasion, a personal defender. If moves of the kind are in contemplation,
be assured that those who make them feel that they are nearly reduced to checkmate,

which is inevitable without a false move on the part of their adversaries. (Correspondence

of Princess Lieven and Earl Grey, p. 104.) Brougham to Chalmers about the same date:

*Really slavery cannot now expect much longer protection from a Government so weak,
that it is even about to give Parliamentary Reform as a sop, and to save itself for a few

months/ (Rev. W. Hanna, Memoirs of the Life and Writings of Thomas Chalmers, vol. iii,

p. 289 .) -
2
Wellington s conversation with his intimate friends and his correspondence leave no

doubt of his sincere determination not to yield an inch. See the letter from Princess

Lieven to Lord Grey, November 9, 1830: The Duke of Wellington has told me that

all would go off well: that he was sure of his position: that he would carry out all his

intentions : that reform could no more be carried through without him than the Catholic

question; that he would have nothing to do with it; and consequently that nothing would
be done. In a word, he feels perfectly sure ofhis position. (Correspondence ofPrincess Lieven

and Earl Grey, vol. ii, p. 115.) A few months later he is less optimistic, but equally obdurate.

He writes to the Duke of Buckingham on April 2, 1831: I am opposed to all reform;

and can, without personal or, indeed, public inconvenience, avow my opinion. Indeed,

I believe, that some advantage is gained by the knowledge which the public have ofmy
opinion on this subject. (Wellington, Despatches, Cont. t vol. vii, p. 423.)

II
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his police with cutlasses to suppress the demonstration. And the

ministers on the other hand were informed that the Radicals

were preparing not a peaceful demonstration but a rebellion.

Were they less numerous or worse organized than the republicans
ofParis, who had succeeded in overthrowing the Government and

establishing another in its place? If Wellington attempted resist

ance had he as many troops at his disposal as Polignac? The
Cabinet after prolonged discussion decided on the eve of the

fateful day that the royal visit to the City should not take place.

A Government at once arrogant and feeble was obviously con

demned to a speedy doom. Brougham s motion was set down for

November 16. On the fifteenth Ae Government on a motion by
Sir Henry Parnell respecting die civil list was defeated by 29 votes.

The following day Wellington resigned, only too thankful that

he had been defeated on another question than parliamentary
reform1 and by a scratch majority whose nucleus consisted of

ultra-Tories. But he strangely miscalculated if he imagined that

die solution of the problem could be postponed any longer when
once the forces released by the July revolution had carried the

Whigs into office almost in spite of diemselves.

Public opinion pointed unanimously to Lord Grey as Welling
ton s successor. When in 1827 Lord Lansdowne and die group

represented by the Edinburgh Review had rallied to Canning s

policy, he had stood out for the independence of the traditional

party. He had, it is true, since contemplated later the possibility
of an alliance widi Wellington,

2 but since Wellington had never

for a single moment entertained the idea of negotiating with him
his reputation as a politician of rigid consistency remained un

impaired. He was the typical Whig. Nor could it be denied that

during the forty years which had elapsed since that distant period
when he began his political career by denouncing die abuses of
the franchise his zeal for parliamentary reform had often relaxed.

Since 1822 he had taken no action whatever on its behalf and in

1827 had gone out of his way to insist that if he was obliged to

break with Canning that question played no part in their dis

agreement.
3 But the July revolution had reconverted him, and

during the debate on the address he had bound himself to the

1
Wellington to the Duke of Northumberland, November 17, 1830 (op. cit, voL vii,

P 3&amp;lt;5i).

* H. of L., May 10, 1827 (Parliamentary Debates ,N.S,, vol. xvii, p, 731).
* H. of L. f May 10, 1827 (ibid,, N.S., vol. xvii, p. 731).

12
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reformers by an unequivocal declaration. When he was sum
moned by the King, he made his acceptance of office subject to

one condition and one alone, that he should be allowed to form

an administration unanimous on the question of Reform. The

King consented and by his consent accredited the report that he

was himself a convert to the Liberal cause. In two or three days
the new Cabinet was complete.
The formation ofLord Grey s ministry amounted to a revolu

tion in polite society. For the first time for fifty years the great

Tory families fell from power, and Devonshire House, Lans-

downe House and Holland House became the ministerial salons.

Lord Grey was an aristocrat ofthe old school, genuinely persuaded
that by placing himselfand his clique at the head of the reformers

he was destined to revive in all their ancient lustre the eighteenth-

century traditions of the Whig aristocracy. He began by making
liberal provisions for all his followers. Lord Durham, who for

years past as John George Lambton had fought the battle of

parliamentary reform, was given the privy seal and a seat in die

Cabinet. Lord Howick, Ellice, Lord Duncannon, George Barring-

ton, George Ponsonby, and Wood received positions which if

less important were extremely lucrative. Lord Althorp took die

Treasury and became leader in the Commons. Lord Lansdowne

was made president of the Privy Council, Lord Holland Chan

cellor of the Duchy of Lancaster. The Duke of Devonshire

became Lord Chamberlain, Lord John Russell Paymaster of the

Forces. Full satisfaction was given to die group of noble families

known as the Stafford Interest. Sir James Graham received the

Admiralty and Stanley was made Secretary for Ireland. Both

Graham and Stanley had been among the most prominent
debaters during the session of 1830.

Wellington had owed his defeat to a coalition. The Cabinet

therefore even contained a Tory, the Duke of Richmond.

The Canningites, left without a leader by Huskisson s death,

rallied to the Whigs and were richly rewarded. William Lamb,
who had become Lord Melbourne on his father s death

two years earlier, became Home Secretary, Lord Goderich

Colonial Secretary. Grant went to the Board of Control, and

Lord Palmerston became Foreign Secretary. Lord Grey had

indeed wished to give die Foreign Office to Lord Lansdowne

or Lord Holland and it was only on their refusal that he

13
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offered it to Palinerston.1 The latter had occupied a very
subordinate position, as Secretary for War, in the successive

administrations in power between 1809 and 1828; but on

quitting office with Canning s other followers had suddenly
attracted public attention by the vigorous speeches he had

delivered in the Commons during 1829 and 1830 denouncing the

foreign policy ofWellington and Lord Aberdeen as a violation of

the principles for which Canning had stood.2 Thus by the choice

ofhis foreign secretary Lord Grey, whether he liked it or not, paid
tribute to the memory of the statesman whom he had once

attacked so bitterly in concert with Wellington. This apparent
miracle was the work of the July revolution. A disciple of

Canning would it was hoped be in a better position than a

member of any other group to adopt a firm line towards die

northern Powers and maintain friendly relations with the new
Government in France.

Was the new Cabinet then entirely devoid of new blood? A
few concessions were made to the Whig intelligentsia. One of

these might seem at first sight important. Brougham became Lord

Chancellor. But the appointment was motived by the desire to

get rid of his embarrassing presence in the Commons, and his

departure could not be purchased at any cheaper rate. Without

being in the strict sense members ofthe CabinetJeffrey and Cock-

burn became respectively Lord Advocate, and Solicitor-General

for Scotland, and the Edinburgh Review joined the new coalition.

On the other hand Poulett Thomson, the Manchester free-trader,

became Vice-President of the Board of Trade. He was exposed
to mortifying sneers when, a plain merchant, he took his seat on

the Government bench.3 But this was all. Mackintosh was obliged
to content himself with a subordinate position on the Board of

Control. Never had a more aristocratic administration governed
the country. Of the fourteen members of the Cabinet only four

sat in the Lower House. And of these four Palmerston held an

1 Lord Tavistock to Lord John Russell at the end of 1830: . . . Lord Grey . . . informs

me that the Foreign Office is now quite out of the question for you. Lords Lansdowne
and Holland having declined it, they have given it to Palmerston not a very popular

appointment, I fear/ (Spencer Walpole, Life ofLordJohn Russell, vol. i, p. 1 60.)
a Greville Memoirs, June n, 1829. Palmerston s speech . . , they say was exceedingly

able and eloquent. ... He has been twenty years in office and never distinguished himself

before . . . but . . . the great men having been removed from the House of Commons
by death or promotion, he has launched forth, and with astonishing success/

8 Croker to Lord Hertford, November 22, 1830 (Croker Papers, vol. ii, p. 78).
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Irish tide and was an important landowner, Sir James Graham

was a baronet and another great landlord, and Lord Althorp,

appointed leader in the Commons, was heir to a great family, the

Spencers.
1

II FIRST REFORM BELL

i

The programme of die new Government could be reduced to

three heads peace abroad, retrenchment at home, parliamentary

reform. But to apply that programme, indeed to draw it out in

detail, needed time. For the moment the task facing the Govern

ment was, in the most elementary sense, to govern.
To put down the agrarian disturbances die ministers did not

ask Parliament for new legislation. They simply undertook to

apply without hesitation the existing laws, and strengthened by
the assistance rendered, not without an ironic amusement, by the

Tory gentry they kept their word. The new Home Secretary,

Lord Melbourne, who passed for an indolent man of fashion,

astonished his colleagues by the energy he displayed. Circulars

were dispatched to die Lord-Lieutenants of the counties and the

Justices of the Peace, urging diem to proceed with the utmost

severity.
2
Large numbers were arrested, 900, it was calculated, in

December alone.3 The same magistrates who in October had

acquitted eight men who had broken machines changed their

line of action towards die close ofNovember, and committed the

accused for trial at the assizes. And to obviate the necessity of

waiting until die assizes were held, a special commission was

bestowed upon a number ofjustices empowering diem to try the

accused summarily.
4- Before die end ofDecember the death sen

tences began. Usually the deadi penalty was commuted. Three

persons however were executed. Four hundred and fifty-seven

were transported.
5 The riots ceased immediately, arson a Htde

later. The suppression assisted we must add by a considerable

1 Sir James Walsh, Observations on the Ministerial Plan of Reform, 1831, Pp. 24-5- As

a body/ adds Sir John Walsh, with the exception of the followers of Mr. Canning, ,who

do not appear to be the leaders now, they are totally inexperienced and untried in their

management of state affairs/
z
Political Register, Dec. 4, 1830 (vol. hex, pp. 919 sqq.)- Annual Register, 1830, Chron.,

p. 200,
8
Carpenter s Political Letter; to the right hon. Wilmot Horton, end of Dec. 1830.

* Ann. Reg.&amp;gt; 1830, Chron., December.
B
J. L. and B. Hammond, The Village Labourer, p. 284.
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increase of the labourers wages
1 had thus proved successful.

But it was strange inauguration into office for a party which posed
as the popular party! At the same time the manufacturing
districts which until November had remained quiet began to

cause anxiety to the Government. They were agitated by a

number of conflicting movements with which the ministers felt

themselves powerless to cope. They were in the first place
economic. The mines of Cornwall and Wales were the scene of

disturbances.2 In the Manchester district an extensive strike began

among the cotton spinners; die son of one of the leading manu
facturers was murdered, and the danger to law and order to be

apprehended from the Trade Unions once more engaged public
attention. 3 But these popular movements also possessed their

political aspect. All over die country Political Unions sprung up
modelled upon the Political Union of Birmingham. Their

programme was far more democratic than any which Lord Grey
could possibly bring forward and after the events in France the

English agitation for reform assumed a revolutionary character

which no one could mistake. In Staffordshire the rumour spread
that tricolour flags were being prepared and seditious pamphlets
circulated by mysterious agents.

4 At Preston, in Lancashire,

Stanley, who was obliged to seek re-election on his appointment
as Secretary for Ireland, found himselfopposed by an unexpected
candidate in the person of the agitator Henry Hunt. And Hunt
was returned.5 On the odier hand these Political Unions might
in certain circumstances prove indispensable allies of the Cabinet

against the party of Wellington and Peel. For since the July
revolution they had lost the Tory character which in January
1830 Thomas Attwood had imparted to the Birmingham Union,

1 In October 1833 Cobbett estimated at ^18,000,000 the total amount of additional

wages received since 1830 by the agricultural labourers. (Political Register, Oct. 12, 1833,
vol. Ixxxii, p. 122.) Cf. Lord Melbourne to Wellington, Nov. 10, 1832. The con
cessions which were made to violence in the year 1830 have, I fear, had a permanently bad
effect upon the character of the agricultural population (Lord Melbourne s Papers, p. 152).
But when the magistrates contemplated the legal regulation of wages Lord Melbourne
dissuaded them from the attempt. (J. A. Roebuck, History of the Whig Ministry 0/1830
to the passing of the Reform Bill, vol. i, p. 337.)

a Annual Register, 1831, Chron,, Feb. 22. Pol Reg., Jan. 15, 1831 (vol. bcxi, p. 187).
a For this movement, which was led by Doherty, see vol. ii, p. 287- Cf. Greville

Memoirs, January 25, 1831. Ann. Reg, t 1831, Chron., January 3; Pol Reg,, January 15,
vol. bed, p. 183. Carpenter s Political Letters, December 18, 1830, January 7, 1831.

4 Pol Reg., October 30, 1830 (vol. bod, p. 597).
* For Hunt s election see ibid., December 18, 25, 1830; January I, 8, 1831 (vol. to,

pp. 991, 1069; vol. bcxi, p. 118).
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and by providing popular feeling with a political outlet they

might perhaps divert most opportunely the attention ofthe people
from a propaganda which in Lancashire and Yorkshire was

gaining ground every day. A committee which, it was remarked,

included Tories had undertaken a campaign for the legal restric

tion of the hours of labour in factories. In the public meetings it

organized language more violent than any which had been

previously heard was addressed to the factory owners, and the

country gentlemen seemed rather pleased than alarmed. Fortun

ately trade was prosperous, and there was practically no un

employment: for the revolutions on the Continent, by bringing

industry to a standstill in France and Belgium, had provided

employment for the workers of Yorkshire and Lancashire. 1

Even in London the revolutionary agitation gathered strength.

Cobbett emerged from the obscurity in which he had lain for

several years. To his Political Register he now added another and a

cheaper publication, Twopenny Trash, in which every week he

dealt out his invectives impartially to Whigs and Tories alike.

Another journalist, William Carpenter, revived in October an

old idea of Cobbett s and evaded the stamp duty by publishing
several times a month but at irregular intervals open letters

addressed to an individual politician of either party. These

letters, which were periodicals without being periodicals, scored

immediately an enormous success and from the end of October -

had a regular circulation of 20,000 copies. During the following
months a host of Radical and republican papers came into

existence for example, The Ballot, The Voice of the People, and

Carlile s Prompter. All these papers if they did not directly incite

the agricultural labourer to burn mills and break machines

excused acts of disorder which would compel the governing
classes to give heed to die sufferings ofthe people. Demonstrations

on a large scale proved how fertile was the soil into which the seed

1 Westminster Review, January 1831, The Wellington Administration (vol. xiv, p. 244).

Let us for a moment consider the state of the two great divisions of the labouring order.

The manufacturers, at present in comparative comfort, are experienced in organization

and assured of their strength. The agricultural labourers sunk to the last depth of misery,

and breaking into desultory violence, Whenever these two extremes meet for extremes

they are the one class resorting to force from the extreme of misery and degradation,

and the other in an extreme condition of power, from the best management of their

means of strength what will be the state of society, tossed upon these vast and furious

elements? For wages at this date (real wages were declining, according to the author)

see the interesting details furnished by Carpenter s Political Letter of January 21, 1832,

entitled *A Political Herald*.
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fell which the Radical press was scattering broadcast. On Decem
ber 13 over 10,000 skilled workmen headed by the tricolour beset

St. James Palace.1 On January 10 Hunt, just returned for Preston,

made a triumphal entry into London.2

Panic took hold of the party in office.
3 While the friends of the

Government who were not bound by the ties of party betook

themselves to the more moderate Radicals the Benthamites

and implored them to prove to the people by speech and writing
the absurdity of smashing machinery, the Cabinet decided to

prosecute Cobbett and Carlile. On January 10 Carlile was tried

for two articles alleged to be seditious and the jury after long
hours of anxious deliberation made it possible for the

judges
to

sentence him to two years imprisonment and a fine of ^2O0.
4

But die prosecutions were fruitless; and the unstamped press went

on its triumphant way. New papers came into existence: the

Radical, the Republican, and, most important of all, Hetherington s

famous publication, the Poor Mans Guardian, a weekly news

paper for the people established contrary to law to try the power
ofmight against right . In July no less than thirty-two unstamped

journals were being published in London. For the French word

journals was used to describe them instead of the English word

newspapers, and it was the fashion in Tory circles to decry what

was called the spirit
ofjournalism.

6 And the republican journals of

^Croker to Lord Hertford, December 14, 1830 (Croker Papers, vol. ii, p. 81).
2 Political Register, January 15, 1831 (vol. Ixxi, p. 79).
8 See the alarmist letter written by a very advanced Liberal, Sir William Napier, to his

wife in January 1831 : . . . before spring all Europe will be in war and turmoil. Here in

London men speak sedition openly in the clubs and
secretly

in the streets; every person
is prepared or preparing for a great change. . . . Public opinion is at last ripe for a revolu

tion, and the first great man that steps forward will be sovereign of this country, or he
will found a republic (Life of Sir William Napier, vol. i, p. 336). On February 23 he
warned his wife and daughter to get ready for exile. It was unfortunate that France was
so unsafe, America so distant (ibid., p, 344).

* Annual Register, 1831, Cliron., January 10.
5 Ann. Reg., 1831, p. HI: the spirit ofjournalism, to use a foreign phrase

. Morning
Chronicle, April 23, 1833 : His (Sir R. Peel

s) maledictions against Journalism and Democ
racy remind us of the maniac raving against his keepers. April^: Sir Robert Peel . . .

an enemy to the liberty of the Press, which he chooses to term Journalism . . . He talked

on Friday ofthe &quot;despotism ofjournalism&quot;/ For a depreciatory use of the word journal
set Ann. Reg., 1831, pp. 241, 283, 295; 1832, pp. 2, loo, 131, 147. Cf,, on the other hand,
Westminster Review, Jan. 1833, Journalism (vol. xviii, p. 195): Journalism is a good word
for the thing meant. A word was sadly wanted: Newspapers and newspaper writing, not
to mention that they have a bad odour, only imperfectly described the thing intended.

The intercommunication of opinion and intelligence, as maintained in England and other
countries by means ofjournals, is too important to pass without a name and that a good
one. ... It is not very usual to find any one who will allow his connexion with a news~

paper, and ifit were avowed, it would certainly operate to the disadvantage of the party
so avowing. ... In France, on the contrary, to be a journalist, is to be a person of note
... the title of a journalist, implies education, character and perhaps disinterested enthusi-
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Paris were in fact the models which the London revolutionaries

imitated and in consequence of the prevalent unrest imitated

successfully.

Upon Ireland also the French and Belgian revolutions the

latter especially, for the Belgian revolution had been largely
Catholic had their

repercussion.
The peasants refused to pay the

tithe and demanded reductions of rent. In January a series of

agrarian outrages was inaugurated by the first murder and there

were signs that a famine was imminent. Meanwhile, O Connell

had placed himself at the head of another agitation, of a political
not a social nature, whose object was the repeal of the Act of
Union. Scarcely had one association which he founded been
dissolved than he founded another which pursued the same object
under a new name. It was dissolved in its turn and the farce

continued. Then the Government proscribed en bloc all associa

tions founded by O Connell. He at once devised other methods
of agitation. One day he would advise the Irish to withdraw all

the gold they had deposited in the banks, another day to abstain

from the commodities on which they must pay a tax to the English

treasury. On January 18 die Chief Secretary Stanley and the

Lord-Lieutenant Lord Anglesey imprisoned him together with
seven of his colleagues. No sooner released on bail he recom
menced his legal antics. A section of the Cabinet seemed bent

upon securing his condemnation, another hesitated and negotiated
with him through his son.

Such was the condition of the United Kingdom when Parlia

ment reassembled on February 3. Deplorable in itself, it reflected

the utmost discredit upon the Administration. Without a majority
in Parliament, unable to count upon the support ofthe clergy, the

courts, or the magistrates the Cabinet was incurring the hatred of

the lower classes by a high-handed method ofgovernment which

Wellington had not dared to employ. The real battle/ wrote

Jeffrey to a friend, is not between Whigs and Tories, Liberals

and Illiberals and such gentlemen-like denominations, but

between property and no property Swing and the law. 1

asm/ The writer of the article protests against the unfavourable sense which usually
attached to the term, while pointing out pretty clearly its French origin. The Westminster

Review was Radical and favourable to the French.
1
Jeffrey to Empson,January 3 1, 1831 (Lord Cockburn, Life ofLordJeffrey, vol. ii, p. 233).
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If these were the thoughts of a leading representative of the

party in office how could the ministers be expected to show any
zeal to carry out their positive programme ofpeace, retrenchment,

and parliamentary reform?

Peace indeed was maintained in spite of gloomy forebodings

amply warranted by die disturbed condition of Europe. The

months passed by and the general conflagration was not kindled.

In November Poland rose in rebellion against Russia, in January
a Russian army invaded Poland. When Modena and Parma

revolted and the inhabitants of the Romagna threw off die

authority of the Pope, an Austrian army hastened to restore

everywhere legitimate Government. Palmerston, faithful to

Canning s tradition, protested against the Russian and Austrian

invasions. But he had the prudence to be satisfied with a verbal

protest and liberal France did no more.

The situation in Belgium presented difficulties which seriously

direatened the understanding between Whig England and Orle-

anist France. For we must not be deceived by the lively debates

which the question raised in Parliament. The Belgian policy of

Lord Grey and Palmerston was in reality scarcely distinguishable

from die policy which Wellington and Lord Aberdeen had

followed in September. Their Liberal profession no doubt made
it easier for the new ministers to declare themselves in favour of

Belgian independence. But their Tory predecessors had already

recognized the autonomy of Belgium, and Grey and Palmerston

fully shared their desire that the new state should as far as possible

belong to die sphere of Dutch rather than of French influence.

For Belgian sovereign they proposed die Prince of Orange, die

son and heir of die King of die Nedierlands.1 The Belgian
National Congress disregarded the wishes of Great Britain and

offered the throne to die son of Louis Philippe. The prudence
1
Contemporary documents enable us to follow during thisJanuary Lord Grey s change

ofopinion in regard to the candidature of the Prince of Orange. On the fifteenth he seems

still to have been in favour of the Prince s claim (Diary ofSir John Hobhouse, January
15, 1831; Lord Broughton s Recollections of a Long Life, vol. iv, p. 79). Fifteen days later

he was discouraged by the inactivity shown by the &quot;supporters of the Prince. He wrote
to Princess Lieven, January 30, 1831: We still hear 01 the Orange party, but it does

nothing and does not advance a step. This, therefore, may be put out of your calculation

and the best thing now to be done -the neutrality being new established, which creates

the best barrier that existing circumstances afford against her [France], if she passes it

is to take any King the Belgians will choose, who can be accepted without dishonour*

(Correspondence ofPrincess Lieven and Earl Grey, vol. ii, p. 150). The next day he expresses
his fear lest the Orange party should embarrass British diplomacy by some inopportune
step (Lord Grey to Princess Lieven, January 31, 1831, ibid., p. 151).
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which the latter displayed in yielding to the British protest, and

the accession to office of Casimir Perier paved the way for a

peaceful solution of the Belgian question by the choice of Prince

Leopold of Saxe-Coburg, a candidate agreeable to England and

not distasteful to France. Was this settlement a victory for

England, a defeat, or an honourable compromise? The question

was left to the diplomatists to discuss. Public opinion, wholly
absorbed by domestic problems, attached no importance to this

dynastic arrangement. The nation wanted peace and imposed its

will upon Lord Grey as upon Wellington before him. I have no

fear/ Lord Grenville wrote in December to the Duke of

Buckingham, of anybody involving us in war. The truth is (I

should be sorry that France or America overheard me), our

entering on any such course is as much a physical impossibility

as it would be for me to set about drilling my servants and

labourers. 1

If the country demanded peace, it equally demanded retrench

ment and a reduction of taxes. The financial question had exerted

a considerable influence upon the late election and it was by the

demand that the items of the civil list should be examined by a

parliamentary committee that Sir Henry Parnell on November 15

had obtained the vote which placed Wellington s Cabinet in a

minority. But as the result of two months study of the financial

position, Lord Althorp, the new Chancellor of the Exchequer,
had reached the conclusion that it would be difficult to satisfy the

hopes his party had raised, impossible to improve in this direction

on the policy of the late Government. The July revolution, by

reviving the Belgian question, had compelled the Government to

arm, and, even if peace were preserved, the taxpayer must shoul

der the cost ofthe additional forces. Only one resource remained at

the Chancellor s disposition to lighten the burden by shifting its

incidence, in other words to reform instead ofreducing taxation.

Lord Althorp introduced an ambitious budget inspired by the

ideas of Sir Henry Parnell. It proved an utter failure and collapsed

under the criticism of the House ofCommons. Already at the close

ofFebruaryLord Althorp, Chancellor of theExchequer andLeader

of the Commons, weary of his important offices was considering

the best way to secure the Government an honourable demise.

1 Lord Grenville to the Duke of Buckingham, December 7, 1830 (Duke of Bucking

ham, Memoirs of the Courts and Cabinets of William IV and Victoria, vol. i, pp. 161-2).
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3

But when Lord Althorp was despairing, Parliament had not
even discussed the third plank of the ministerial programme and
it was this which engrossed the attention of the country. By in

numerable public meetings and petitions the public demanded a

House of Commons truly representative of the entire people, a

reduction of the interval between elections and voting by ballot.

This political agitation, weak in the country districts where the

labourers were in revolt against their employers, was very power
ful in the manufacturing districts, where to a large extent it pro
vided a safety-valve for the workers discontent, liable otherwise

to take a violent form. No doubt recourse to violence was in

contemplation should die Cabinet betray the mandate of the

nation. But for the moment an impenetrable obscurity shrouded
its intentions.

IfDenman, the Attorney General, declared himselfopposed to

the ballot,
1 Lord Althorp eight days later spoke in its favour.2 A

rumour circulated at die beginning ofJanuary that the Cabinet
had asked the two democrats who represented Westminster,
Burdett and Hobhouse, whether they would accept a .10
qualification for the franchise. 3 Did the Government then propose
only to enlarge the boundaries of the existing boroughs and in

these enlarged boroughs establish on that basis a democratic
franchise? Or did they intend to undertake on a large scale a

redistribution of the constituencies? On January 31 Lord Grey
was inBrighton laying the Government s bill before the King, and
as soon as he returned to the House it was known that the King
had accepted it. Did that mean that it was extremely moderate?

Throughout the entire month of February the discussion of
the bill was not to begin until March I the uncertainty con
tinued. Not a single indiscretion shed any light on the mystery.
However, the debate upon the budget had issued in a victory for
the Tories, and as less was now heard of parliamentary reform,

they indulged the hope that the nation was losing interest in the

question. Peel, a more able speaker than any of the ministers,
shielded them with his scornful patronage. What difficulties

IH. of C, November 22, 1830: penman added: Though he must confess himself
quite open to conviction upon the subject (Parliamentary Debate, 3rd Series, vol. i p. 627).2

Political Register, December II, 1830 (vol. Ixx, p. 945).8 Croker to Lord Hertford, January 3, 1831 (Croker Papers, vol. ii, p. 96) .
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would face them the moment the Reform Bill was introduced !

The proposed reform might be radical. In that case what hope
had they of getting the Commons to accept it? Or it might be

moderate. In that case the democrats throughout the country
would be in arms against the Cabinet. From a liberal administra

tion they would not accept the minor reforms they would have

welcomed from a Tory Government. Then Peel s hour would
strike. If there is not a revolution, wrote Greville, Peel will

assuredly be Prime Minister. 1

On March I Lord John Russell addressed a crowded and

expectant House. He proved that parliamentary reform was

founded on the principles ofjustice, was reasonable and an urgent

necessity. The confidence of the nation in its representatives must

be restored by a reform which without endangering the settled

institutions of the country would satisfy every reasonable man .

Lord John proceeded to explain the measure under three heads.2

In the first place the Government proposed to disfranchise

wholly or in part all those boroughs too tiny to be safe from

illegitimate influences, whether the domination of a powerful

family or the corruption of die electors. Every borough whose

population as ascertained by the census of 1821 was less than 2,000

would be completely disfranchised. This would affect twenty

boroughs returning at present 120 members. Every borough
whose population according to the same census was above two
and below 4,000 would in future return one representative
instead oftwo. This would involve a further decrease offorty-six
members. And Weymouth would henceforward return two

instead of four members. In all 168 seats would be abolished that

is to say, more than a quarter of the House of Commons.
In their place it was proposed to create a number ofnew seats.

Nine large towns headed by Manchester, Birmingham, and four

metropolitan districts would return two members, eighteen
other towns one member. Twenty-six counties would return

1 Greville Memoirs, December 19, 1830. Cf. Croker to Lord Hertford, January II, 1831 :

1 hear less and less every day of the Duke, and in the House ofCommons men begin to

look exclusively to Peel (Croker Papers, vol. ii, p. 97) ; to the same correspondent, March I,

1831: For the last week every one, Court, City, Ministers, Tories, all agree that the

Government holds its seat at the mercy of Sir Robert Peel (ibid,, p. 108).
2 We have followed the provisions of the bill (reproduced in its entirety in Cobbett s

Political Register, March 19, 1831, vol. Ixxi, pp. 714 sqq.). These provisions do not agree in

detail with the explanations of Lord John Russell s speech as reproduced in Parliamentary

Debates, 3rd Series, vol. ii, pp. 1061 sqq., nor these with the data of the Annual Register,

1831, pp. 8sqq.
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four instead oftwo representatives, Yorkshire six instead of four.

In all ninety-eight new seats.

In the third place it was proposed to introduce a uniform

franchise for every county and a uniform franchise for every

borough. Henceforward, in the boroughs the franchise would be

given to every householder who had occupied for at least six

months previous to the annual revision of the register
a house

whose rental value was not less than ^10. Since the former

franchise was so diversified the establishment of this uniform

franchise might have the effect in a certain number ofboroughs of

reducing the number of electors. Steps would be taken to prevent

the decrease being too sudden or too extensive. Every British

subject who at present possessed the borough franchise would

retain it for life provided that, if he possessed it in virtue of

membership of a corporation, he continued to reside in the

locality. In the counties the freehold franchise would be extended

to include those who in the language of English law held their

land in copyhold or leasehold.

A number of subordinate provisions laid down the procedure,
of an extremely simple character, to be followed in revising the

register every year. To prevent rioting at elections die duration

of the poll both in the boroughs and the counties was limited to

two days. In the counties provision would be made that no voter

need travel more than fifteen miles to record his vote.

The new English franchise would be extended to Wales, Scot

land, and Ireland. Only one new seat would be given to Wales,

five to Scotland, and three to Ireland,

To the House Lord John s speech came as a thunderbolt. He
was heard with stupefaction. The members of the Tory Opposi
tion, silent at first, decided, as the explanation proceeded, to

receive each new provision with an outburst of scornful laughter.

They could scarcely believe their own ears. Could it be possible

that the project was meant seriously?

How ever could the Cabinet have reached an agreement to

introduce so extensive a measure? The answer was not known
until several years later; so well was the secret kept.

1 The draught-

1 We can follow the stages by which this Cabinet s secret was gradually revealed, (i)

Lord Durham s speech at Gateshead, October 23, 1833 (Stuart and Reid, Life and Letters

ofLord Durham, vol. i, pp. 344 sqq.). (2) Brougham s article, Edinburgh Review, October

1834 (vol. Ix, pp. 249-50). See also the letter which, as a result of this article, Lord John
Russell wrpte to Lord Durham, October 19, 1834, to fix his memory ofwhat passed in
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ing of the bill had been entrusted in December to a committee of

four Lord John Russell, Lord Durham, Sir James Graham, and

Lord Duncannon. On this committee Lord John and Lord
Durham represented the left wing, Sir James Graham and Lord
Duncannon the moderates. But SirJames was under the influence

ofLord Althorp, who was the convinced supporter of a compre
hensive reform. The unqualified abolition of the nomination

boroughs was accepted without discussion and a uniform qualifi

cation of ^10 soon gained the support of the entire committee,
1

though LordJohn, faithful to the views he had expressed in 1822,

advocated at first a diversified qualification. It was a qualifica

tion which would satisfy the Benthamites.2 But at this point Lord

Durham intervened and asked the committee to consider the

other articles ofBentham s programme, the reduction ofthe legal

life of Parliament, and the intioduction of the ballot.

For the past fifteen years Bentham and his friends had valued

the ballot more highly than even die extension of the franchise

and for the past year or two it had assumed an additional im

portance in their eyes. We have already seen the distrust with

which towards the close of 1829 the editors of the Morning
Chronicle regarded the agitation conducted by the Tory dema

gogue the Marquis ofBlandford. And what on the other hand was

die lesson to be drawn from the events which had taken place
before their eyes in France? They had witnessed a Chamber of

Deputies elected on a narrowly restricted franchise defy for

months Polignac s reactionary cabinet. It had been dissolved and

the same electorate had acted in complete independence of the

the Committee of Four (Early Correspondence of Lord John Russell, vol. ii, pp. 41 sqq.).

(3) Lord John Russell s speech at Stroud, July 28, 1837 (The Times, July 31, 1837); also

the altercation which, as a result of this speech, took place on the subject of this speech
between Sheil and Sir J. Graham, H. ofC.,June 18, 1839 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. Iviii, pp. 488 sqq.). (4) The information supplied by Sir J. Graham to Roebuck, Jan.

2, 1851 (C. S. Parker, Life andLetters ofSirJames Graham, vol. i, pp. 114 sqq.), and utilized

by Roebuck (Hist, of the Whig Ministry 0/1830, pp. 225 sqq.). (5) The complete text of

Lord John Russell s first draft in the final chapter of the new edition published in 1865

of his Essay on the History of the English Government and Constitution, pp. 225 sqq. (6) The
text of the report presented by the four members of the committee in the Correspondence

ofEarl Grey with William IV, vol. i, pp. 461 sqq.
1 This figure seems to have been reached after some discussion. Lord John originally

proposed that the register of electors should be identical with the jury list. It was recom-

mended by the example of Norwich, where all the 10 householders were entitled to

vote for the guardians of the poor. That is to say, 4,000 out of 11,000 householders pos
sessed the franchise, and the qualification had worked well. (H. of C., February 3, 1832.

Lord John Russell s speech: Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. i, p. 123 5.)
4 Westminster Review, January 1831: Parliamentary Representation in Scotland* (vol.

av, p. 145).
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Government and returned a Liberal majority to the Palais

Bourbon, because it was secured against official pressure by the

ballot. France, happy France, exclaimed Bentham, *to what but

the Ballot is it indebted for its salvation? 1 The committee decided

to reduce the duration ofParliament to five years and to propose
the introduction of the ballot. To offset these concessions the

qualification was raised from ^10 to ^20. A uniform franchise

narrowly restricted and the ballot: the plan ofreform as it left the

committee was directly modelled on the French system.
But when the scheme was submitted to the Cabinet Lord Grey

flatly refused even to consider reducing the duration ofParliament

or introducing the ballot. He wished to abolish the pocket

boroughs to diminish the influence which Court and Cabinet

exercised over the elections, but to maintain public voting to

preserve unimpaired the influence of die great landowners over

the elections in the counties and even in the smaller boroughs. His

views carried the day. By way of compensation die Cabinet

returned to the Committee s original proposal and restored the

.10 franchise. All the members ofthe Cabinet, even the recruits

of the Canning group, finally accepted more or less willingly
Lord Grey s contention that it was advisable to introduce an

imposing measure ofreform ifpublic opinion were to receive die

satisfaction it had demanded since July, and effect a final2 settle

ment of the question, such that the Radicals could not demand its

revision in the near future. How are we to explain the fact that

when the Cabinet had adopted this plan of reform, without any
further delay the King gave his unconditional assent? Recent

memories of the senile obstinacy displayed on several occasions

by George IV, and gratitude that the bill made no attempt to

1 Westminster Review, October 1830: Mr. Brougham and Local Judicatories* (vol. xiii,

p. 457). C ibid., January 1831; article quoted in the preceding note: The ballot is a

question of principle and not of detail It is the question the all important question. , . .

We are convinced that no scheme ofreform without the ballot will satisfy public opinion&quot;

(vol. xiv, pp. 144-5)-
2 This term, which had a history before it (see below, p. 290), was employed for the

first time by Lord Grey in a letter in which he communicated to Lord Durham the King s

opinion of the ministerial plan (Earl Grey to Lord Durham, January 31, 1831); *. ... He
[the King] was particularly pleased with your report, and entirely concurred in the state

ment so clearly and powerfully made in it of the necessity of doing something, and that

something should be effectual and final* (Corr, ofEarl Grey with William IV, vol. i, p. 91).
Cf. H. of C., March I, 1831, Lord Althorp s speech: he thought it would be a final

settlement (Parliamentary Debates^ 3rd Series, vol. ii, p. 1143); also June 5, 1832, Stanley s

speech : He must say that, so far as rested with the Government, the present was a final

measure* (ibid., jrd Series, vol. xiii, p. 439).
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introduce manhood suffrage or the ballot, were no doubt motives

which played their part in a decision so rapid that the ministers

themselves were astonished. Thus William IV, in reality a con

vinced Tory, encouraged the popular belief, a belief very useful

to the Cabinet, that for the first time for a century the sovereign

belonged to the popular party.

Nevertheless, since the Government s bill did not bestow upon
the country manhood suffrage and the ballot it was not in the

strict sense a Radical measure. Outside the House would it

receive the approval of the democratic press and the popular

speakers? Immediately after the sitting Hobhouse rushed off to

Francis Place, anxious to learn the opinion ofthe great electioneer

ing agent of his constituency. He found him delighted with the

bill.
1 A few days before, Cobbett had announced that he would

not support any measure which did not introduce the ballot.2

In spite of this he gave his unqualified approval to Lord John s

bill
3 and abused Hunt for his attempt in the House to criticize the

measure in its present form as a piece of middle-class legislation.
4

Although the bill maintained in Ireland the disfranchisement of

the forty-shilling freeholders O Connell became its enthusiastic

supporter. The Cabinet concluded a tacit alliance with him and

die prosecution was dropped. According to Lord John s explana

tion, the bill would double the number of voters, raising it from

500,000 to i,ooo,ooo.
5 Thus the English Reform , occasioned by

1 Lord Broughton s Recollections ofa Long Life, vol. iv, p. 88.
*
Political Register, February 26, 1831 (vol. Ixxi, pp, 532-4).

8 See the article entitled My Triumph : to the readers ofthe Register on the Destruction

of the Boroughmongers, ibid., March 5, 1831 (vol. Ixxi, pp. 624 sqq.).
* To the People of Preston On the Parliamentary Reform now under discussion, and

on the Conduct of the Preston Cock with regard to the Measure (ibid., March 12, 1831,

vol. Ixxi, pp. 661 sqq.). See especially p. 662: This measure is one the adoption ofwhich
will form a really NEW ERA in the affairs of England, aye, and of the world too: it

will produce greater effects than any that has been adopted since the &quot;PROTESTANT

REFORMATION&quot;: it will be called . . . &quot;THE REFORM&quot;, as the change made in

the time of Henry VIII is called &quot;THE REFORMATION&quot;, and as that made in 1688

is called &quot;THE REVOLUTION&quot;/
6 H. of C., March I, 1831 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. ii, p. 1083). In exact

figures Lord John forecast an increase of 455.ooo voters: 110,000 in the boroughs which
were already represented, 50,000 in the new boroughs, 95,000 in London, 60,000 in Scot

land, 40,000 in Ireland, and 100,000 in the counties. Since the number of voters before

1832 was approximately 435,000 in England, 3,600 in Scotland, and 25,000 in the Irish

counties (the figure for the Irish boroughs cannot be ascertained), the total number of

voters was decidedly below 500,000. In fact, the actual increase in the number of voters

proved to be less than Lord John Russell had expected (in London, for example, the
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the example of the Parisian Revolution , promised to prove in

certain respects a bolder venture than that Revolution itself.

With the corporation boroughs the bill swept away the abuse of
the non-resident freemen, and at one blow got rid ofall the nomi
nation boroughs. This was by itselfsufficient to justify the general

delight. In every town and shire mass meetings were held to

support the Reform and they were not confined to the Liberals.

Tories also participated in the meetings. The King, only too

pleased to see revolutionary Radicalism swamped by this great
movement ofpublic opinion, was well satisfied with the decision

he had taken.1 The ministers had the entire nation at their back.

The Tories in the House put up the best fight they could. The
debate on the bill continued for eight days. The Opposition
speakers maintained that to abolish the nomination boroughs
without compensation was to weaken the social structure by
violating the right of property.

2

They denied that a bill of this

kind could effect a final settlement. Whenever the distribution

of the population changed, the distribution of seats must change
with it. Indeed, the bill had already become obsolete before it

was passed, since it was based upon die returns of a census ten

years old.3 A diversified franchise, they insisted, was an essential

feature of the British system of representation.
4 In one place the

right to send a representative to Parliament belonged to die noble

patron ofa close borough, in another to all the ratepayers, some
times even, at Preston for example, to all the inhabitants. The
new bill was a

levelling measure. In every constituency through
out the Kingdom it created two legally defined classes, the one

above, the other below, a definite standard of property, the

former possessing political rights, the latter excluded from their

increase amounted only to 44,000 instead of95,000; H. ofC, April 18, 1836&quot;, Duncombe s

speech; Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxxii, p. 1170), and the total number of
electors was only 813,000. This, however, was a considerable increase. It will help us to
understand these figures if we remember that as a result of the July revolution the

qualification for the franchise in France was merely lowered from 300 to 200 francs. In

consequence of the change, out of a population of 31,000,000, 160,000 possessed the vote.
One vote for every 200 citizens. In England, with a population of24,000,000, there were
800,000 voters. One voter for every 30 citizens.

1 The King to Lord Grey, March 3, 1831 (Correspondence ofEarl Qrey with William IV,
vol. i, p. 136).

a H. of C., March 2, 1831. Speech by H. Twiss and Lord Darlington; March 1831, Sir

James Scarlett s speech (Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. ii, pp. 1130, 1177; vol. iii, pp. 771 sqq.).3 H. of C. f March 2, 1831, C. B. Wall s speech; March 7, 1831, Colonel Sibthorp s

speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. ii, p. 1171; vol. iii, p. 123).
4 H. of C., March 3, 1831, Baring s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. ii, pp. 1305 sqq.).
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enjoyment.
1 The Government was preparing to replace the old

constitution with its confused outlines by a brand new constitu

tion whose worst defect would be its rigid, clear-cut demarcations.

At the top would be an aristocratic House ofLords, a little lower
a middle-class House ofCommons, at the bottom the disfranchised

masses. It was an arrangement likely to endanger social order.

At the very moment when the French were attempting with

what success the future would show to carry out a revolution

on the English pattern to defend their constitutional rights against
the encroachments of absolutism, the English were proposing to

effect a doctrinaire reform in the French style. At the first eco

nomic crisis the poor would rise against the rich and that day
would see the end of the monarchy, the nobility, and the middle

classes themselves. Nevertheless, very few of the critics believed

that an obstinate resistance had any prospect of success. Very few

dared to take up Wellington s attitude and deny that even a

moderate reform was inevitable. Peel in particular was remarkable

for his frank admissions. 2 When, on March 9, LordJohn obtained

leave to introduce his bill, the Opposition would not risk a

division. On March 14 the Commons passed the first reading of

the bill by show ofhands. When at last on March 22 the Opposi
tion voted against the bill on the second reading the Government
obtained a majority of one 302 against 301 votes.

This result was a disappointment to the diehards. They blamed

1 H. of C., Mar. 3, 1831, Sir Robert Peel s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol.

ii, pp. 1336, 1346). Cf, April 18, 1831. M. T. Sadler s speech (vol. iii, p. 1559). Hence the

curious effect of the Reform already mentioned, namely, that in certain constituencies it

actually reduced the number of voters. Here, however, we must be on our guard against

exaggeration. It is true that the franchise was restricted in forty-three English and Welsh

boroughs out ofthe 156 which kept their representation. But ofthese forty-three boroughs,
twenty-seven in England and three in Wales had been before the Reform Act corporation

boroughs. In the majority of cases the reduction in the number of voters was the effect

of depriving the non-resident freemen of the vote at Canterbury, for example, where
the number ofvoters fell from 2,325 to 1,511 ; at Dover, where it fell from 2,385 to 1,651 ;

at Gloucester, where it fell from 1,900 to 1,527; at Lancaster, where it fell from 4,000 to

1,109; at Maldon, where it fell from 4,000 to 716; at Sudbury, where it fell from 1,000

to 509; and at York, where it fell from 3,750 to 2,873. Among the remaining thirteen

boroughs, if we leave out of consideration those in which the number of voters (a small

body before the Reform) remained about the same, only varying by a few dozen, there

were only two where an important decrease in the electorate was clearly due to the

restriction introduced by the new franchise. At Preston, theoretically a borough which

possessed universal suffrage, the number of voters fell from 7,500 to 6,352; at West

minster, a $cot-and-lot borough, from 16,000 to 11,576 (Return of the number of electors

. . . in the years 1815, 1830^ 1832-3 and 1839-60. 1860).
8 H. of C., December 16, 1830 (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. i, p. 1227); March 3, 1831

(ibid., 3rd Series, vol. iii, p. 1337); March 24, 1831; debate on the Irish bill (ibid., 3rd

Series, vol. iii, p, 912).



THE JULY REVOLUTION IN ENGLAND

Peel, once more
unpopular with his own party,

1 for not having
attempted a vote of censure on the Government at the beginning
of the month. Against such a charge Peel could have made a

convincing defence. Had the Government been placed in a

minority at the beginning of March, he might have replied, a

dissolution would have been inevitable, to be followed possibly

by an attempt at revolution, certainly by an overwhelming defeat

at the polls. Now, on the contrary, the Cabinet, still indeed in

possession of a majority but a majority of only one, was con
demned to continue interminably the debates on the Reform Bill

and, moreover, under the most unfavourable conditions. What
would be left ofLord John s bill after it had been debated clause

by clause for one or two months?
When Parliament reassembled after the Easter recess Lord

John on April 18 reintroduced his bill with a few trifling amend
ments.2 Five boroughs which had been totally disfranchised were
to retain one member. Seven boroughs which had been deprived
of one representative were to retain both. Seven additional

boroughs were enfranchised, but by way of compensation
Halifax was to return only one instead of two members. Eight
counties unaffected by the original bill were given three instead of
two representatives. The qualification for the franchise was also

slightly modified. The children of resident freemen alive at the

passing of the bill would be entitled to die vote on attaining their

majority, and all apprenticed at that date would be entitled to

vote on becoming freemen. The county franchise was extended
to two further classes of leaseholders: every extension of the

county franchise was acceptable to the Tory opposition. In the

boroughs the ^10 franchise was no longer confined to house

holders, but was extended to die occupier of a warehouse or

counting-house. The effect of diis provision, which appeared at

first sight a furdier concession to Liberal principles, would be to
establish a plural vote in favour of the

capitalist who possessed
besides his residence a warehouse or an office. But it was immedi
ately evident that these amendments were insufficient to strengdien

Croker to Lord Hertford, March 22, 1831 : Peel comes to me very often and kindly.He is sore perplexed. I suppose his conscience tells him that he is the primary cause of all
the mischief (Croker Papers, vol. ii, p. 112). Greville Memoirs, March 24, 1831 : I continue
to hear great complaints of Peel of his coldness, ^communicativeness and deficiency
in aU the qualities requisite for a leader, particularly at such a time. There is nobody
else, or he would be deserted. Cf. ibid., March 18, 1831.

a H. of C, April 1 8, 1831 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. iii, pp. 15 sqq.),
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the position ofthe Government in the House; and Peel had already
secured an undertaking that the ministry would submit to the

vote the provision by which the number of representatives for

Scotland and Ireland was increased while the representation of

England and &quot;Wales was diminished by thirty seats.
1

It was clever

tactics to raise this point and for two reasons. In the first place
the Tories seemed to know instinctively where the weakness of

the Whigs lay and would continue to lie. In a nation formed by
the union of three distinct Kingdoms, it was a skilful move to

exploit English patriotism in the narrow sense against the Scotch

and Irish tendencies of the popular party. And in the second place
the ministers had expressly declared that they had no objection to

increasing the number of representatives provided by the bill if

the increase were in favour of the industrial centres or important
counties. It would be difficult, therefore, for the Government to

allege that the amendment now proposed endangered the exist

ence of the bill. Thus, from the very first day the Tories took the

lead in debate. When a Tory member of the Commons, General

Gascoyne, called upon the House to vote against any decrease in

the representation ofEngland and Wales the Cabinet declared by
the mouth of Stanley that if his motion passed they would
consider the bill rejected.

2
By a majority of eight the House

accepted the motion. The Cabinet was now faced with the alter

native ofresigning or, if they could retain the King s confidence,

obtaining his consent to dissolve. For the past three months

William had declared himself flatly opposed to dissolution.
3 But

when the moment came to decide he gave way. Unaccustomed
as yet to govern, and obliged to learn the art in the midst of a

political crisis, his fear of provoking a revolution by dismissing
his Cabinet finallyprevailed over his fear that dissolutionwould be

followed by a revolutionary election.4 While he was making up his

mind confused and disorderly debates continued atWestminster in

both Houses. On the 2ist the House ofCommons in defiance of

Lord Althorp refused to continue the discussion ofthe budget. In

1 H. of C. f April 13, 1831 : Sir Robert Peel s question and Lord Althorp s reply (Parlia

mentary Debatest 3rd Series, vol. iii, pp. 1273-5). Cf. Sir Robert Peel to Croker, April 15

(? 14), 1831 (C. S. Parker, Sir Robert Peel, vol. ii, p. 181).
8 H. of C., April 12, 1831; LordJohn Russell s speech, April 13, 1830; Stanley s speech

(Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. iii, pp. 1242, 1264).
8 The King to Lord Grey, March 21, 1831 (Corresp. ofEarl Qrey with William IV, vol.

i, p. 177).
* The King to Lord Grey, March 21, April 21, 1831 (ibid., vol. i, pp. 177, 227).
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the House ofLords Lord Wharncliffe introduced a motion calling

upon the King to refuse dissolution, and it was set down for

debate on the 22nd. That very day, as the two Houses took their

seats, the sound of a cannon was heard. It was the signal that the

King had left St. James* Palace and was on his way to West
minster to dissolve Parliament in person. Every shot was greeted

by the ministerialists with cheers, by the Tories with shouts of

anger. The next time you hear these guns/ was the taunt

addressed by a Tory member to his exultant opponents, they will

be shotted and take offsome ofyour heads/ 1 The tumult was still

raging when the King entered the House of Lords and did not

cease until he had taken his seat upon the throne to declare

Parliament prorogued in view of its immediate dissolution .

Ill SECOND REFORM BILL

The dissolution was received with outbursts of popular rejoic

ing. In London and in die large provincial towns the news was
celebrated by a general illumination. Then the nation plunged
into feverish preparations for the election, which was to take

place at extraordinarily short notice only a week after the

dissolution. Both parties, whom the present situation had divided

far more sharply than at any previous election on one side the

supporters of the bill, on the other its opponents made hasty

attempts to organize their forces. The democratic organs de

nounced a certain Conservative Senate* in daily session, so it was

said, in London,
2 while die Tories denounced a Parliamentary

Candidate Society founded by the Radicals for which Bentham
drew up a manifesto. 3 The election presented an altogether

exceptional character. For the Parliament now to be elected

would not be a legislature empowered to govern die country for

a term of years. It would be a species of Constituent Assembly
entrusted with die task ofpassing the Reform after which it must

1 Lord Broughton s Recollections of a Long Life, vol. iv, p. 106. C Creville s Memoirs,

April 24, 1831 : Those who were present tell me it resembled nothing but what we read
ofthe &quot;Serment duJeu de Paume&quot;, and the whole scene was as much like the preparatory
days of a revolution as can well be imagined/

*
Political Register, April 30, 1831 (vol. botii, p. 273).

3
Proceedings of the Parliamentary Candidate Society instituted to support Reform

by promoting the Return of Fit and Proper Members to Parliament, 1831. Cf. Bentham

Works, vol. xi, p. 66, and Graham Wallas, Life ofFrancis Place, pp. 360 sqq,
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make way for a Parliament chosen by the new electorate.

Consequently, the electioneering device of the ministerialists was
the bill, the whole bill, and nothing but the bill*. The election

resulted in an overwhelming victory for the Government, and

by its condemnation of the existing franchise went near to justify
the plea of its Tory defenders.

In the English counties the Tories were almost annihilated.

Of eighty-two seats they kept only six, all in unimportant
counties. In the boroughs the Whigs were equally triumphant.
Not only did all the important towns return supporters of the bill

(Gascoyne was defeated at Liverpool), but the Government won
seats for rotten boroughs and close boroughs. There was money
in the Treasury to purchase the former and at least one Tory
landlord sold his seats to die ministry.

1 In Ireland O ConnelTs

assistance combined with departmental pressure secured a gain of

ten seats. Even in Scotland, thanks to the small number of the

electorate, the influence of the Government could prevail over

Tory gold. There was a gain of eight seats and a majority in

favour of the Reform Bill. And the voters may have been intimi

dated by the disfranchised masses. That this was in fact the case is

suggested by the scenes which occurred in many constituencies

where the Tory candidate was returned. At Edinburgh the life

of die newly elected member was in danger for several hours.2

On the morrow of the election it was calculated that the Govern

ment had secured a majority of 140 votes. And when the Reform
Bill was actually put to the vote of the new Parliament it was

passed on the second reading by 367 to 231 votes, a majority of

I36.
3

The debate which opened on June 24 continued throughout an

entire summer of exceptional heat and was not concluded until

September 21. At first LordJohn Russell was in charge ofthe bill.

When he succumbed beneath the heavy burden Lord Althorp
took his place. His parliamentary reputation had been consider

ably damaged by the debate on the budget. He contrived to regain
the position he had lost and by speaking the blunt language of

1 Greville Memoirs, April 29, 1831.
z Annual Register, 1831, pp. 152-3; Law Cases, pp. 311 sqq.
8 For the text ofthe bill as submitted to the Commons inJune, see Parliamentary Debates,

3rd Series, vol. iv, where it is printed separately at the beginning of the volume. For an

abridged text of the bill as it left the House in September, see Ann. Reg., 1831, Public

Documents , p. 336.
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the country squire endeared himself to a parliament ofgentlemen,
farmers. As the debates were protracted the reformist press and

the Political Unions showed signs of impatience.
1 But were

three months really too long a time to discuss a bill of such

exceptional importance? A host of detailed objections arose on
each of die three fundamental points of the proposed reform.

There were, in the first place, difficulties respecting the new
distribution of seats. On this matter only one alteration had been

made in the March bill. Two additional boroughs were disfran

chised. The Opposition speakers pointed out how arbitrary were

the lines of demarcation drawn between the boroughs which

preserved their present representation intact, those which kept
one out of two members, and those which lost both and showed
that those responsible for draughting the bill had based their work
on unchecked statistics, often highly debatable and inspired by
party considerations. But the only way to obviate such objections

entirely would have been to adopt Bentham s system and divide

the country into equal constituencies each returning one member
or the same number of members. The moment the borough

representation was maintained inside the county areas and die

traditional boroughs as far as possible preserved, many anomalies

became inevitable. Yield an inch, and the retreat would become a

rout The ministers and their supporters were inflexible. With the

exception of a single borough, transferred from Schedule A to

Schedule B that is to say, retaining one member instead ofbeing
totally disfranchised both Schedules were passed in the exact

form in which Lord John had presented them to the House.

Besides the difficulties relative to the boroughs wholly or

partly disfranchised there were others concerning the new
boroughs. Why were so many boroughs disfranchised in the

south of England, so many created in the north? The effect

surely must be to upset the balance of
representation

to the

prejudice of the agricultural interest and in favour of the manu
facturers. 2 Why should the London area receive so many new

representatives? To give London a number of representatives

proportionate to the population would disturb the balance of

1 Annual Register, 1831, p. 193. H. of C,, July 26&quot;, 29; August 2, 15, 27, 1831 (Parliament

ary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. v, pp. 328, 520, 588; vol. vi, pp. 7, 701). Political jRe^kter, July
23, 30, August 6, 1831 (vol. bocxiii, pp. 209, 285, 341).
*H. of C., July 27, 1831: Sk Robert Peel s speech (Par/. Deb, f 3rd Series, voL v,

pp. 410 sqq.).
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representation to the detriment ofthe provinces and by giving the

opinion of the capital an excessive weight in the deliberations of

Parliament increase the danger of insurrection, a danger whose

gravity was attested by the recent events in Paris.1 And why on

the other hand were members granted to towns of 30,000 or even

16,000 inhabitants whereas only one member was allotted to a

group of Staffordshire towns with a total population of 50,000

and in Lancashire towns with a population of 40,000 were left

without a representative? To these criticisms the ministers replied

that the increased number ofcounty seats for which the bill made

provision gave agriculture all the influence it ought to possess,

that the danger ofinsurrection would be increased not diminished

if the metropolis were refused the representation to which it was

justly entitled, and further that if there were any anomalies in the

distribution of the new seats it was because population was not

the sole basis on which it had been made. And ifthe bill were not

a levelling measure which sacrificed everything to equality, the

Tories were the very last people entitled to complain. Schedule C

(the new boroughs returning two members), Schedule D (the

new boroughs returning one member), and Schedule E (the

counties whose representation was increased) passed the Commons
without the least alteration.

The voter s qualification occasioned further debate.

The principle ofa uniform borough franchise of .10 was main

tained. It was in vain that the Opposition called attention to the

real inequalities disguised by die uniform qualification,
and

pointed out that payment of a rent of 10 did not imply the

same amount of wealth in London and in the provinces, in a

large town and in a small borough. In vain they proposed that a

graduated qualification should be established rising from ^10 or

even ^5 to ^15 or ^20 according to the size of the borough.
2

Had their objections been successful, the qualification would have

been raised wherever a ^10 qualification conferred the vote

upon members of the working class.
8 But they went unheeded.

1 H. of C., August 3, 1831 : Sir Robert Peel s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. v, pp. 667 sqq.). Cf. Croker to Lord Haddington, April 7, 1832 (Wellington, Des

patches, Cont., vol. viii, pp. 273-4).
a H. of C,, August 24, 25, 1831 (Part Deb., 3rd Series, vol. vi, pp. 576 sqq., 599-&amp;lt;5oo).

8 Political Register, Nov. 12, 1831 (vol. bpdv, pp. 393~4) : Even according to the rejected

bill, there are many whole counties in which not a single working man would have had

a vote. . . . There were none but these populous spots [London, Norwich, Bristol and

Staffordshire, Derby, Nottingham, and the large towns in Lancashire, Yorkshire, and
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The new bill however defined the ^10 qualification more

stringently than the former had done, and important conse

quences followed from the stricter definition. In the large towns a

custom sanctioned by statute1 made the landlord, not the tenant,

responsible for the rates on house property let at a low rental. By
the amended form of the bill these tenants were disfranchised: for

no one was now qualified to vote who did not pay his own rates.

Moreover, the new bill prescribed that to confer the franchise the

rent must be paid halfyearly. But a very large number of tenants

paid their rent every quarter and in the North it was common to

make weekly payments. Thus while the ^10 franchise was

scrupulously respected the number ofvoters had been reduced by
indirect methods.

The Radicals were up in arms. The Birmingham Political

Union addressed a formal protest to Lord Grey against the clause

prescribing half-yearly payment of rent and he thought it

necessary to write a personal letter to the President of the Union
to explain that the clause had been inserted by an oversight and

promise that die bill should be amended.2 In the form in which it

was finally adopted the measure was in two respects more liberal

than the original draught. Not only was the provision that the

rent must be paid half yearly dropped, no actual payment ofrent

was any longer required. It was sufficient if the rates and taxes

further to the North, including the large towns in Scotland, and four or five large towns
in Ireland] in which there would have been one single working man entitled to vote/

H. of C, December 17, 1831, Lord John Russell s speech: The town of Leeds has been

regularly canvassed for the purposes of the election , . . The result of (the) canvass has

been, that in the quarters inhabited by the working classes, not more than one in every
fifty householders will have a vote under the 10 clause . . . The working classes in

Leeds almost all live in houses of from $ to ^8 rent; out of 140 householders, heads

of families (including several overlookers employed in the mill of Messrs. Marshall &
Co.), not more than two will have votes ... In Manchester the case is somewhat different.

From personal examination it appeared that, in a manufactory, where 702 persons were

employed, 108 were householders, thirty-one ofwhom pay a rent of 10 and upwards.
In another, where 530 persons were employed, seventeen stated that they pay a rent of

jio and upwards* (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. ix, pp. 498-500),
1
59 Gco. Ill, Cap. 12, s. 18 (The Sturges Bourne Act 0/&quot;l8i9; see vol. ii, p. 42).

2 Annual Register, 1831, pp. 162-3. H. ofC., July 4, 1831 ( Parl. Deb. t 3rd Series, vol. iv,

pp. 654 sqq.); Lc Marchant, Memoirs of Viscount Althorp, p. 325. Political Register, July 9,

1831 (vol. Ixxiii, pp. 68 sqq.). The protest made by the Political Union of Birmingham*
criticized several other provisions of the bill. It is regrettable that historians of the Reform
Act have concentrated their attention almost exclusively upon the abolition of the rotten

boroughs and the pocket boroughs. Owing to this limitation of interest they have all

omitted to relate the technical history of the jio franchise, though it also possesses
considerable importance. Even Mr. J. R. M. Butler is guilty of this neglect, and has

therefore failed to write the definitive history of the Reform which he might otherwise
have written.
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were paid by the tenant. But on the other hand to keep the body
ofvoters free of elements far from respectable , two new clauses,

of the utmost importance, were inserted. No longer as in the

first bill was six months residence sufficient, twelve months
residence was now required. And since the twelve months were
to be reckoned from the annual revision of the register, residence

for a period of almost two years would in some instances be

necessary in order to qualify. Nor was any one entitled to vote

unless during those twelve months he had occupied the same
domicile without interruption.

1 And in the course of the debate

an amendment was introduced, adopted by the Government and

passed by the House, disqualifying any one who during his

twelve months term of residence had been in receipt of poor
relief.

2

As regards the county franchise the attitude of the two parties

was by no means the same. The Tories desired to enlarge the

electorate and the Liberals must either satisfy their wishes or

place themselves in a false position. The former bill had conferred

the franchise on leaseholders whose rent, if the lease were held for

life, was not less than 10 per annum. And it had also provided
that a shorter lease should confer the franchise ifthe rent were not

less than .50 per annum. The Cabinet had reserved the right to

determine later the period of these shorter leases. It was now

proposed to fix a term of seven years.
3 It was a very brief term,

so short indeed that it astonished PeeL Why, he asked, should

they not go further in the same direction and grant the franchise

to every tenant without exception, even to those who held their

lease on an annual tenure? Were they afraid that such tenants

would be unduly exposed to the influence of their landlords?

Those who held a seven-year lease would be scarcely more

independent.
4 The Marquis of Chandos moved an amendment

to this effect,
5 which the Cabinet opposed in vain. They were

abandoned by the Radicals, who favoured every extension of the

1 For these provisions sec H. of C, August 13, 1831, Lord Althorp s speech; August
23, 1831, debate on the amendment. John Campbell s amendment requiring quarterly

payment of rent as a condition of the franchise; August 20, 1831 (Parliamentary Debatesf

3rd Series, vol. v, pp. 1373 sqq.; vol. vi, pp. 600 sqq., 670 sqq.).
2 H. of C., August 26, 1831: Praed s amendment (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. vi, pp. 686-7).
3 H. of C, June 24, 1831: Lord John Russell s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. v, p. 339).
4 H. of C., August 17, 1831 : Sir Robert Peel s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. vi, p. 202).
5 H. of C., August 1 8, 1831: Colonel Sibthorp s amendment reintroduced by the

Marquis of Chandos (ibid,, 3rd Series, vol. vi, pp. 202, 278).
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franchise. The amendment was passed by a majority of eighty-

four, and adopted by the Government. On this occasion, under

Peel s leadership, the Tories employed the tactics advocated by
the Marquis of Blandford, and the gentry pursued a democratic

policy as a weapon against a Liberal policy conceived in the

interest of the middle class.

2

When the House ofCommons had finally passed the Reform

Bill, and the debates had concluded with two eloquent speeches,

by Macaulay in favour of the Reform, by Croker against it,
1

LordJohn took the Bill on September 21 to the Lords. The Lords

passed the first reading on the 22nd and the second reading was

fixed for October 3. A harassing fortnight followed.

It was an anxious time for the supporters of the Reform Bill.

The bill had successfully passed the first stage, the second was

still to come, and here the dangers were far greater. What would
the Lords do ? Debate the bill clause by clause and amend it out

ofrecognition? Or would they reject the entire bill without more
ado on the second reading? From the record ofprevious divisions

it would appear that the House of Lords was about equally
divided between the two parties, and the new peerages created in

June, and more recently still at the coronation, which the Govern
ment had finally decided to postpone no longer, were not

believed to be sufficient to turn the scale in favour ofthe Reform.2

Should the Government secure the passage of die bill by a further

creation? Optimists calculated that five or ten new peers would
suffice. A pamphlet published at this juncture, which without

mincing matters bade the Lords do their
duty

and pass the bill,

was universally attributed to the Lord Chancellor.8 The meetings

organized by the Political Unions and the newspapers which
1 H. of C., September 20, 1831 (Parliamentary Debates^ 3rd Series, vol. vii, pp. 297 sqq.,

311 sqq.).
* Five were created onJune 16. Nobody, I think/ wrote Lord Grey to Princess Lieven,

can object to these names, and it may be taken as a hint that more wiU be made if neces

sary (Correspondence of Princess Lieven and Earl Grey, vol. ii, p. 242), Sixteen on the

Coronation day (&quot;a set of horrid rubbish most of them , Grevule wrote on September
17, 1831). For the creation of so many as sixteen new peers the ministers invoked the

precedent of George IV* s coronation, conveniently forgetting that of the eighteen peers
created in 1821 only nine were not already members orthe Scotch or Irish peerage, and
were therefore added to the existing nobility (Wellington to Lord Strangford, January 12,

1832: Despatches, Cont. t vol. viii, p. 156).
8 What will be done with the Lords?* Question to the Lords generally, more especially

to Lords Eldon, Londonderry, and the Duke of Newcastle, what will be done with their

Lordships? 1831.
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supported the bill they were the vast majority spoke a threaten

ing language. In his great speech in the Commons Macaulay had
advised the peers of the United Kingdom to behave prudently
unless they wished to suffer the fate which had befallen the French

nobility forty years earlier.1 But it was, in truth, unnecessary to go
so far back in French history to see the dangers which in Western

Europe awaited an aristocracy too haughty to obey the popular
will- The French election in July had turned on the abolition of

the hereditary peerage. The Chamber of Deputies had just

opened on September 20 a debate on the question and Casimir

Perier was prepared to overcome the resistance of the Upper
Chamber by the creation ofnew peers.

The Tories were equally anxious. But their anxiety was due to

a very different reason. The ministerialists were growing alarmed,

the Tories recovering hope. Since the general election they had

won all or almost all the bye-elections.
2 These victories were

plausibly interpreted as a sign that the public was losing interest

in the fate of die Reform Bill. Moreover, during the protracted
debates in the Commons the tolerant attitude adopted by Lord

John Russell and Lord Althorp towards the Opposition had dis

pleased many Reformers. The Radical press had criticized the

Government, and even the bill itself. In reality this divergence of

opinion among the Reformers signified that the bill was the

minimum which Radical opinion would accept. But the Tories

understood it as an indication that the party in favour ofReform
was weakening and began to hope that they might avert defeat by

winning over their more moderate opponents. The King, as they
well knew, was definitely hostile to a further creation of peers.

Indeed, he had already shown his dislike ofthe peerswhose patents

he had signed inJune and September. And when the time actually

came, Lord Grey and the other heads of the great Whig houses

might be expected to share the*sentiments of their sovereign. All

these considerations encouraged the belief that if the Lords had

the courage to resist they would not be left without support.

1 H. of C. t Sept. 20, 1831 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. vii, pp. 313-414).
2
Weymouth, August i; Great Grimsby, August 10; Dublin, August 18; Carmarthen

shire, August 25; Dorsetshire (Lord Ashley returned), September 30; Forfarshire, October

3. Against these victories of the Anti-Reformers, the Reformers could only place a

solitary gain at WaUingford on September 21 (Standard, October 24; The Times, October

26, 1831), and the Anti-Reformers scored a further success at Liverpool on October 21

But on November I their hopes were dashed by a defeat in Cambridgeshire (The Times,

November i, 1831).
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The debate in the Lords opened on October 3, and continued

for five days. Ifhis language was very moderate, Lord Grey none
the less made it quite plain that he was not prepared to yield any
essential point. If their Lordships hoped to satisfy the public by
substituting some more moderate measure for the Government s

bill he would not accept the responsibility.
1 On the other hand,

though Brougham used more violent language than die Prime
Minister his position was far more conciliatory and excited

Radical protests.
2

Wellington, without explicitly stating his

hostility to every project of reform, manifested once more in

opposing the measure his determination to concede nothing.
3

Finally, in an all-night sitting, October 7-8, the division was taken,

and on the morning ofthe 8 da the reformist press in black-edged
editions informed capital and provinces that the bill had been

rejected by a majority of forty-one.
The excitement aroused throughout the country by die news

was the more violent because it came as a surprise to the vast

majority ofEnglishmen. Indeed, even the best-informed journa
lists and members ofParliament were astonished at die size ofthe

majority against the bill. When the state of feeling which pre
vailed in the suburbs ofLondon and to an even greater degree in

the provinces became known moderate men ofboth parties were
terrified by the immediate prospect of revolution and cursed the

Lords imprudent action. One thing was evident from the

beginning: the King would not ask the Cabinet to resign nor

would the ministers tender their resignation. The Government
knew that it could count on the urdflinching support ofa majority
in the Commons. On the loth Lord Bbrington moved on the

order of the day a vote of confidence in the ministry and his

motion was passed by a majority of 131. On the nth Lord Grey
saw the King at Windsor and obtained the immediate dismissal

ofLord Howe, the Queen s Chamberlain, for his vote against the

bill. On the following day the King and Queen returned to

London. Cobbett in his Register compared their return with the

1 H. of L., Oct. 3, 1831 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Scries, vol. vii, pp. 928 sqq.)
2 H. ofL., October 7, 1831 (ibid., 3rd Scries, vol. viii, pp. 220 sqq,). Political Register,

Oct. 15, 1831 (vol. Ixxiv, pp. 142 sqq.).
8 H. of L,, October 4, 1831 (Part. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. vii, pp. n8&amp;lt;5 sqq.). Greville

Memoirs, October 10, 1831 : The Duke of Wellington s speech was exceedingly bad: he
is in fact, and has proved it in repeated instances, unequal to argue a great constitutional

question. But his language a few days later was less decided.* H. of L., October 7, 1831

(Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. viii, pp. 338 sqq.).
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return of Louis XVI to Paris in October lySp.
1
Delegates from

every parish in London marched in procession to present addresses

to the King and his reply was considered satisfactory. But the

same day a persistent rumour was current that the ministers

intended to prorogue Parliament until after Christmas and then

introduce in the Commons a new bill better calculated to secure

the adhesion of die Upper House, At eleven o clock that night
the London streets once more presented a scene of tumult. Lord

Grey was awakened by a group of politicians from Westminster,

headed by Francis Place, who demanded a plain statement of his

intentions and his evasive replies increased the public fury.
2 On

the i yth he found it necessary to state definitely in the House of

Lords that he would never be a party to, or recommend any
measure ofReform which was not founded on similar principles,

and as effective as regarded its declared object, as that which was

lately before Parliament
5

.
3 Two days later Parliament was

prorogued not until January but until November 22.

The prorogation was inevitable iforder were to be maintained.

Alarming intelligence was being received from the provinces. At

Derby the crowd released from prison some rioters who had been

arrested and with them the entire contents ofthe gaol, the military

were summoned, and several among the mob were killed.
4 At

Nottingham, the castle, the property of the Duke of Newcastle,

who was notorious for the number of pocket boroughs in his

possession, was burned to the ground.
5 Incendiarism broke out

afresh in the southern counties.6 Moreover, the present insurrec

tion, graver than any which England had witnessed since 1815,

presented a new feature in which it resembled the revolutions on

the Continent. The popular fury turned against the clergy of the

1 Political Register, October 15, 1831 (vol. Ixxiv, p. 177).
2 Graham Wallas, Life ofFrancis Place, pp. 278-9.
*H. of L., October 17, 1831 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. viii, pp. 850-1).
4 Annual Register, 1831, Chron., October 8, 9, p. 161.

5 Pol Reg., October 15, 1831 (vol. Ixxiv, pp. 179-80).
fl

County Fire Office to the Home Office, December 15: The burnings of the present

season far outnumber those of last winter* (J. R. M. Butler, The Passing of the Great

Reform Bill, p. 327 n,)\ also Cobbett, Pol Reg., January 7, 1832 (vol. Ixxv, p. 102) : The

Fires are blazing more furiously than they were last year at this time/ According to

Cobbett the London Press maintained a conspiracy of silence about these acts of in

cendiarism in the country districts.
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established Church. As measures of pacification Catholic Eman
cipation and the abolition of the Test Act had proved a failure.

On the contrary, they had stimulated to further activity the two

groups who had benefited by them the Irish Catholics and the

English Dissenters. The decision just taken by the House ofLords
had the effect of uniting Catholics, Dissenters, and demagogues
in a common opposition to the Establishment. As we have just
seen die majority which on October 8 threw out the Reform
Bill on the second reading was a majority offorty-one. But ofthe

thirty prelates, archbishops, and bishops who sat in the House of
Lords only two had voted for the bill. Seven had abstained from

voting. Twenty-one seventeen English and four Irish bishops
had voted against the bill. Ifthese twenty-one bishops had voted

the other way, it would have been passed by a majority of one.

Therefore the bishops were responsible for the rejection ofthe bill.

In the course of debate Lord Grey had warned the bishops of

the danger in which they stood.1 His warning was justified by
the event. When they returned to their dioceses after the proroga
tion their appearance in public was greeted with booing and more
than once they believed their lives in danger.

2 In London a newly
erected church remained closed because the Bishop dared not

come to consecrate it,
8 When a preacher attempted to defend the

bishops vote, the entire congregation rose and left the church.4

On the anniversary of the Gunpowder Plot it was not Guy
Fawkes but a mitred bishop that was burned in effigy by the

urchins. Bristol was the scene of far more serious disturbances.

Prominent among those who had most stoutly opposed the

Reform Bill in the House ofCommons was Sir Charles Wetherell,
who held ajudicial position at Bristol. On October 29 Sir Charles

arrived at Bristol to perform his official duties, was received in

state by the corporation, but hooted by the mob. The same even

ing during the official banquet the excitement assumed a threaten

ing aspect. Next day the mob broke open and burned the gaols
and set fire to the town hall. The riot then took an anti-clerical

turn and the bishop s palace was burned to the ground. It was
not until the following day that the troops succeeded in restoring

1 H. of L., October 3, 1831 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Scries, vol. vii, pp. 9&amp;lt;$7-8).

2
Jeffrey to H. Cockburn, October 9, 1831 : Then several bishops will die (or be killed)

(Lord Cockburn, Life of Lord Jeffrey, vol. ii, p. 239).
3 Annual Register, 1831, Chron., October 21.
*
J. R. M. Butler, The Passing of the Great Reform Bill, p. 306.
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order. According to the official figures twelve persons were
killed and ninety-four wounded. The burning of the bishop s

palace at Bristol reproduced in England the sack of Saint Germain

1 Auxerrois and the Archiepiscopal Palace in Paris. But although
the disturbances presented a political and anti-clerical aspect, they
had not lost in the England of 1831 the social character, as a

rising of the working class, they had possessed in 1816 and in

1819. The Government could no longer maintain as during the

previous winter that trade and industry were prosperous. The
same report came in from every mining and manufacturing
district: fall of prices; lowering of wages; workmen dismissed;

factories closed. For the workers to attempt to secure higher

wages by striking was now out of the question the difficulty

was to find employment.
Was the political crisis then the result of the economic? Yes,

but only in part. For the economic crisis was itself the reper
cussion of the political which had continued for over a year. In

France, one month after the Bristol mob burned the bishop s

palace, the insurrection which put die silkweavers in possession of

the city ofLyons reproduced in a more serious form those risings

ofthe working class which during the past twenty years had come
to be regarded as characteristic of northern England. The Ligue
de la Resistance Bretonne and the Societe aide-toi le ciel

t aidera (the Help-yourself-and-heaven-will-help-you Society),

unions of the middle class, which had been founded before July
to refuse to pay taxes if the Charter were violated, were replaced

by new unions, the Amis du Peuple and Droits de 1 Homme ,

which drew a portion of their membership from the working
class, were frankly republican and displayed, what were beginning
to be called, socialistic tendencies. The sense of insecurity which

oppressed the whole ofwestern Europe diminished the consump
tion of goods and at the end of a few months production suffered

accordingly. Thus the history of the two great nations of the

West seemed to be following the same path. On both sides of the

Channel a political had given birth to a social crisis, and the

social crisis in turn aggravated the political.

Both the middle class and the proletariat were represented in

the ranks of the reformers. The former constituted the member

ship of the Political Unions and by a number of channels,

especially through Bentham and his subordinates, maintained
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unbroken contact with die governing class and the ministers.

The revolutionaries on the contrary, advocates of the working
class from which usually they had themselves sprung, were

regarded with terror by die ministers and their sole point of

contact with die Government was the prosecutions to which they
were subject. The Whig Ministry were not content with dis

appointing popular hopes by refusing to repeal die Stamp Act of

1817; it put the Act into execution with the utmost rigour; and

if middle-class juries were disposed to acquit revolutionaries of

their own class Prentice, for instance, at Manchester1 and even

Cobbett2
diey had no mercy for those sprung from the working

class Carlile, Taylor, Carpenter, and Hetherington.
8

It is not

surprising that these leaders of the proletariat, sensible, as they

were, that they were every bit as cultivated as their middle-class

allies were disposed to renounce the alliance, form dieir own

organizations, and utilize for their own benefit die methods of

agitation and intimidation which the middle-class democrats were

employing against the aristocracy and the boroughmongers. And
in fact in die summer of 1831 die workmen,who had learnt from
Robert Owen his doctrine of co-operation today we should

call it, as indeed Owen would shortly call it himself, socialism

repudiated one of die fundamental articles of his creed and

combined with their social propaganda those political claims

which he persisted in treating as unimportant, if not positively
mischievous. An Association bearing the title The British

Association for the Spread of Co-operative Knowledge gave
birth to an Association, whose objects were undisguisedly

political, which called itself at first The Metropolitan Trades

Union then the National Union of the Working Classes . After

considerable debate it was decided to exclude manual workers

from membership. But the ban remained a dead letter and in fact

the Union consisted entirely of working men.4

1 Political Register, July 23, 1831 (vol. bcxtti, pp, 239-40). A. Prentice, Hist. Sketches . . .

ofManchester (pp. 386 sqq.). This was not a
prosecution instituted by the Government, but

a charge of defamation brought by a member of the opposite party.
* Annual Register, 1831, Chron,, July 7. Pol. JR,eg, f July 16, 1831 (vol. Ixxiii, pp.

128 sqq.).
2
Life and Struggles of William Lovttt, pp. 59 sqq, Ann. Reg. f 1831, Chron., July 4.

4
Life and Struggles of William Lovett, pp. 68 sqq. This Association was organized some

what on the plan of the Methodist Connection. Class leaders were appointed at public

meetings of the members in the proportion of one for about every thirty or forty mem
bers; the class leaders mostly meeting with their classes weekly at their own houses.

Graham Wallas, Life oj Francis Placet pp. 269 sqq.
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By October it possessed a dozen branches in London and held

weekly meetings at the Rotunda, near Blackfriars Bridge. When
on the prorogation ofParliament the Radicals of the middle class

decided to unite all the political unions of the Kingdom in one

single National Political Union
5

, they found themselves faced

by the opposition of the National Union of the Working
Classes .

The middle-class members of the National Political Union

embodied in its constitution a declaration that its sole aim was

to support the King and his ministers against a small faction in

accomplishing their great measure of Parliamentary Reform .
1

The workers who belonged to the rival Union replied by a

manifesto which affirmed a sacred right to all property honesdy

acquired ,
the equal, natural, and inalienable rights of all men

alike, declared all hereditary distinctions of birth inequitable,

and far from accepting the Reform Bill as a satisfactory measure

demanded manhood suffrage, the ballot, and annual Parliaments.
2

When at the end of October the Political Union called a meeting
of its supporters to pass the statutes, the members of the Union

of the Working Classes threw the meeting into confusion. Blows

were exchanged and it was finally agreed that half the seats on the

Council of the Union should be held by manual workers. To be

sure the organizers cleverly contrived to fill these seats with

working men who did not subscribe to the revolutionary tenets of

the Rotunda. Nevertheless many of the middle-class members

took alarm and after some weeks of friction Sir Francis Burdett,

who had consented to become president of the Union, resigned.
3

If the ministers flinch,
1

wrote the young John Stuart Mill to a

friend, or die Peers remain obstinate, I am firmly convinced that

in six months a national convention, chosen by universal suffrage,

will be sitting in London/4

The Government was therefore obliged to fight simultaneously

on two fronts, to combat the revolutionaries organized in their

1 Sec the full text of the statutes, Annual Register, 1831, Chron., October 31.
8
Life and Struggles of William Lovett, pp. 72 sqq.

Diary of Henry Hobhouse, November 4, 1 1, 1831 (Lord Broughton s Recollections of

a Long Life, vol. iv, pp. 146-7, 151). G. Wallas, Life ofFrancis Place, pp. 278 sqq.

*John Stuart Mill to John Sterling, October 20-22, 1831 (Letters ofJohn Stuart Mill,

vol. i, p. 7). Cf. Lady Cadogan to John Hookham Frcre, November 1831: . . . For the

first time I believe we are in a bad way, for I always felt that we were secure amidst the

crash of other Governments, but now . . . This is awful . . . and awfully like 1792 in

France* (G. Festing, JWm Hookham Frcre and His Friends, pp. 239-40).
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Unions and the reactionaries whose stronghold was the House of

Lords. Lord Melbourne, at once the most conservative and the

most sceptical member of the Cabinet, took action against the

revolutionaries with the same energy he had displayed the

previous year. A meeting of the Union of the Working Classes

had been arranged for November 7, and as the date drew close

ugly rumours were current in die metropolis. It was reported

that cudgels, sword-sticks, and pikes adorned with die tricolour

were being sold at Bedinal Green. Would London witness a

repetition of the scenes which had so lately disgraced Derby,

Nottingham, and Bristol? On November 2 a royal proclamation

appeared calling upon the magistrates throughout die country to

suppress every attempt at disorder, and upon every loyal citizen

to assist them in the task.1 In the capital itself die ministers took

Wellington into their counsels and in full view of the public put

the troops in readiness to disperse the meeting which the local

authorities had declared illegal.
The organizers thought it wise to

postpone the meeting. On November 21 a second proclamation
was issued declaring unconstitutional and illegal all political

associations which were subject to the general control and

direction of a superior committee or council without having

received die express sanction of the Government .
2 The Political

Union, which, equally with die Union of Working Men, was

condemned by the proclamation, attempted to evade die blow by

declaring diat its terms were inapplicable to itself and to the vast

majority of the existing Unions.8 Nevertheless, the parent Union

at Birmingham deemed it advisable to drop a plan oforganization
it had just prepared.

4 And in December special commissions were

nominated to try outside the regular period of die assizes the

rioters of Bristol, Nottingham, and Derby.
On the odier hand die majority of the ministers were aware

that it would not be possible to obtain from the King a promise
to create new peers on the large scale about fifty which the vote

on October 8 had shown to be necessaty. They did not even

desire it themselves, for diey were too loyal to their order and too

proud of dieir position as noblemen to wish to see the peerage

1 Sec the text of the proclamation, Annual Rcgistert 1831, Chron,, November 2.

a
Ibid., 1831, Chron., November 21.

8
J. R.. M. Butler, The Passing of the Great Reform Bill, p. 317.

* Without referring to the proclamation and probably in concert with Cabinet. H. of

C., Dec. 16, 1831: Croker s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. ix, p. 300).
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cheapened.
1 Towards the middle of November Palmerston,

Stanley, and Lord Grey himself entered into negotiations with

two Tory peers, Lord Harrowby and Lord Wharncliffe, in the

hope of reaching a compromise.
2 The conversations continued

for more than a month, in fact until the meeting of Parliament,

The negotiation failed. Peel and Wellington had been consistently

opposed to it. But it was not therefore fruitless. The advances

made by Lord WharnclifFe convinced the Cabinet that the Lords

opposition to the Reform Bill was not insuperable, and that the

battle might be won without resorting to such a revolutionary-

expedient as the creation ofnew peers.

IV THIRD REFORM BILL

i

The opening of the new session had been fixed for November

20. The ministers who wished to reach an agreement on the altera

tions which might be made in the Reform Bill without defeating

its purpose attempted indeed to secure a longer period for

deliberation and once more the rumour spread that they contem

plated postponing the session until after Christmas, But the

public displeasure was too marked, and on December 6 the two

Houses assembled to hear the King s Speech. On December 12

LordJohn Russell presented his Reform Bill to the Commons for

the third time, 3 The bill had been considerably amended and

embodied the concessions which the Cabinet had offered privately

a fortnight before but which had failed to satisfy Lord Wharn

cliffe and those whom he represented. In the first place it was

admitted that the figures on which Schedule A had been based die

1 Lord Grey to Sir H, Taylor, October 8, 1831 ; I do not know that anything more is

required to be said, than that the amount of the majority puts all notions of our attempt

to counteract it by a further creation of Peers quite out of the question (Corr. of Earl

Grey with William IV, vol. i, p. 366). The account of the matter given by Lord Grey s

son (Edinburgh Review, 1871, vol. cxxxiv, p. 291), according to which Lord Grey was

determined to create the peers if necessary, but considered it a tactical blunder to create

them immediately, as he would thus deprive himself of a means to exert further pressure

is difficult to accept.
8 See the documents communicated by Lord Harrowby to Wellington, November

22, 1831 (Wellington, Despatches, Cont. t
vol. viii, pp. 81 sqq.); also in the Corr. of Earl

Grey with William IV\ Minutes of Conversation between Lord Grey and Lord Wharncliffe,

November i&amp;lt;5, 1831 further, Lord Wharncliffe s Plan for the Alteration of the Reform

Bill, November 33, 1831 (pp- 4&amp;lt;&amp;gt;4 sqq., 471 sqq.)*
3 For the text of the Reform Bill as presented to the Commons on December 12, see

Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. ix, where the bill is printed separately at the begin

ning of the volume; Political Register, December 21. 1831 (voL cxxiv pp.
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year before were not altogether satisfactory. The returns of the

census of 1831 were now available and were utilized for the

purposes of the bill. Nor was population any longer the sole

criterion by which to decide whether a borough should keep or

lose the franchise. The wealth of the inhabitants as calculated by
the total amount of taxes paid by each borough was also taken

into consideration and a definite rule laid down to estimate the

claim to the franchise on that basis. But the bill was not radically

altered as a result of these modifications. Of die fifty-six boroughs

originally enrolled under Schedule A fifty-one kept their place.

Moreover, to prove that the Government had no intention of

weakening the measure five new boroughs were added to the list,

and thus the number of boroughs totally disfranchised was still

fifty-six.

In the second place, the Government accepted the principle
laid down in die Gascoyne amendment, which eight months
before they had treated as fatal to the integrity ofdie bill, England
and Wales were now to retain the full number of seats they

possessed before the reform. This necessitated the provision of

twenty-three additional seats. Eleven boroughs were withdrawn
from Schedule B and kept two representatives. This was a con

cession to the Tories. But to balance it die twelve remaining
seats were obtained by raising from one to two the members to

be returned by certain boroughs in Schedule D, that is to say the

additional seats were utilized to strengthen the representation of
the large towns.1

In the third place the electoral qualification was modified in

certain respects. The original bill had continued the franchise of
resident freemen only during the life ofthose who actually held it

when the biU became law. In April the franchise had been extended

to their children and apprentices living when the act was passed.
As reintroduced in December the bill maintained the franchise of
resident freemen in perpetuity. This, however, was the sole con
cession made to the Tories. The latter had desired a restriction

direct or indirect of the ^10 franchise. So far was the new bill

from meeting dieir wishes that the indirect restrictions of the

franchise contained in the bill of September were considerably
attenuated. The rental value ofhouses was often assessed for poor

1 In spite of Lord Palmerston s and Lord Melbourne s protests (Lord Grey to Sir

Herbert Taylor, December 3, 1831; Corr. ofEarl Grey with William IV, vol. ii p. 8).
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rate telow the true figure. A clause of the new bill protected
certain classes of small tenants against deprivation of the vote

on this account. The exercise of the right conferred by the

September bill upon the small tenants to pay their own rates in

spite of the custom which made their landlords responsible for

payment was facilitated. Moreover, the continuous occupation of

the same tenement for a year was no longer necessary to qualify

for the franchise.
1 Lord Grey, personally it would seem in favour

ofrestricting the ^10 franchise,
2
attempted to reassure the Tories 3

and quiet his own scruples by the argument that it was sufficiently

restricted already by the provisions of the Bill as passed by the

Commons in September. His contention was apparently justified

by the event In March 1831 LordJohn had foreseen the addition

of about 1,000,000 voters to the electorate as a result of the

Reform. In spite of the adoption of Lord Chandos amendment
and the liberal provisions of the third Reform Bill the actual

increase does not appear to have much exceeded 8oo,ooo.
4

The debate on the second reading was brief. It terminated on

the morning ofthe 18th by a new victory for the Government. In

June 598 members had taken part in the division, on this occasion

only 486 voted. Evidently the House was growing weary of the

1
According to Brougham this last amendment involved an addition of 100,000 to the

electorate (H. of L., May 25, 1832; Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xiii, p. 112).
a Lord Wharncliffe relating to Lord Harrowby (November 23, 1831) a conversation

which he had held with Lord Grey, stated that . . . the regulations tinder which the ,10
franchise should be given were points upon which he [Lord Grey] was quite willing that

discussion should take place. ... I am satisfied that he would be willing to give way a

good deal, provided that in some way the 10 stood as the apparent amount of the

qualification (Wellington, Despatches, Cent., vol. viii, p. 82).
3 Lord Grey to Sir Herbert Taylor, November 30, 1831: The danger, or rather, the

inconvenience, of too large a constituency will probably be obviated, I think certainly,

by requiring the paying of the rates as well as the taxes by the occupiers of a ^10 house

and by the required residence of one year previous to registration, which will in effect

be a residence of nearly two
1

(Con. ofEarl Grey with William IV, vol. i, pp. 452-3)- The
new facilities which the third bill granted to the small ratepayer failed to satisfy the

Radicals. Some of these would even appear to have been afraid that under a system of

public voting the greater the number of poor voters the more they would be exposed to

forms of corruption only too familiar to the Westminster politicians. See Francis Place s

address to the Council of the National Political Union, December 14, 1831 ... he alluded

particularly to instances of former elections in Westminster, which had come under his

own cognisance, where a Government was entitled to the vote of many a poor victim,

because he at the moment ofelection paid any poor rates due, but where similar votes were

tendered and refused to the popular candidate* (Morning Chronicle, December 15, 1831).
4 The difference was attributed to the reasons which we have already stated by Colonel

Evans, H. of C.June 18, 1833, June 19, 1834 (Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xviii pp 961-2;

vol. xxiv, p. 562) and T. S. Duncombe, H. of C, -April 18, 1836 (ibid., 3rd Series, Vol.

xxxii, pp. 1 168 sqq.)- It is not an easy task to control these statements by exact statistics

but at least they do not appear to have been contested either by the ministers or by
the Conservative speakers.
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interminable question. On the former occasion the Government
had obtained a majority of 136. Now the bill was passed by 324 to

162 votes, a majority of 162 votes, a majority oftwo to one. The

Tories, that is to say, had suffered the most numerous defections.

But the contest became more animated when the clauses were

discussed separately, and the debate continued for more than two

months, from January 17 to March 23* No doubt many among
the more moderate supporteis of either party desired a com

promise. But the position of the thorough-going reformers was

strengthened by the inflexible attitude adopted by Peel as leader

of the Opposition. There is, indeed, evidence that in October

1830 he was prepared in his capacity as leader of the Tories in the

Commons to take the initiative in accepting a moderate measure

ofreform. UnfortunatelyWellington had overruled his wishes and

he could not resign himself to a change of front within the space
of a few months. His recantation in the matters of Catholic

emancipation was too fresh in the public memory, and in Decem
ber had been the subject ofMacaulay s rhetoric.1 He did not wish

to give any ground for the suspicion that he was on the verge ofa

second conversion on the subject of Parliamentary Reform and

was therefore compelled to adopt an attitude ofunbending Tory
ism. If the House wished, let them, pass the bill as it stood and let

the Government bear the entire responsibility; he and his

followers would have nothing whatever to do with it.
2

Only
once during the entire period covered by the debate was the

Cabinet placed in a minority, and obliged to whip up its recalci

trant supporters to obtain a majority ofthirty-seven in the Lords.8

But this was on an issue of foreign policy the attitude adopted

by the Government in the matter ofBelgium. And although for

a few hours the incident made a stir in Parliamentary circles, it

passed unheeded by the country and was completely forgotten
the next day. What did Belgium matter? What did anytiling
matter except the Reform Bill? The situation in March repeated
the situation of the previous September. The same question
awaited solution. What would die House of Lords do?

^H. of C., Dec* 16&quot;, 1831 (Parliamentary Dcbates t 3rd Series, vol. ix, pp. 380-1).
* Sir Robert Peel to Arbutioiot, October 13 , 1831; to Lord WhamcUflfe, November

23, 1831; to Lord Harrowby, February 5, 1832 (C. S. Parker, Life ofSir Robert Peel, voL
ii, pp. 189, 194, 199), See the angry comments of Greville on this letter of February 5
which was communicated to him (Oreville Memoirs, February 7, 1832),

* H. of L., January 26, 1831: Lord Aberdeen s motion (Parl Deb*, 3rd Series, vol. ix,

pp. 834 sqqO-
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The debate in the Commons had. been a formality, for the

result was a foregone conclusion. In protracting the discussion the

Tories had only one end in view to strengthen the resistance of
the Lords. After a moment of despair Tory politicians had begun
once more to entertain the belief that public opinion would sup

port the Lords in rejecting the Bill. The disturbances of October

and November were at an end and it had proved a very easy
matter to restore order. At Bristol an officer and a single company
of troops had sufficed to quell the riots. At Lyons the same task

had required an army of40,000 men under the personal command
of the heir to the throne and the minister for war. During the

month ofJanuary four executions had taken place at Bristol and

three at Nottingham, and although the Political Unions had

petitioned for the pardon of the condemned, the petitions were

couched in the most moderate language and had not occasioned a

single disturbance. By the beginning of March the Tories in

Cambridgeshire and Hampshire had gathered sufficient courage
to hold meetings and sign petitions against the Political Unions.

If the Tory diehards believed that the country had lost interest

in reform they grossly miscalculated. Had they forgotten that

twice already, in 1831, they had made the same mistake and on

each occasion had been speedily undeceived? Nevertheless the

speed with which calm succeeded the storm in January 1832, as

previously in March and July 1831, was extremely significant.

For it afforded a striking proof how little the British people
resembled their French neighbours. Since the crisis began in 1830,

religious enthusiasm had apparently gained ground and kept pace
with the revolutionary propaganda. Never had the book of

Daniel and the Revelations been studied more diligently. Irving,

in Scotland at first, then in London, drew the attention of the

crowd by his mysterious prophecies. He announced the approach
of the millennium and his disciples believed that they had received

the gift of tongues like the Apostles on the day of Pentecost.1

Distress seems to increase hereabout and crime with it, wrote

1
John Stuart Mill to John Sterling, October 20-22, 1831: .... no one can tell [the

future of European politics] except Messrs. Drummond, MacNeal, Irving and others

who profess [to know?] the hidden key to the Prophecies (Letters ofJohn Stuart Mill, vol.

i, p. 9). Greville Memoirs, March 26, 1832: As to madness, Dudley has gone mad in his

own house, Perceval in the House of Commons and John Montague in the Park, the

51



THE JULY REVOLUTION IN ENGLAND

Greville in his Diary. Methodism and saintship increase too/1 The

strength of the religious revival was revealed when in February
the Asiatic cholera, a novel epidemic which had for months past

been extending its ravages on the Continent, reached England.
The previous winter Saint Perceval, a son of the Prime Minister

assassinated in 1812, and a follower ofIrving, had asked Parliament

to appoint a day of public fasting and humiliation. The proposal
had been received with shouts of laughter. This winter he took

the opportunity ofthe cholera epidemic to repeat his request in a

lengthy and extravagant religious rant; and the ministers made
haste to secure themselves against any charge of irreligion by

declaring that the proposal was superfluous, since it had been

granted before it was made; it was the intention of the Govern

ment to appoint a national fast.
2

It was in vain that the London

revolutionaries Benbow Lovett and Watson organized by way of

protest a parody of the fast day, which they called die farce

day.
3 For die fast day was not an official formality imposed by the

Government upon a hostile public. On the contrary the Govern

ment had yielded to the pressure of Evangelical opinion. The

great Liberal organ, the Morning Chronicle, which was consistently

hostile to the Evangelicals, had gauged the situation correctly

when in 1830 on the very morrow of the July Revolution in an

article which sought to determine the significance of the event

from its own standpoint it had delivered itself as follows: We
may consider the great events of Paris as having given a decisive

blow to superstition. The evil was not as in this country, in the

people themselves. The French are not like the English, under the

influence ofa gloomy fanaticism. . . . All that is required in their

two latter preaching, both Irvingites and believers in &quot;the tongues&quot;/ Edward Bickersteth

(Balleine, Hist, of the Evangelical Party in the Church of England, p. 137) wrote in 1831:
*Thc good folks here [in the Midlands] arc all afloat in prophesying and the immediate

work of the Lord is disregarded for the uncertain future/ Balleine here adds a list of the

literature produced by this extravagant religious movement: Hartley Frere, A Combined

view of the Prophecies of Daniel, Esdras, and St.John, 1815; Basilicus (Lewis Way), Thoughts
on the Scriptural Expectations of the Christian Church, 1823; and, beginning in 1826, the

periodical published by the banker Drummond, The Morning Watch. For Thomas Erskine

Campbell and the beginning of Irving s preaching, sec Rev. W. Hanna, Memoirs . . .

of Thomas Chalmers, vol. Hi, pp. 245 sqq.
1 Greville Memoirs, January I, 1832. In current parlance the term saint* designated a

pietist of the evangelical school of religion.
* For Perceval s extravagant speeches see H. of C, December 23, 1830, February 7,

1831, and especially February 14, 1831, and January 26, 1832 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd

Series, vol. ii, pp. 81, 205, 541; vol. ix, p. 895).
8 Poor Man s Guardian, March 24, 31, 1832. A number of arrests were made, but the

accused were acquitted on May 16 (Political Register, July 7, 1832, vol. Ixxvii, p. 44).
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case is, that the Government should not cram Priestcraft down
their throats. With us it is another affair/1

Inside the Cabinet the extremists who desired to break the

resistance of the Lords by a creation ofpeers were becoming ever

more impatient and clamorous. But they were faced by the

opposition of Lord Grey supported by the majority of his

colleagues. The latter party argued and the argument was

certainly plausible that it was far from certain that a creation of

peers would after all prove effective. Many peers who had voted

in October for the Reform Bill threatened to change their line

of action as a protest against the attack upon the honour of their

order. What a magnificent piece of work would have been

achieved, if for every new peer created a peer who had hitherto

voted for the bill voted against it ! At this juncture the interven

tion of the moderate Tories proved most opportune. They
offered if the project of creating peers were dropped to vote for

the second reading of the bill. Even so it was uncertain what
would happen when the House of Lords came to discuss the

clauses individually. Lord Grey was convinced that the essential

provisions of the bill could be saved provided the Government
were prepared to jettison the whole of Schedule B as they had

already thrown it over in part. And when many ofhis colleagues
were sceptical his optimism induced him to make them a promise
whichhe never expected to be called upon to honour. Ifafter passing
the second reading ofthe Reform Bill the UpperHouse attempted
to mutilate it by amendments, he undertook to ask the King to

create sufficient peers to ensure the passage ofthe bill in its integrity.

On March 26 the bill was brought up to the Lords. Lord

Harrowby and Lord Wharncliffe announced their intention to

vote for the second reading.
2 The Bishop of London made a

liberal speech.
8
Wellington though speaking against the bill did

not declare himself opposed in principle to any measure of

Reform.4 The second reading, originally set down for April 5,

was postponed until the pth in virtue or an agreement between

Lord Grey and Lord Wharncliffe; for negotiations were still

proceeding with the Waverers in the Tory ranks. The Govern

ment made ostensible preparations to create new peers in case the

1
Morning Chronicle, August 3, 1830.

a H. of L., March i&amp;lt;5, 1832 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. ad, pp. 862-3).
8 H. of L., March 26, 1832 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xi, p. 864).

*H. of L., March 26, 1832 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xi, p. 869).
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bill were defeated and drew up a list ofthe peers they intended to

create. The bluffwas not without the desired effect on the Tories.

On April 13 after five days debate the second reading was passed

by 184 to 175 votes, the Government thus obtaining a majority
ofnine. Progress had been made since October. The discussion of

the clauses in detail was postponed until after the Easter recess and

fixed for May 7.

3

The debate opened on the appointed day but immediately
came to an abrupt conclusion. The first clause of the bill provided
for the total disfranchisement of a number ofboroughs. Speaking
as the mouthpiece of the Tories Lord Lyndhurst proposed that a

different procedure should be adopted from that which had been

followed in 1831, that the discussion of the clause should be left

to the last, and the House should not decide what boroughs
should be inserted in Schedule A until they had passed all the

other clauses of the bill. From this move it appeared that the

Tories intended to reserve the liberty after accepting with the

necessary modifications the electoral qualifications proposed by
the Whigs to reject, if they thought fit, the clause abolishing the

nomination boroughs. Lord Grey declared that he could not

accept the amendment and was defeated by 116 to 101 votes. He

immediately rose to demand an adjournment. After a year s

interval the episode of the Gascoyne amendment had repeated
itself. But in the former case the Government was able to employ

against a refractory House of Commons the weapon of dissolu

tion. Against a refractory House of Lords they had only one

resource the creation ofnew peers. On May 8 Lord Grey asked

the King to create the necessary peers. He refused. King William

was too prudent to break the promise which Lord Grey had al

ready wrung from him by meeting his demand with an unquali
fied refusal But he objected, as he had consistently objected during
the past two months, to the excessive number ofnew peers which
the Cabinet asked him to make.1

Thereupon Lord Grey offered his

own and his colleagues resignation. It was immediately accepted.
The Prime Minister had thus taken the decisive action which
*The King to Lord Grey, May 9, 1832 (Corr. of Earl Grey with William IV, vol. ii,

pp. 395-6). Lord Grey asked for fifty new peers. The King would create only twenty,
all of whom were to be taken from the Irish and Scottish peerages. (Sec especially the

King s long letter to Lord Grey of April 5, 1832: Corr. of Earl Grey with William IV,

pp. 311 sqq.)
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had been expected from him in October. But we must not

imagine that his motive in resigning was to make the King feel

his power and prepare a triumphant return to office. He was

weary of so heavy a burden of responsibility. Lord Althorp
shared his feelings.

1 These two noblemen, whom circumstances

had placed at the head ofa movement which threatened at times

to prove the prelude to a revolution, regretted those happy days
when they were leaders of the Opposition and all the cares of

government were borne by the Tories. Among their colleagues
some had never liked the bill for which they accepted die respon

sibility, and would have been delighted to see the Tories carry
out a more moderate reform. And even among the Radicals

there were some who were alarmed by the prospect ofrevolution.

James Mill visited Brougham and obtained his promise not to

adopt a policy ofobstruction ifthe Bang formed a government of
moderate reformers. It was only by degrees that the commanders
of the Liberal army regained confidence or rather were once

again driven forward to victory by the determination of their

troops. The Tories on the other hand were at first exultant. The

King, his wife, his brothers, and his illegitimate children, made no

attempt to conceal their delight. Unintentionally the waverers

had played into their hands. By passing the second reading of the

bill they had released the King from his promise and set him free

from the yoke ofthe Whigs. The Tories could now mutilate the

bill at their pleasure. They were speedily disillusioned.

Public anger, already aroused by the news of Lord Grey s

resignation, assumed alarming proportions when it became
known that on the successive refusal ofLord Lyndhurst, Peel, and

Manners Sutton, Wellington had accepted the task offorming an

administration. Nightly in churches up and down the Kingdom
the bells were rung. Everywhere work ceased, everywhere there

were rumours that the people were arming. On the nth monster

petitions reached London from Birmingham and Manchester.

Revolutionary manifestoes were displayed in London itself and

placards shown in the windows bearing the inscription No taxes

paid here . The Common Council of the City called upon the

House ofCommons not to pass the budget until the Reform Bill

had been passed. The King, the princes of the blood, and above

all the Queen, the German frow , were caricatured and insulted

1 Le Marchant, Life ofLord Althorp, p. 420.
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not only by the revolutionary press but even in the organs of the

middle class. On Wednesday Lord Lyndhurst had advised the

King to retire to Windsor. On Friday he advised him to return

to London,1 and on Saturday the royal coach was followed by the

hoots ofthe mob all the way from Hounslow to St.James Palace.

The King and Queen already saw themselves going into exile, per

haps even to the scaffold, and the courtmade preparations for flight.

Nevertheless therewas no repetition ofthose violent and aimless

explosions of popular fury which had occurred in October at

Derby, Nottingham, and Bristol Throughout the length and

breadth ofthe country there was not a single case ofincendiarism,
not a single assassination. The National Union took charge of the

movement, kept it under strict discipline, and gave it a definite

and immediate objective. Their aim was not to prevent a military

coup ffitat by an armed rising. A coup d &at, which even in France

had proved impossible in July 1830, was out of the question in

England. Who could dream ofkeeping down by force 15,000,000

Englishmen with an army of 11,000 of which only 7,000 were

stationed in London? The object of the Union was to bring home
to the Tories the absurdity of their designs, and the radical weak
ness of their position by organizing throughout the country a

species of political strike. Until the Reform Bill passed, all over

England the taxes must be refused and in every town the political

Unions must take the local government into their hands. Against
a universal movement of this kind a mere handful of aristocrats

supported by 11,000 mercenaries, whose fidelity was by no means
above suspicion, were powerless. The leaders of the movement
boasted that a large number of retired officers had placed dieir

services at the disposal of the Union, and were prepared to take

command of bodies of civic guards. Moreover, they had accom

plices among the Whig ministers. Lord Durham gave them every

encouragement in his power. Sir John Hobhouse, who had been

at the War Office since January, kept diem informed of every

thing that passed in the deliberations of the party.
2 On Sunday,

May 13, members ofParliament, in spite ofthe growing agitation,

were still sufficiently blind to the facts of the situation as to

entertain the belief that a Tory Cabinet would be able to pass a

modified Reform Bill and that the ultra-Tories, who in 1829 had

1 Croker s Diary, May 9, 11, 1832 (Croker Papers, vol. ii, pp. 154, 157).
a Graham Wallas, Life ofFrancis Place, p. 304.
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raised the question of Reform to embarrass Wellington, and in

1831 had become reconciled with him on account of his uncom

promising opposition to the reform bill, would now help him to

carry a measure ofmoderate reform. Wellington, who still shared

or tried to share these illusions, was engaged in a series ofdifficult

negotiations with Lord Lyndhurst, Alexander Baring, whom he
wanted to place at the Exchequer, and Manners Sutton.1 The

Whigs held a stormy meeting at Brooks Club, and Stanley, who
terminated a very violent speech with an extremely moderate

conclusion, carried a motion assuring a possible Tory cabinet of
the tolerance of the reformers.2 But on the morrow, the great

day ofpublic debate, the combination broke down. The adherents

of the National Union had met on the Saturday at Francis Place s

shop and arranged a new method of agitation to destroy the

position of the Bank ofEngland by withdrawing deposits on so

vast a scale that the Bank would be threatened with failure. And
the whole of London was in fact covered with posters calling

upon Englishmen to withdraw their deposits. To stop the Duke,

go for gold.
1

The manoeuvre was successful.
3
By noon on Monday

its effect was felt in the Commons.
The Radical Duncombe delivered an attack upon the Tories

which was received with cheers. A Tory member, Sir Henry
Inglish, declared that if Wellington introduced a Reform Bill

however moderate he could not support him without dishonour.4

Alexander Baring in whom Wellington hoped to find his Chan
cellor of the Exchequer entreated the Whigs to save the country
from revolution by returning to Office.5 Faced by this wholesale

desertion by the Tories, Wellington could only abandon an

impossible task. On the I5th he informed the King that he was

unable to form an administration. The King recalled Lord Grey.

During the next four days the crisis continued. But the result

was no longer doubtful. In spite of himself
6 Lord Grey remained

1
Wellington to the King, May 13, 1852 (Wellington, Despatches, Con*., vol. viii, p. 314).

a Le Marchant, Memoir of Viscount Althorp, p. 429.
3 Graham Wallas, Life ofFrancis Place, pp. 308-9.
4 H. of C, May 14, 1832 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xii, pp. 944 sqq.).
B H. of C., May 14, 1832 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xii, pp. 953 sqq.).
fl Sec the letters to Lord Holland quoted by G. M. Trevelyan (Lord Grey of the Reform

Bill, p. 398), May 13, 1832: I begin to be afraid the attempt [Wellington s attempt to

form an administration] may fail/ May 14, 1832: I wish to God they fthe Tories] were

fairly in office. May 15: I believe all you say is quite right: the truth is that never was

a captive more desirous of escaping from prison than I am from my present situation.

But I will do my duty/

57



THE JULY REVOLUTION IN ENGLAND

in possession of the field. When Wellington retired he promised
the King that he would abandon active resistance to the Reform
Bill and when it was again submitted to the Upper House would
abstain from voting. Ifa sufficient number ofpeers would consent

to follow his example, the victory of the bill was assured, and
William IV dispatched a species of circular to the most influential

peers asking them to adopt Wellington s attitude. But a mere

hope was not sufficient for Lord Grey. He desired Wellington to

give a public undertaking. When however, Wellington spoke in

the House ofLords on the Thursday he failed to make the declara

tion which was expected ofhim. Lord Grey considered the omis
sion a betrayal and betook himself to the King who was obliged
to give a written promise to create the necessary number ofpeers
*if any obstacle arose during the debate upon the bill . On receipt
of the news Wellington at length consented on the ipth to give
the undertaking required.

In less than a week a half empty Chamber had finished the

discussion of the bill. On June 4 it passed the third reading by a

majority of 106 to 27 votes.1 A few insignificant amendments2

introduced by the Lords were accepted without debate by the

Commons and on June 7 the bill received the royal assent.3

This was die issue ofa crisis which had lasted almost two years.
But was it the conclusion ofa crisis which had been no more than
the passing repercussion of a continental revolution, or was it

only die prelude to fresh upheavals? In spite of the reassuring

symptoms we have already noticed there remained many grounds
for anxiety. When the bill passed, London was still uncertain

what would be the result of the serious rising which had broken
out at Paris on June 5 on the occasion of die burial of General

Lamarque. Even if, as appeared likely, the throne were sufficiently

1 Five bishops who had voted against the bill in 1831 now voted for it, one who had
voted against it abstained from voting, and four who had abstained from voting voted
for the bill.

2Among them was the following. In defining the house property, occupation of
which conferred the franchise, the original bill had said simply a house . In April 1831
the ministers added warehouse or counting-house*. The third Reform Bill, as laid before
the Commons in December, added the words *or shop . Finally, the Lords added the
further words *and other buildings . As this amendment/ Lord John Russell declared,
was an extension, not a limitation of the franchise, he was sure it would be gladly
accepted by the House (H. of C., Tune 5, 1832; Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Scries, vol. xiii,

p. 408). The effect, however, of the amendment was not to extend the suffrage, but the

plural vote for the benefit of voters who occupied more than one tenement.
8 2 and 3 Will. IV cap. 45. Act to amend the representation in Scotland. 2 and 3 Will.

IV, cap. 6*5 in Ireland 2 and 3 Will. IV, cap. 88.
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strong to suppress the insurgents the situation in France offered

no security for the future. And if two years after the successful

revolution ofJuly France was still a prey to such grave disorders,

what fare could be augured for England, where apparently a

rebellion had been averted only at the last moment by a re

form which many Englishmen regarded as revolutionary of

the entire system of representation?



CHAPTER H

The Policy of Reform

I THE STATE OF PARTIES IN 1833

PARLIAMENT

was prorogued on October 16 and dissolved

on December 3. Widespread anxiety was felt. The first

elections conducted under the new system and on the

morrow of so grave a crisis might well give rise to disorder ifnot

to riots.
1 There was reason surely to fear that the Political Unions

which had played such an important part in securing the reform

but had not obtained for all their adherents the civil rights to

which they aspired might organize disturbances at the hustings
when the votes were being recorded, intimidate the voters and

wherever the prospects of their candidate were unfavourable

attempt to bring the proceedings to a violent close. When die

time came these alarmist predictions were fulfilled at most in

some ten constituencies in die north and midlands. In London the

election passed without the least disorder.
2

In die counties the duration of the election had been reduced

to two days; and doubts were felt whether in that short space it

would be possible to get to the polls the large number of voters

whose names had been hurriedly placed on the new registers. But

everything passed off without a hitch. For except in Scotland

where hitherto the boroughs had never been represented in any
real sense, there was no British subject who had not already,
either as an actor or a spectator, taken part in an election. To be

sure the new franchise had profoundly altered the conditions

1 For these prognostications and the conditions under which the elections were actually

held, see two articles in the Edinburgh Review, October 1832:
*

Working and Prospects
of the Reform7

(vol. Ivi, pp. 245 sqq.) and January 1832: The Reformed Parliament

The Ballot (vol. Ivi, pp. 543 sqq.).
*Ann. Reg., 1832, pp. 303 sqq. Lord Grey to Princess Lieven, December 12, 1832:

Never was there anything so completely successful as the London elections. Not one
Radical returned, not one soi-disant Conservative; not a symptom of violence or tumult.

Nobody who passed through London would have known that an election was going
on ... I really believe that there has not been a disturbance anywhere, except where it

was provoked by the Tories, whom God seems to have blinded for their destruction*

(Con* of Princess Lieven and Earl Grey, vol. ii, pp. 428-9).
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under which an election was held. But the voter did not find

himself in a new world.

By December 24 all the returns had been received except from
a few remote constituencies in Scotland and Ireland. The country
therefore knew the complexion of its future government. The
sole comfort left to the Conservatives (the Tories had thought it

politic to adopt this new name) was the knowledge that their

rout had not been complete. When the county franchise was
extended to the occupiers of a tenement of which the rental

value was at least ^50 the avowed motive ofthe change had been

to secure the influence of the landowners, and it had in fact saved

several county seats for the Opposition. In this way they kept one

seat in Cumberland, one in Essex, one in Dorset, one in Bucking
hamshire, one in Lancashire and two in Westmorland and Lord

Althorp shared with a Conservative the representation of North

amptonshire. The new qualification had continued in existence a

large number of small urban constituencies in which not more
than a few hundred ratepayers possessed the vote, and under a

system of public voting the Conservatives were plentifully

provided with the means of exerting pressure on the voters. In

two or three instances they even succeeded in returning their

candidates for a large town, namely at Bristol, Liverpool, and

Norwich, where both the Tory candidates were elected. It goes
without saying that the Universities remained true to the Tory-

flag.
1 But when all their successes were counted the Tories

hardly mustered more than 150 members of the new House. Of
its 658 members, the same number as in the unreformed Parlia

ment, over 500 belonged to the party which had carried the

Reform. Of the 101 Irish members twenty-five Conservatives

were returned, in Scotland at most ten out of fifty, in Lancashire

and Yorkshire six or seven out of seventy-two, and London did

not return a single Conservative.2

1 For these Conservative successes see Annual Register, 1832, pp. 301-2.
* Since at this date the party organization was still somewhat fluid, it is impossible to

obtain absolutely accurate 6gures. Lord Mahon, in a letter to Robert Peel, January 8,

1833, gives the following estimate: Conservatives 150; Ministerialists, 320; Radicals,

Repealers, etc., 190 (C. S. Parker, Sir Robert Pee/, vol. ii, p. 209). Goulburn, as we learn

from a letter written to him by Peel on January 3 (ibid., p. 214), estimated the number
of Conservatives at 140. The Edinburgh Review (January 1833, *The Reformed Parliament:

The Ballot ; vol. Ivi, p. 562) speaksof . . . 130 or 140Torieswho . . . are avowedlymembers
of that party , and in addition 15 or 20 wavering and uncertain men who deny their being
Tories . J. Grant, writing a few years later (Random Recollections of the House ofCommons,

1836, pp. 87-9), estimates at 192 the number ofTories in the first Reformed Parliament.
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What then were the elements ofwhich this enormous, almost

unwieldy, majority was composed? The reform of 1832 had been
at once the victory of a political group a group of great Whig
families and the victory of a class the vast middle class

electorate, the farmers, bond holders, manufacturers and shop

keepers, who henceforward enjoyed the franchise on the same
terms throughout the entire country. We might well have

expected that victory once secure this class would revolt against
the group whose conduct they had followed while the issue was
still doubtful, that the House of Commons would be suddenly
filled with financiers, merchants and manufacturers. Nothing of
the kind took place. The number of business men in the House
remained after 1832 practically the same as before.1 The election

revealed an even more characteristic feature of the new system.
In every borough, the Nonconformists formed the back-bone of
the majority. In every constituency they were probably the

majority of the Liberal party and in, some places perhaps the

majority ofthe electorate.2 They should in consequence have been

largely represented in die reformed Parliament. Had this been
the case, the invasion of the House by Dissent would have
amounted to nothing less than a social revolution. But no such

Mn the Parliament of 1818 (see vol. i, p. 145) we found twenty-three bankers and
thirty-five representatives of trade and industry, among the latter six manufacturers,
*;wjive merchants, four brewers and two directors of the East India Company, etc. The
Black Book of 1835 (p, 686) gives the following figures for the Parliament elected in

1830; East India Interest sixty-two; West India Interest thirty-five; Bankers thirty-three.
The statistics given by Carpenter for the same election in his Political Letter ofNovember
&amp;lt;5, 1830, are as follows: Merchants and Traders eighty-two, Bankers thirty-six. For the
Parliament of 1833 Wade (British History, p. 929) gives the following figures; thirty-
three Merchants and Tradesmen, thirty-six Bankers. The Rotten House ofCommons, 1837,

p. 20, enumerates for the Parliament elected in 1835: thirty-five Bankers; thirty-five
East India proprietors; 14 West India proprietors. In the House of Commons returned
in 1837 we have found the names of ninety-seven business men, of whom twenty-nine
were bankers, twenty-six merchants, and fourteen manufacturers. The increase is as yet
hardly perceptible. (The Assembled Commons: or Parliamentary Biographer, with an abstract
of the law of election and the usages of Parliament by a member of the Middle Temple
London, 1838.)

2 See in the Morning Chronicle, January, February, March 1834, the figures by which
the Dissenters attempted to prove that their numbers exceeded die membership of the
established Church. Obviously, statistics of this kind can be utilized only with due
precaution. See, however, the figures given for Leicester (March 10), which appear to be
reliable. The number of the electors who polled at the last contest for that town was
2,260; of these 1,107 are Dissenters, 936 are Churchmen and 167 of unknown religious
opinions. Of the 1,107 Dissenting voters, 1,024 gave their suffrage in December 1833 in
favour of the Ministerial Candidates; on the other hand, 811 Churchmen voted for the
Anti-Ministerial Candidate; and of the 167 nondescript electors, 100 voted with the
Dissenters as above and 67 for the political adversary of the Cabinet/ In these statistics

the Catholics are counted among the Dissenters.

62



THE STATE OF PARTIES IN 1833

invasion took place. Ifwe except the group itself tiny of those
who called themselves Unitarians but were in fact free-thinkers

and deists who found it convenient to bear the name of a

Christian denomination,
1
only two members of the Evangelical

sects took their seats in the new Parliament the Quaker, John
Pease, and the Methodist, John Wilks,to be joined a few months
later by the Congregationalist, Edward Baines.

The new House contained sixty-four army officers, nineteen

naval officers, forty-five officers of the militia and the yeomanry;
over 400 members who followed no profession, and nearly 200

relatives or clients of peers. That is to say, the first Reformed

Parliament, returned by a middle-class electorate, was like its

predecessors a Parliament the overwhelming majority of whose
members were country gentlemen and members of the ari

stocracy. On the morrow of the election the Conservative press
called attention to the fact not without sarcasm. According to

these journals the sole intention ofthe Whigs when they worked
out a complicated system to determine what boroughs were un

worthy of the franchise, had been to suppress the boroughs
whose members were nominated by Tories and preserve those

subject to the influence of some important Whig family of the

neighbourhood. They even published lists of constituencies with

a population below, often far below, 300 which had nevertheless

kept their two representatives to swell the Government

majority.
2 There was perhaps some justification for these criti

cisms. But the Conservatives were the very last people to com

plain, for it was they who benefited by the aristocratic compo
sition ofthe new Parliament. When the House proceeded to the

choice of a Speaker the ministers proposed the Speaker of the

1 G. W. Wood, Brotherton, D. W, Harvey, Faithfull, Gillon. C Eclectic Review,
October 1833, 3rd Series, vol. x, pp. 303 sqq. How can Dissenters expect to exercise any
influence upon the national councils and institutions but through their representatives?
Do they dream of obtaining the recognition of their rights, or promoting the advance

of their principles, by petitions, or resolutions, or conferences with the Premier? . . .

Should we wrong the Reform Government by expressing the suspicion that for orthodox

Dissenters, as a body, they incline to entertain a not uncourteous, but very aristocratical

feeling ofcontempt? And truly, ifDissenters can show no better front in Parliament, they
must submit to the sort of feeling which is naturally excited by the display of either

political weakness or a supiheness bordering on imbecility. Their exclusion under the

old system was no indication of their relative strength, and involved no dishonour. But
their self-exclusion from a bona fde national representation will inevitably produce, in

the minds of both our legislators and the Government, the impression that they are

entitled to small consideration.
2
QuarterlyReview, April 1833 : ThePresent and Last Parliaments*(vol. 3dix, pp. 255 sqq.).
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last Parliament, Manners Sutton, a Tory, and only a handful of
Radicals protested against this act of courtesy to the defeated

party. And it would be absurd to ascribe the social complexion of
the new Parliament to a fraudulent manipulation of the Reform
Bill. For it was not only in the small boroughs which even after

the reform continued to be fiefs of the nobility, it was also in the

popular constituencies that the English middle class remained so

often loyal to the old families.

2

Such are the reflections suggested to-day by an analysis of the

list ofthe members who composed the first reformed Parliament

But contemporary observers were very far from viewing the

situation in die same light. Englishmen of moderate views, if

temporarily reassured by the peaceable conduct of the December

election, found a new subject of alarm in the sudden increase in

the number of Radical representatives.

Who in fact were these Radicals? They were in the first place
the men whose names had been on the lips ofthe crowd during the

meetings which preceded the passage of die Reform Bill. IfHunt
had not been returned for Preston, which under the new fran

chise no longer possessed universal suffrage, Sir Francis Burdett,

Thomas Attwood, and William Cobbett had taken their seats in

the new Parliament. And if Sir Francis, disillusioned, aged, and

on die eve of deserting the Radical cause, played a very subor

dinate part, Attwood and Cobbett showed diemselves intent on

causing trouble. The latter opened his parliamentary career by
taking his seat on die front bench ofthe Opposition by die side of

the Conservative leader Peel. We need only mention in passing
members to-day practically forgotten but not without influence

in their time: Warburton, Clay, Whitde, and Harvey. But in the

new house satJohn Fielden, die great Lancashire factory owner, a

consistent defender of the operatives. And there were the philo

sophic radicals, Bentham s disciples. Before the reform their sole

representative in Parliament had been the aged Joseph Hume.

Now, six months after Bentham s death, six young disciples

made their appearance at Westminster; Roebuck, Sir William

Molesworth, the banker Grote, Leader, Charles Buller, and John

Romilly. AndEdward Lytton Bulwer die novelist and his brother

Henry were in very close connection widi the Benthamites. All

these men were men of ideas, philosophers as they entided
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themselves, and, though repudiating the use of violent methods,
had inscribed upon their programme the complete abolition of

aristocratic institutions. And finally, there were die Irish followers

of O Connell. It was all very well for their leader to pose as an

English Radical, a political disciple ofBentham. He was in reality

the national hero of a foreign people. His relatives four

O Connells were returned in December 1832 and his followers

drawn indifferently from every rank of society, and having no

other programme than obedience to the orders of the great

demagogue, made up a group O ConnelTs tail who were a

clan rather than a political party and constituted a species of

foreign body lodged in the entrails of the British Parliament.

All together the Radicals were few in number, not above

fifty or sixty at the most, but they were noisy and always on the

war-path, and it was their intervention which caused the disorder

which marked the debates of the Reformed Parliament. We can

picture the aspect presented by the old St. Stephen s Chapel
when Parliament was in session. The House consisted of 658
members but there was sitting room for no more than 400. The
remainder stood and blocked the gangways. Where such con

fusion prevailed, it required only a score of riotous Radicals or

twenty ill-bred Irish members bent upon a row and the tone of

the assembly became deplorable. Tiresome speakers could not

obtain a hearing and were obliged to address the House amidst a

hubbub ofprivate conversation broken from time to time by the

Speaker s monotonous and unavailing calls to order. Unpopular

speakers were interrupted by gross insults, yells, and imitations

of the cries ofanimals.1 It was years before the reformed House
ofCommons recovered its balance.

1 For these scenes of rowdyism, see Sketches by Boz (Charles Dickens), 1836, Chapter
XVIII; J. Grant, Random Recollections of the House of Commons, 1836, pp. 61-2, 72 sqq.
S. Warren, Ten Thousands a Year, 1841, vol. ii, pp. 79 sqq. Cf. Croker to Lord Hertford,

January 25, 1833: . . . For two nights and a half the vehemence and disorder were so

great that people began to think the National Convention was begun. Peel told me that

it was &quot;frightful appalling&quot; (Croker Papers, vol. ii, p. 202). Greville Memoirs, April 4,

1835: . . . in better, or at least more gentleman-like, times, no noises were permissible,
but the cheer and the cough . . . Now all the musical skill of this instrument is lost and
drowned in shouts, hoorings, groans, noises, the most discordant that the human throat

can emit, sticks and feet beating against the floor. Sir Heworth Williamson, a violent

Whig, told me that there were a set of fellows on his side of the House whose regular

practice it was to make this uproar/ Diary ofCharles Edward Poulett Thomson, September
ax, 1839: I will give up the Cabinet and Parliament . , . The interruption and noise

which prevails so much in the House cows me* (G. Poulett, Scraps Memoir of . . JLord

Sydenham t 1843, p. 103).
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And if at present the Radicals were few, were they not likely

to increase? The majority just returned to Westminster had been

elected to carry out a programme of reform. One of two things

must therefore happen. The new members might keep their

promises in which case, whatever the name by which they might
elect to be known, they would be in fact Radicals. They might

on the other hand make no attempt to carry out the programme
forced upon them by their constituents. What would be the

effect on public opinion? During the weeks immediately pre

ceding the election of 1832 Radical voters had done their utmost

to secure the assent of candidates to the theory of the mandate,

of pledges.
1 Would not members who failed to honour their

election pledges be regarded as defaulting agents? In the large

towns and especially in London the contest in December had no

longer been a contest between Whigs and Tories, Conservatives

and Liberals, but between Liberals or moderate Reformers and

Radicals. It might reasonably be expected that before many

years had passed the elections would present the same character

in every constituency throughout the Kingdom,
2 This was the

forecast of the leader of the Opposition, and whatever his alarm

at the prospect he sought to adapt his policy to die new conditions.

He formed the design of placing himself at the head of a large

party, which would not be Tory or reactionary, but Conser

vative ,

3 a party which would become the party of order and

1 Annual Register, 1832, pp. 299-300. Quarterly Review, October 1837: Prospects of

the Country (vol. lix, pp. 555-6).
a Grevilte Memoirs, April i, 1834= Lord Wharncliffe . . . like Harrowby, is very dismal

about the prospects of the country and thinks we are gravitating towards a revolution.

He says that the constituency of the great towns is composed of Ultra-Radicals, and that

no gentlemen with really independent and conservative principles can sit for them, that

the great majority of the manufacturers and of the respectable persons of the middle class

are moderate, and hostile to subversion and violent measures, but that their influence is

overwhelmed by the numerical strength of the low orders, who want to go all lengths.
8 The idea of using the term Conservative to denote a rejuvenated Tory party is usually

and correctly attributed to Crokcr. See Quarterly Review, January 1830, Internal PoHcy*

(vol. xlii, p, 276): *. . . We now arc, as we always have been, decidedly and conscien

tiously attached to what is called the Tory, and which might with more propriety be

called the Conservative Party; also January 1831, Parliamentary Reform (vol. xliv,

p. 595) : *& would iU become those who desire to cherish the Conservative Principle to

withhold, in circumstances like the present, on any mere party considerations, their

cordial support from any Government which should evince a fixed determination to

uphold that principle. The alternative use of the words &quot;conservative&quot; and &quot;conservator&quot;

reveals the Continental and French derivation of the new term. Cf. Baron Vincent to

Wellington, January 4, 1819: *. . . La bonne cause, les prindpes conservateurs^ ont en vous un

fort et noble appui ( The good cause and conservative principles possess in yourself a

powerful and distinguished supporter*) (Wellington, Despatches, Cont. t vol. i, p. 3). H. of

C., April i&amp;lt;5, 1823, Lord John Russell s speech: In 1820 the Emperor of Russia had
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rally to its support every enemy of revolution. Whether the

supporters of the new party chose to term themselves Whigs or

Tories was a matter ofno importance. They would be united by
a common hatred of revolutionary or destructive radicalism.1

And even at present though the Radicals were so scantily repre
sented at Westminster, was there no danger that the Radical

members would exercise an influence in the House dispropor
tionate to their number by claiming to represent the disfranchised

masses in an Assembly elected on a restricted franchise? In May
1832 the nation by the use of unconstitutional methods and the

threat of revolution had successfully intimidated the House of
Lords and compelled it to surrender. It might well be feared that

this pressure from without , to employ Lord Grey s already
classical formula,

2
exerted, not as in the past spasmodically

but constantly and actively , would permanently influence the

issued his first manifesto respecting the Spanish affairs, in which he laid down the principle
that &quot;institutions emanating from thrones were conservative, while those which sprung

up from popular effort were calculated to engender a new chaos
&quot;

(ParL Deb., N.S.,
vol. viii, p. 1038). (Wellington to Lord Londonderry, April 20, 1827: Rely upon it,

dear Charles, the object of the great aristocracy and of the parti conservateur of this country
is to secure the crown from the mischief with which it is threatened, by moderation, by
consistency, by firmness and good temper* (Wellington, Despatches, Cont., vol. iii, p. 655).
Lord Londonderry to the Duke of Buckingham, January 5, 1831: . . . it appears to me
that if there were means of bringing about a complete reconciliation between the ultras

and Peel s party a reconciliation founded on the necessity of a loyal and constitutional

party adhering together to which (by the bye) Grey might come, if forced by the

Liberals it would be the best puissance conservative for the next session (Duke ofBucking
ham, Memoirs of the Courts and Cabinets of William IV and. Victoria, vol. i, p. 190). The
word conservator* is still used by Wellington on April 23, 1831: &quot;We are ... the con
servators of the Constitution* (Wellington, Despatches, Cont., vol. vi, p. 432), and by one
ofhis friends, the Rev. R. L. Freer, in a letter to the Duke, ofMay 14, 1832 : Birmingham
is far from being radical, the majority of respectable persons being decidedly conservators

(ibid., vol. viii, p. 319). The word is employed by the Standard, December 24, 1831, as if

already in current use (the Conservative Party). After the election of 1832 its position-
was established, for the same paper employs it exclusively in place of the word Tory (see

especially December 26, 28, 29, 1832). Nevertheless, the term is still felt to be a neologism.
See Lord Grey to Princess Lieven, December 12, 1832: Never was there anything so

completely successful as the London election. Not one Radical returned, not one soi-

disant Conservative (Con. of Princess Lieven and Earl Grey, vol. ii, pp. 428-9) ; Peel to

Goulburn, January 3, 1833: that party which is called Conservative (C. S. Parker, Sir

Robert Peel, vol. ii, p. 212); also Edin. Rev., January 1833, The Reformed Parliament :

what has of late been called Conservatives (vol. Ivi, p. 563).
1 See the important speech in which he announced his intention to vote in favour of

the address whose text the ministers had submitted to the approval of the Commons,
and laid down the principles which would govern his policy (H. of C., February 7,

1833; ParL Deb. t 3rd Series, vol. xv, pp. 366 sqq.).
2 In using the expression Lord Grey seems to have alluded to a saying of Lord Chat

ham s quoted by Cobbett a few months earlier in his Political Register (March 19, 1831,

vol. boa, p. 711): Lord Chatham said more than fifty years ago that &quot;if the House did

not reform itself from within, it would be reformed from without, with a vengeance&quot;.

It mil be to a certainty reformed from without.
9
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proceedings of both Houses. Parliament had scarcely assembled

when it was deluged with petitions ofevery description, and it was

decided, ifnot to restrict the right ofpetitioning, at least to make
such alterations in the standing orders of the House as would
diminish the time wasted in. reacting and discussing these innumer
able documents.1

Many ofthem had been sent up by the Political

Unions, which Lord Grey had expected to be dissolved when the

Reform Bill passed
2 but which continued in existence to pursue

the accomplishment of their complete programme. The first

Reformed Parliament had not been in session two months before

a campaign of public meetings opened in the large towns, for

example at Birmingham and Newcastle, to demand the resigna
tion of a Government deemed too moderate. The plan was again

brought forward, which had already in 1819 found favour in

revolutionary circles, of electing delegates who in opposition to

the members of Parliament returned on a restricted franchise

would be the genuine representatives of the people. These dele

gates would set up in London a National Convention to combat
the middle-class Parliament at &quot;Westminster. On May 13 a mass

meeting was held in London in defiance of a prohibition by the

Government at which all those republican emblems were dis

played which had been seen so often during the past three years.
A skirmish with the police ensued, one policeman was killed,

several wounded, and for months to come the Courts were

employed in trying the rioters who had taken part in *the battle

of Calthorpe Street .
3

The new members those at any rate who composed the

Government s majority found themselves on the whole in a

false position. Drawn from the same class as their predecessors

they had been sent to Westminster under novel circumstances

and with a democratic programme. For the reform had not only
been, as we have already pointed out, the victory of a party and
a class, it had also been die victory of a political doctrine. We
have seen the part played during the crisis by Bentham and his

disciples. Now when die new franchise had been established the

X
J. Redlich, Procedure of the House ofCommons, vol.

i&amp;gt; p. 7(5.
* Lord Grey to Sir H. Taylor, June 5, 1832 (Com ofEarl Grey with William IV, vol. ii,

p, 461).
* For the Calthorpe Street riot, see Annual Register, 1833, Chron., May 7; also Political

Register, June 29, 1833 (vol. bocx, p. 778), July o&quot;, 1833 (vol. bod, p. n); and for the case,

arising out of it, of the agent-provocateur, Popay, see ibid., July 20, August io t 17, 31,

September 7 1833 (vol. hopei, pp. 130, 324, 562, 585, 628-9).
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radical philosophers submitted to the victorious party a complete

programme ofreform. The Radical* programme, it need hardly
be said, was not identical with the Liberal , which in its turn

differed from the programme of the Whigs . And to the left of
the Radicals who received their programme from Bentham were
the ultra-radicals , who made even more lavish promises to the

working class. But the Liberals and even the Whigs , in so far

as they desired to show themselves good reformers, or to weaken
the position of the ultra-radicals by adopting a positive pro

gramme of reform were obliged to approximate more or less

closely to the programme ofthe Benthamites. In 1832 Benthamite

Radicalism was die term, possibly unattainable, to which every

professed reformer in his measure approached.
The reform of the franchise which Bentham and his disciples

had accepted as a temporary measure was far from realizing their

ideal. Bentham, who on the morrow of the Reform Act died at

an advanced age and at the height of his renown, had devoted

the last twelve years ofhis life to compiling a constitutional code

whose object , as he explained to a friend, was the bettering of

this wicked world, by covering it over with Republics .
1 He

sketched a system of unqualified democracy, the legislature to

consist of one Chamber elected annually by universal suffrage
and the ballot. Did his disciples propose to follow up the passage
of the Reform Bill by demanding die abolition of the monarchy
and the hereditary peerage? For the moment nothing was said of

the Crown and the House of Lords. Motions were brought
forward to reduce the duration of Parliament, ifnot to a year, at

least to the three years consecrated by the traditions of i688.2

Other Radical members asked for the extension of the franchise

by the repeal of the clause which required the payment of rates

to qualify for the vote. 3 In 1833 Grote, loyal to the Benthamite

creed, introduced a motion in favour of the ballot,
4 and about

this time it was widely expected that a reform the prospect of

which alarmed Conservative and Moderate Reformers alike

would be effected in the near future. For the moment, however,

1 Bentham to MordvinofF, 1824 (Works, ed. Bowring, vol. x, p. 542).
*H. of C., July 23, 1833 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xix, pp. 1107 sqq.);

May 15, 1834 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxiii, pp. 1036 sqq.).
* H. of C., June 18, 1833 (ibid,, 3rd Series, vol. xviii, pp. 961 sqq.);June 19, 1834 (ibid.,

3rd Series, vol. xxiv, pp. 560 sqq.).
4 H. of C., April 25, 1833 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xvii, pp. 607 sqq.).
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and during die entire life of the first reformed Parliament the

Reform Act remained untouched. It was therefore under the con
ditions set up by that measure, a measure provisionally accepted

. by themselves, that the Radicals were to attempt to reform the

legislation of the country in the spirit
of their political faith.

II THE LIBERALISM OF THE GOVERNMENT
i

What were the leading principles of the Benthamite philo

sophy? Its most obvious and fundamental characteristic was that

it was before everything else a philosophy of freedom. In Ben-
tham s phraseology utilitarianism was the contrary of asceti

cism . But those who hold that man is born not for suffering but

for pleasure must also hold that he is not born to obey the com
mand ofa master be he Divine or human, Almighty God or an

absolute monarch but to be free. Like the revolution of 1789
the revolution of 1830 had been arising on behalfoffreedom, and
the latter revolution had possessed two foci, one at Paris, the other

in London. Accordingly, since the parties who were disputing the

future of Europe disregarded national frontiers, their members
fraternized regardless of nationality, and in every nation one and
the same party of political and social conservatism seemed to be

grappling with the same party of progress, it was natural for an

English
radical to regard a cordial understanding betweenEngland

and France as a symbol of the Liberal victory. From this point of
view the political problem at this juncture was primarily a

problem of international relations and foreign policy.
The foreign secretary in Lord Grey s cabinet was Lord Palmer-

ston. To obtain a true picture of Palmerston at this stage of his

political career, we must make an effort to forget the brilliant

diplomatist of 1840 and 1848, the aristocratic champion of the

people dominating public opinion, manipulating the press,

administering snubs to all the crowned heads of the Continent,
and standing up successfully to his own Sovereign. A new arrival

in the Liberal ranks, a deserter from the Tories, widely distrusted

on both sides of the House, contemporary evidence is unanimous
in depicting him as a man disliked by his subordinates, whom
he exasperated by his haughty manner and his unpunctuality,
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unpopular in the House ofCommons, where he was considered

a poor speaker, neglectful of his Parliamentary duties, a sybarite
and a man of fashion rather than an active statesman.1 The Con
servative organs loaded him with contumely.

2 On several

occasions the ministerial organs, the Morning Chronicle and The

Times, found fault with the weakness ofhis policy and his deplor
able habit of employing Tories as his agents on the Continent,

3

and The Times, which stigmatized his excessive attention to his

toilet and probably his lax morals by dubbing him Cupid ,

took delight in holding up to ridicule our exquisite Foreign

Secretary , the fine gentleman , and the flippant dandy .
4 In die

Cabinet he carried little weight, and was effaced by Lord Althorp
and Lord John Russell. The four years of his long career, during
which for the first time he directed the foreign policy ofthe nation,

were years of apprenticeship.
He learnt his trade under difficult conditions. On the one hand

British opinion was on the whole Liberal. When the Tories were

*[J. Grant] Random Recollections of the House of Commons from the year 1830 to the

close of 1835, including personal sketches of the leading members of all parties. By one
of no party, 1836, pp. 218-19: &quot;The situation he fills in the Cabinet gives him a certain

degree of prominence in the eyes of the country which he certainly does not possess in

Parliament. His talents are by no means of a high order ... He is an indifferent speaker
... He is also very irregular in his attendance on his Parliamentary duties ... He is very-
vain of his personal appearance, and is generally supposed to devote more of his time in

sacrificing to the graces than is consistent with the duties of a person who has so much
to do with the destinies of Europe.* Diary of Sir John Hobhouse, March 19, 1831: *. . .

Lord Nugent and Poulett Thomson . . . told me that it was impossible to go on with
such Cabinet Ministers as Graham and Grant and Palmerston, who either would not, or

could not, speak* (Lord Broughton s Recollections of a Long Life, vol. iv, p. 96). Greville

Memoirs, February 17, 1835 : It is certain that he cut a very poor figure in Parliament the

time he was in office before. See further ibid., March 19, May n, 12, 1834.
2
Standard, January 2, 1833 : . . . As to tne Lords Goderich and Palmerston, Mr. Charles

Grant and the other omnibus statesmen, nobody, we suppose, ever dreamed of asking
them what they want to do, as everybody knows that they will do that thing, whatever
it is, that promises to keep them in place. Quart. Rev., vol. btiv, p. 84: *. . . imitators,

self-important men who, as Canning said of my Lord Palmerston, &quot;nearly touched the

top of mediocrity&quot;. H. of C, February 26, 1835, speech by the barrister Goulburn: It

had been admitted by the other side, and by their advocates out of doors, that what had
been long wanting in the Foreign Department of this country was an individual possessing
a comprehensive mind. Would they take the seal from the noble Duke, who now held

the office, and put in his place the rejected of Hampshire? (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd
Series, vol. xxvi, p. 357).

8
Morning Chronicle, May 30, 31, June I, n, 1832. The Times, June 1, 9, n, 1832; March

24, 1834-

*July 30, 1832, our exquisite Foreign Secretary*. May 7, 1834: *. . . if the subject is

not too coarse or too trivial to occupy the polite attention of so fine a gentleman/ June.

25, 1834: *We feel . . . shame more than surprise at this cold-blooded and unprincipled

shuffling. What an offensive union is that of a dull understanding and an unfeeling heart:

add to this the self-satisfied air of a flippant dandy, and you have the most nauseous

specimen of humanity a sort of compound which justified Swift in the disgusting
exhibition of his Yahoos.
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driven from office the Government was obliged to change the

orientation of its foreign policy and could no longer act in

concert with the northern powers. But on the other hand public

feeling had never been more pacific; never had the country been

more averse to war; never had the state of finance made it so

impossible. Non-intervention/ wrote the Edinburgh Review, is

the keystone of the independence of states and the best barrier

against that worst of pestilences war. 1 What then was to be

done if, as actually happened at the congress of Miinchengratz,
the Emperor of Russia, the Emperor of Austria, and the King of

Prussia concluded a pact ofjoint intervention should one of the

signatories be threatened with a revolution? The Foreign Office

would protest against an application of the principle of counter

revolutionary intervention, which might transform every revolu

tionary upheaval into a European war. But what would be the

use of a verbal protest if the intervention were carried out? If the

enemy were to be intimidated the protest must take the form of

armed counter-intervention. Inevitably the peaceful policy of
non-intervention would give way to the traditional policy ofwar,
the policy of the balance of power . The difficulty which had

already presented itself in a serious form in Canning s lifetime,

had become increasingly serious. For in France the party ofwar
was also what was called the party of movement , which

engaged the sympathies ofEnglishmen the more powerfully, the

more Radical their political creed. And the party of peace in

France was the party of resistance , which sought to effect such a

measure of reconciliation with the absolutist powers as was still

possible after die events of July 1830. Moreover, for the past

century and a half France had been the hereditary enemy of

England, England and France were both maritime powers
whose navies and commercial fleets competed for supremacy on
all the seas ofthe globe. To these francophobe sentiments William

IV, himself an old sailor, gave free vent* Nevertheless, the issue

1
Edinburgh Review, Dec. 1831, Recent History ... of Portugal* (vol. liv, p. 442).

Cf. Political Review, April 1832, History . . . of Poland* (vol. Iv, p. 264): It is in vain

to deny that two great antagonist principles now divide Europe freedom and despotism.

They are to be found contending from Lisbon to St Pctcrsburgh; and we meet them in

every political question. . . , The absolutes can carry their ends only by war; from which

they are now restrained by a sense, if not of weakness, certainly of that which is akin to

it, insecurity. The best security of the Liberals is in tranquillity, and in their strength,

therefore, lies peace/
*Thc King to Lord Grey, April 16, 1833 (Com ofEarl Grey with William IV, vol. ii,

pp. 351 sqq.). C Grevitle Memoirs, September to, 1833.
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of the July revolution compelled Palmerston to adapt the prin

ciples
of Canning s foreign policy to an entirely new state of

European affairs. As a Liberal power, France was now in the nature

of things the ally of a Liberal England. Nor could England treat

France as she treated her client states Portugal and the South-

American Republics. On the contrary, France might even be in a

position to contest with her the protectorate
of the small nations.

What then could be done to secure that in the Franco-British

alliance, which circumstances rendered inevitable France should

remain as far as possible,
in the eyes of the world, the subordinate

partner? The problem was not easy to solve. Paris/ Palmerston

wrote to his brother, is the pivot ofmy foreign policy/
1

2

Casimir Perier had laid the foundations of the good under

standing ,
the entente cordiale, with England.

2 If the French

alliance was useful to the Whig ministry, the new Government

in France during those early years when its existence was still

precarious
could not dispense with the support of the London

Cabinet. The first strain upon the Anglo-French understanding

arose out of the Belgian question; for the French acceptance of

Prince Leopold s candidature had not removed all difficulties.

When a Dutch army invaded Belgium, a French army drove it

back and proceeded to lay siege to Antwerp. Then the pleni

potentiaries, weary of the fruitless endeavour to secure the con

clusion of a treaty between Holland and Belgium, brushed aside

Dutch opposition and drew the frontier between the two peoples

in the Treaty of twenty-four Articles of October 15, 1831-

When Austria, Russia, and Prussia hesitated to sign it, France and

England signed it by themselves. Faced with this quasi-alliance
of

the two nations, the three continental Powers gave way and

ratified the treaty. It was completed by the conclusion of a

military convention between France and England, and Bntish

opinion allowed a French army to enter Antwerp. Finally

Holland concluded an armistice with Belgium to be succeeded

i To William Temple, June 29, 1834 (Sir H. L. Bulwer, Life of Viscount Palmerston,

C
* Theterm wals ntt iri official use until 1842, but we already come across it in 1832.

Cordial union (Lord Palmerston s speech, H. of C., February 9, 1832; Parliamentary

Debates, 3rd Series, vol. x, p. I59). Good understanding (Lord Grey
j

; speecht H. of C

February 27, 1832; ibid., 3rd Series, vol. x, pp. 727, 730). Fnendly understanding (Lord

Grey to the King, April 17, 1832; Corr. of Earl Grey with William IV, vol. u, p, 360).
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five years later by a formal treaty. The Belgian question was
settled. It had been settled by the establishment between France

and Holland of a buffer state whose neutrality was guaranteed.
This arrangement had averted the danger of a European confla

gration. By the pacts which she concluded with Great Britain,

France gave an implicit undertaking to abandon all projects of

aggrandizement towards the Rhine. Louis Philippe, however,
found himself obliged to make some satisfaction to French

patriotism and the public opinion of the capital. Casimir Perier

and those who inherited his policy turned their attention to the

Mediterranean. They aimed at making it, according to the

Napoleonic formula, a French lake, and the Whigs deemed it

advisable to leave this outlet open to French ambition.

It was already certain that the French occupation of Algiers
would be permanent; and once installed in Algiers the French

cherished the dream of building up a colonial empire along the

northern coast of Africa. Level-headed observers were consoled

by the thought that the peace ofEurope would benefit. The more
French troops in Algiers, the fewer on the Rhine. In Italy the

Emperor of Austria aimed at preserving peace and order by the

establishment under his patronage ofa species ofItalian confedera

tion. The British Government was opposed to a union of this

kind, and Seymour at Florence and Rome, and Palmerston s

brother, Sir William Temple, at Naples,
1
openly worked against

Austria. But it was left to Casimir Perier to adopt the.bold measure

of opposing Austrian intervention by French counter-interven

tion. By occupying Ancona, France became the most powerful
factor in Italian politics: Palmerston s agents received orders to

raise no opposition.
In the Levant Greece was established as an independent state

to be governed by a German prince with the tide ofKing. It was

a victory at once of British diplomacy and western Liberalism.

But the recognition of Greek autonomy did not restore peace in

the Levant. The two Ottoman powers lately united against
Greece were now at war, Ibrahim Pasha, the son or adopted son2

1 Lord Palmerston to William Temple, October 8, 1833: *I am glad to hear the King
of Naples perseveres in his

conciliatory system: pray encourage it as far as you can
without appearing to meddle too much in matters which do not concern us/ Cf. his

letters to Sir W. Temple of December 3, 1833, April 21, 1834, June 27, 1834 (Sir H, L.

Bulwer, Life of Viscount Patmerston, ed. 1870, pp. 166, 174, 180, 194).
*
[Which is uncertain. Trans, note.]
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of the pasha ofEgypt, Mehemet All, at the head of an Egyptian

army of50,000 men, annihilated the Sultan s army and encamped
before Brusa. The Sultan sought help from Russia, a Russian

fleet was despatched to the Bosphorus and 15,000 Russians landed

at Scutari. Finally, through the mediation ofa French diplomatic

agent, Sultan Mahmoud concluded a treaty with Mehemet Ali

by which he abandoned to the latter all the territory he claimed.

And on the other hand he concluded with the Czar the treaty of

Unkiar Skelessi, which established in fact ifnot in name a Russian

protectorate over Turkey and closed the Dardanelles to the fleets

of Britain and France. Under these circumstances what action

could England possibly take? When the Egyptians reached Brusa

and the Russians Scutari, there was not even a British ambassador

at Constantinople. As a result ofBritish inaction Russia s influence

was supreme at Constantinople and French influence at Cairo. In

the Levant to all appearance England had ceased to count.

In Spain and Portugal British influence had not been so com

pletely eclipsed. But since the Peninsular War the entire diplo
matic situation had undergone a strange transformation.

The Portuguese Government was no longer the client of

England, shielded by British protection from French ambition. It

was divided between two warring parties, and the same party
received at the same time the support of the British and French

Governments, the Absolutists before, the Liberals after, July 1830.

When Don Miguel assumed with the
royal

tide the leadership
of the Absolutist party he came into conflict both with London
and Paris. He was compelled to yield to the successive issue of a

British and a French ultimatum supported in either case by a

naval demonstration.1 Civil war ensued and Dom Pedro came
from Brazil to uphold against Miguel the rights ofhis daughter
Donna Maria. He failed to secure any direct assistance from the

British or French Government. The principle of non-interven

tion was maintained. But he was permitted to enlist freely the

necessary troops. British naval officers commanded his fleet in

turn; and veterans of the Napoleonic war who had served under

Massena or Wellington formed a corps of 15,000 men which was

the backbone ofDonna Maria s army.

1 Lord Palmerston attempted to prevent the naval demonstration by France. See his

letter to Lord Granville, June 10, 1831 (Sir H. C. Bulwer, Life of Viscount Palmerston,

ed. 1870, vol. ii, p. 86). But when it took place he refused to disavow it.
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In Spain Ferdinand VII yielded to his wife s wishes and an

nulled the Salic law. By this step he disinherited his nephew, Don
Carlos, the head of the Absolutists, and assured the succession of

his daughter Isabella, the hope of the Liberals. He was no sooner

dead than Don Carlos towards the close of1833 raised his standard

in the northern provinces. Spain now presented the same problem
as Portugal and, if the good understanding between England and

France were to continue, their respective Governments must

agree upon a common policy. This was not easy in a country
where French and British influence were traditionally opposed.
Metternich made it easier. At Miinchengratz the Emperor of

Austria and the King of Prussia concluded a treaty undisguisedly
directed against the two western powers. The latter realized the

necessity of a counter stroke.

Joint action was not easily taken. At the very moment when
the Franco-British entente was to issue in a formal undertaking
its weakness was painfully evident. The Due de Broglie and

Talleyrand proposed to Palnicrston a general treaty of alliance

between France and England. He refused. He did not wish to

commit the country so far. He had decided upon a different

policy and had draughted a treaty of alliance between England
and tlie two Governments of Donna Maria and Isabella. England
would cease to collaborate with France in the peninsula and

once more take Spanish and Portuguese Liberalism under her

sole protection. Only when the treaty had been signed would

France be invited to give her adhesion. In his turn Talleyrand

protested. Finally a treaty of alliance whose scope was confined

to Spain and Portugal was concluded on an equal footing by the

four contracting powers France, England, the Government of

Isabella, and the Government of Donna Maria.1 The Quadruple
Alliance therefore represented a compromise between the rival

policies
of two statesmen who were drifting into a position of

hostility and was a partial defeat for both parties. But on its first

publication in April and May the treaty aroused the enthusiasm

of those who were unacquainted with the intrigues which had
1 See the correspondence which passed between December 1833 and April 23, 1834,

between Talleyrand and the Due de Broglie, Talleyrand and the Comte de Rigny,
Talleyrand and Palmerston (Mtmoires du Prince de Talleyrand, vol* v, pp. 369-385).

Thurcau-Dangin utilized these documents before their publication (Histoire de la Monarchic

dejuillet, vol. ii, pp. 376 sqq.), But the secret history of the Quadruple Alliance had been

already related in outline in 1841 by Duvergier de Hauranne in an admirable article

entitled De 1 Alliance anglo-franc.aise (Revue des Deux-Mondes, vol. Ixvii, pp. 469 sqq.).
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produced it.
1 For public opinion it was a reply to Metternich

which arrayed the Liberal nations in a solid phalanx against the

league of absolute monarchs. Palmerston took the entire credit.2

It was the first ofthe long series ofdramatic surprises which would

distinguish his foreign policy.

3

It was the obvious tactics of the Conservative opposition to

charge Palmerston with sacrificing the interests of the country to

maintain the understanding with France. To be sure the Conserva

tives did not ask for a declaration ofwar against Liberal France,

but they considered that friendship with France was purchased
too dearly by a breach with all the great powers

3 and witnessed

with alarm the Russian, Austrian, and Prussian ambassadors with

drawn in turn from London, a procedure which placed Palmer

ston in a state of diplomatic isolation. They wounded his vanity

by representing him as once more the dupe ofthe great statesman

who represented France in London. The expulsion of Dom
Miguel and Don Carlos would, they declared, be the coup de

main of Talleyrand s political life .
4 The British ministers were

moved at pleasure like the puppets of this skilful diplomatist s

will . The Conservatives were equally dissatisfied with the

solution of the Belgian question. They depicted England for

saking her weak and faithful allies Portugal and Holland to win
the friendship ofa nation far more powerful and therefore far less

reliable. They accused the Whigs of returning to the foolish

policy of the Stuarts and allowing the French to reduce Holland
1
Morning Chronicle, April 24, 1834: The policy which has dictated the Treaty appears,

as far as we know of its provisions, to be some reparation for the timid, busy and never-

ending system of negotiation and interference which has latterly distinguished the

management of our &quot;Red
Tapists&quot;

at home/ The Times adopted a far more reserved

attitude and restricted its remarks to two short notices of fourteen and eleven lines

respectively at the beginning of the leader on April 23 and April 24, 1834. On April

23 it consoles its readers by the assurance that in any event armed interference will not

be resorted to .

2 To William Temple, April 21, 1834: I carried it through the Cabinet by a coup de

main, taking them by surprise, and not leaving them time to make objections ... I reckon

this to be a great stroke. In the first place, it will settle Portugal and go some way to

settle Spain also. But what is of more permanent and extensive importance, it establishes

a quadruple alliance among the constitutional States of the West, which will serve as

a powerful counterpoise to the Holy Alliance of the East* (Sir H. L. Bulwer, Life of Viscount

Palmerston, ed. 1870, vol. ii, p. 180). To the same, May 12, 1834: This treaty was a capital

hit and all my own doing* (ibid., p. 186); also June 27, 1834 (ibid., p. 194).
3 H. of C., March 17, 1834, Sir Robert Peel s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. xxii, p. 339).
4 H. ofL., May 6, 1834, Lord Londonderry s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxiii, p, 590),
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under cover ofthe British fleet.
1 In their eyes Belgium was merely

a French province masquerading as an independent nation. 2
It

was impossible to look on without dismay while Leopold married

Louis Philippe s daughter, demolished the forts recently erected

on the southern frontier of his kingdom to protect Germany

against another French invasion, and obtained officers from Paris

to train his army on the French system. If this was the severity

with which the Conservatives criticized the policy Britain

adopted in Belgium, Spain, and Portugal the reader can imagine

the anxiety with which they witnessed the annexation of Algiers,

the occupation of Ancona, the complete eclipse of British

influence on the Dardanelles, the growth of French influence at

Cairo.

Nor were the politicians
alone in their fears. The merchants

and manufacturers were equally alarmed, English exports to

Spain fell by a half. Portugal imposed a uniform tariff on all

imports thus depriving British goods ofthe preference guaranteed

by treaties concluded in the eighteenth century. The English

embargo against Holland brought to a standstill for months the

entire trade of the east-coast ports. Belgium concluded a com

mercial treaty with France. It had been hoped that a France

converted to political
liberalism would have been converted at

the same time to free trade. The hope had not been realized.

John Bowring, Bentham s disciple and friend, who was sent on an

economic mission to Paris, brought back nothing more substantial

than promises in return for a reduction of the British duty on

wines.8

These criticisms can hardly have left Palmerston unmoved.

For they were the very charges he had himself brought in 1829

and 1830 against bis present opponents, Wellington and Lord

Aberdeen. And their effect may be seen in an incipient breach

1 H. of L., January 26, 1832, Lord Aberdeen s speech (Parliamentary Debatest 3rd Series,

vol. ix, p, 835).
8
King Leopold &c Pint was just as dependent on the French Cabinet as any Nabob

on the Ganges was on our East India Company
1

(H, of C, March a&amp;lt;5, 1832, Baring s

speech; ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xi, p. 908)-
,

9 For the economic relations between France and England, see First Report on the

Commercial Relations between France and Great Britain, by George VilHers and John Bow-

ring. With a supplementary report by John Bowring, 1834. The first report is dated

November 26, 1832. Also Second Report on the Commercial Relations between Prance and

Great Britain; Silks and Wine, by John Bowring, 1835 [January 24, 1834]- For more

information about the trade negotiations between England and France from 1830 to

1840, see Raymond Guyot s weJl-informed book La Premise Entente Cordiale, 1926,

pp. 105 qq-t 139 sqq.
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with. Louis Philippe and Talleyrand, a breach, partly due to the

causes which, in die spring of 1830 had set Wellington at variance

with Polignac. One tiling at any rate is certain. For the moment

public opinion was not seriously disturbed. The memories of

1830 were too recent, and France and England were bound

together by a very close tie. Even more ineffective were the

protests of the advanced Liberals for whom the attitude adopted

by England and France towards Metternich and Nicholas was
too timid and who reproached Palmerston for betraying in

Poland the cause of freedom.1 The country was bent on peace.

Every war whose memory lived in the minds ofEnglishmen had
been a war with France. Therefore die good understanding with
France was a sure guarantee that peace would be maintained, and

public opinion asked for nothing further. In fact, the Opposition
leaders did not venture to brave public opinion. Questions of

foreign policy were seriously discussed only in die House of

Lords, where Lord Aberdeen or Lord Londonderry took the

initiative in debate. It was the House ofLords which inJune 1833
took the bold step ofappealing to the King to ensure the genuine

neutrality of the British Government towards the factions at war
in Portugal.

2 In the House ofCommons ifa few isolated remarks

were made at wide intervals on questions of foreign policy, a

debate on the subject was extremely rare, and it was very seldom

that Peel or some other speaker ofrepute would intervene in the

discussion. For Peel was well aware that it would be imprudent
tactics to deploy his troops on this ground. Provided peace were

maintained, die nation was indifferent to questions of foreign

policy. Men s thoughts were fully employed elsewhere. 3 A host

of domestic problems engaged their exclusive attention.

1 To the Congress of London the nternational law of Europe is indebted for a new
principle, that of non-intervention; a principle which keeps oppressed subjects apart
because die Holy Alliance is no longer strong enough to keep the oppressors together

(Westm. Rev., October 1831, France and her Revolution*; vol. xv, p. 430). Cf. ibid.,

January 1831, European Revolution (vol. xiv, p. 249): What would be the consequence
in common life, if die principle of non-interference was acknowledged and acted on; if

there might be a Holy Alliance of thieves, but only a Non-interference Society ofhonest
men?*

2 H. of L., June 3, 1833 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xviii, pp. 238 sqq.).
8 Lord Palmerston to Lord Granville, March 1, 1831 : Cowley s statement that Austria

does not mean to meddle with the Pope s territory is satisfactory and relieving. We are

all too busy with reform to make it possible to give you instructions about Italy. Also

on March 9, 1831, the significant statement: I have been too busy to write to you for

some days (Sir H. L. Bulwer, Life of Viscount Palmerston, Book VIII).
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4

One of the first problems which faced the Reformed Parlia

ment a problem however, of colonial policy rather than a

domestic question in the strict sense was the abolition ofslavery.
The problem had been almost ripe for solution before the July
revolution broke out and it was only that event which relegated
the question to a subordinate place in the candidates programmes
at the general election. But the abolitionist propaganda far from

slackening assumed, under the influence of die political situation,

a revolutionary character. At first the Whig administration was
content to carry further the policy of moderate reform in

augurated by Canning and Lord Bathurst. In the old West
Indian Colonies economic advantages (for example, a reduction

in the duty on sugar) were promised to the planters if they would
consent to adopt the legislation which royal decrees had promul
gated in the Crown Colonies by which slave labour was subjected
to legal regulation.

1 At the same time the Government proclaimed
the emancipation of all slaves owned by the Crown.2 But the

immediate result ofthese measures was to provoke an insurrection

among the slaves. The West Indian negroes knew that the

Government had taken action on their behalf but did not under
stand its nature. A rumour gained currency among them that the

King ofEngland had proclaimed the emancipation at Christmas

of every slave. In December a formidable insurrection broke out

in Jamaica, and for ten days the island was abandoned to pillage.
8

Martial Law was proclaimed and the Colonial Militia restored

order. In London the group known as the West India Interest

attempted to make use ofthe outbreak to postpone emancipation.
But the Abolitionists, who were led in the Commons by Buxton,
were on the watch and they knew that the present conjuncture
was favourable to their designs. For the influence which the West
India Interest exerted in Parliament was due to its ability to pur
chase for ready money die representation of a number of rotten

boroughs. When die final battle which preceded the passage of
die Reform Bill was in progress during April and May 1832 it

1 Annual Register, 1832, Public Documents, pp. 282 sqq. Cf. H. of C, April 15, 1831:
Lord Althorp s speech; March 23, 1832: speeches by Lord Althorp and Lord Howick
(Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. itt, pp. 1423; vol. xi, pp. 807, 815),

* H. of C,, August 17, 1831 : statements made by Lord Howick in reply to a question
by Burge (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. vi, p. i&amp;lt;5o).

8 Ann, Reg., 1832, Public Documents, pp. 286 sqq.
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became clear that to combat slavery was to deprive the Tories

ofan instrument of corruption. Lord Harewood was a prominent
defender of the planters in the House of Lords. He was also the

head of the Tories in Yorkshire, a county devoted alike to the

cause of reform and the cause of emancipation. In the Commons
the Marquis of Chandos took the lead among the supporters of

slavery. He was also the most energetic and the ablest opponent
of the Reform Bill. Pull down an abuse when you can/ wrote

Perronet Thompson in the Westminster Review, especially when
it is one, like that of slavery in the West Indies, whose supporters

support all the rest.
1
Cobbett, who had long been an opponent of

emancipation, as in the bottom of his heart he would always

remain, rallied for a time to its support. By his change of front he

gratified his political hatreds.2

Moreover, the contest between the abolitionists and the

defenders of slavery assumed the aspect of a religious struggle.

The Nonconformists sects, among whom the missionary spirit

had been active for the past half century, were hard at work

converting the West Indian negroes to Christianity. In England

they constituted a rallying point for the shopkeepers and artisans,

in the West Indies for the slaves. The Methodist and Baptist

preachers did not incite the slaves to rebel. But they made them

more convinced every day that in the sight of God they were

equal to the whites and held out promises ofspeedy emancipation,

informing them of the untiring campaign which the Evangelicals
at home were conducting on their behalf. It is therefore hardly

surprising that when the servile war broke out they found them

selves exposed to the slave-owners fury. InJanuary 1832 fourteen

chapels were destroyed by the colonists, who formed themselves

into a Church Union to wage unrelenting war upon the Dis

senters.3 Thus battle was joined between the Nonconformist sects

and die Anglican Church at the very moment when the position

of the latter was threatened by the unpopularity it had incurred.

1 Article by Colonel Thompson in the Westminster Review quoted by A. Prentice,

Hist. Sketches of . . . Manchester, p. 352.
2
Political Register, Aug. 4, 1832: It now appears that, in fact, these slaves are in general

the property of the English boroughmongerst that they are so in great part at least and that the

fruit of the labour of these slaves abroad, has long been converted into the means of

making us slaves at home . . . their continuing to hold slaves cannot be good to the people
of England (vol. bcxvii, p. 261).

8 H. of C, May 24, 1832: Powell Buxton s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. xii, p. 41).
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The Wesleyans, the most Conservative ofthe sects, who abstained

on principle from intervention in party strife, regarded slavery as

a religious and moral rather than a political question and advised

their members to exact from every candidate as a condition of

receiving their vote an undertaking to support its unqualified
abolition in the colonies.1 The resistance ofthe Church was weak
ened by the fact that on this, as on so many other questions, the

Evangelical party was in agreement with the Methodists. A
prominent Evangelical, who had made his mark at die bar,

Stephen by name, sacrificed a promising and lucrative career to

enter the colonial ministry and work for the speedy emancipation
ofthe negroes. So long as Lord Goderich remained at the Colonial

Office the department wasted much time in a fruitless attempt to

secure the planters assent to legislation which would pave the way
for emancipation of the slaves without inflicting too heavy loss

upon their owners. But in March 1833 he was replaced by Stanley,
whose relations with O ConneU had become so strained that it

was no longer possible to leave the administration of Ireland in

his hands. Stanley wished to redeem his failure in Ireland by some
brilliant achievement in his new capacity. In less than two months
he had produced unassisted a bill of emancipation.

2

It provided in the first place that every child who should here

after be born or who was less than six years of age when the bill

became law should be declared unconditionally free. This enact

ment was identical with Buxton s proposal ten years earlier. The
Government had repudiated Canning s temporizing policy and

accepted the Radical measure advocated by the abolitionists.

However, its operation postponed complete emancipation for

a considerable period. For in default of further provision, every
slave above six years of age when the act was passed was con

demned to permanent slavery. To afford them some relief

Stanley established a system of legally controlled apprenticeship.
The working day must not exceed ten hours. For three-quarters
of that period the slaves would be at the disposition of their

owners, who however were obliged to make them a fixed pay
ment either in kind or in money. The remaining quarter belonged
to the slave himself to employ as he pleased and he might set

1
Wesleyan Methodists, Minutes of Conference, vol. vi, p 613 (Conference of 1830);

vol via, pp. 66-7 (Conference of 1831) and 175^7 (Conference of 1832).
* H. of C. May 14, 183$ : Stanley s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xvii,

p. 1193 sqq.).
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aside the money thus earned to purchase his freedom. The wages
payable for these two hours and a half ofwork were to be such

that, if the entire amount were taken by the owner, the slave

would be free at the end of twelve years. This system of legal

apprenticeship embodied the principle which had inspired Can-*

ning s entire policy in the matter ofslavery. But whereas Canning
had instituted a system of modified and legally regulated slavery
in the hope of finally inducing the owners to emancipate their

slaves voluntarily, Stanley set up the new system as a transitional

system which, at the will of the slave, would automatically be

replaced in twelve years time by complete freedom.

Finally, to indemnify the owners against the risk of uncertain

and remote payment the state intervened between master and

slave. The slave owners would receive immediately from the

Government the sum of ^15,000,000, which was estimated to

represent the total cost of redeeming every slave. And officials

whose impartiality would be above suspicion would be despatched
to dieWest Indies by the Government to receive the payments with

which for twelve years the slaves would purchase their freedom.

The colonists protested that ^15,000,000 was too small a sum
and asked for ^20,000,000. Nor would they accept a loan even

though, under the Government scheme, it was nominal. They
demanded an unconditional gift. Cabinet and Parliament con

ceded their demands and made them a gift of ^2O,ooo,ooo.
1 The

abolitionists on the other hand accepted only under protest

Stanley s system of apprenticeship, though it gave effect to the

suggestions they had made themselves ten years before. They
found fault with a mongrel system, which, they maintained,

would fail in practice to satisfy either the masters or the slaves.

The slaves would have no motive to work, and would not work.

The masters would weary the home Government with complaints
which it would be impossible to satisfy since the responsibility

for the slaves idleness would lie not with themselves but with the

system to which they were subject. Moreover, since the sum paid
to the planters was no longer a loan but a gift and since it had been

arbitrarily raised from .15,000,000 to .20,000,000, there was

no longer any reason to fix at twelve rather than at any other

number the years which must elapse before the apprentice

1 H. ofC.,June 10, 1833: Stanley s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xviii,

PP-54?sqq.)-
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became a free man. The Government took account of these

criticisms, and the duration of the new system of apprenticeship
was reduced from twelve to seven years for slaves employed on
the land, and five years for the rest.

1 Thus amended the bill had
an easy passage through both Houses and was passed by enormous

majorities. The Jamaica insurrection, the aftermath of the July
revolution, must therefore be considered as an instance, excep
tional among so many contemporary revolts which failed, of a

revolt which succeeded. But to understand the delight with which
the emancipation of the negroes was greeted, the rejoicings which
took place on a large scale throughout the entire country when a

year later the act came into force, we must remember that the

abolitionist campaign had been first and foremost a Christian

movement. What the liberal bourgeoisie ofcontemporary France

failed to do for the slaves in die West Indies, the Evangelical
middle class dared to accomplish in England; and when Wilber-
force died within a few weeks ofthe passage of the bill his death

bed was consoled by the knowledge that the victory won for the

blacks had been won by his efforts. No doubt the organ of the

Benthamite group, the Westminster Review, was wholehearted in

support of emancipation. But even here religious influences were
at work. The editor, John Bowring, was a Liberal Christian, who
did his utmost to modify the hostile attitude towards Christianity
which die group had inherited from their master. On the other

hand Joseph Hume in the House of Commons had never ceased

to preach the necessity of caution: they ought not to rush head

long into an abyss .
2
Among the professional politicians Brougham

had distinguished himself side by side with, Wilberforce and
Buxton by his zeal, it is true, for emancipation. But the Edinburgh
Review, in an article which passed in review all the reforms

accomplished during the first session of the new Parliament,
while expressing its satisfaction at the abolition ofslavery, did not
conceal its apprehensions, recognized *the extraordinary difficulty
of the question ; so difficult a subject never was attempted by
human legislation , and deplored the extravagance of the anti-

slavery party.
3 Too much importance must not be attached to

X H. of C., July 24, 1833: Powell Buxcon s amendment; July 25, 1833: Stanley s

speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xix, pp. 1184 sqq., 1238-9),
*H. of C, June 7, 1833 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xviii, p. 459).
3
Edinburgh Review, October 1833, First Session of the Reformed Parliament* (vol. Ivitt,

pp. 206, 207).
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these reservations. Liberals and Evangelicals worked together to

secure the passage of the law. It is nevertheless a significant fact

that the first great measure of emancipation passed by the re

formed Parliament was due to the co-operation of political
Liberalism and Evangelical piety.

5

To study an aspect ofthe new Liberalism devoid ofthe slightest

tinge ofChristian feeling we must go to the economists. Not only
the Benthamites, the writers of the Westminster Review, but

ordinary Liberals, for example the contributors to the Edinburgh
Review, were disciples of Adam Smith and Ricardo. The opti
mists believed that the interests of individuals are naturally har

monious, and that it was only the interference ofthe State which

prevented the harmony being realized. Others the economists

who were most faithful to the doctrines ofRicardo took a more

pessimistic view, frankly recognized the existence of a natural

conflict of interests between the capitalist and the worker, the

landlord and the capitalist, and were even inclined to believe that

the progress of mankind, far from abolishing the conflict, would

exasperate it. But they agreed with the optimists in holding that

State interference must inevitably be unscientific, and therefore

could only make the situation worse. Both parties therefore were
united in putting forward a programme ofeconomic freedom. It

was to satisfy the economists that the Government abolished

privileges oflanded property which had survived from the feudal

system, by enacting that henceforward sporting rights should not
be confined to those who owned the land over which they were

exercised, legalizing trade in game,
1 and granting creditors the

same claims upon die real estate of their debtors as they already

possessed upon their personal.
2
It was also under their inspiration

that it carried further the process ofabolishing monopolies, which
trammelled the freedom ofthe individual, his freedom to consume
or produce, his freedom to buy or sell. And it happened that two
most important monopolies expired in 1833 and 1834, the mono

poly ofthe East India Company and the monopoly ofthe Bank of

England.
The East India Company continued to govern India under the

control of the India Office according to the system established in

1 1 and 2 Will. IV, cap. 32.
2
3 and 4 Will. IV, cap. 104.
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the reign of George IIL But it lost its monopoly of trade and

navigation with China.1 It was estimated that whereas the

population of Great Britain during the past thirty years of the

century had increased by a half, the consumption of tea had

increased by no more than a twelfth. That the increase was so

small was no doubt due to the imposition of higher duties on

tea,
2 but the monopoly of the East India Company was a con

tributory factor. Everyone agreed that the monopoly must be

abolished, and even before the Whigs came into office Wellington
had the matter under consideration. Although the introduction

of die new system would strike an immediate blow to the entire

body of trade which gravitated around the Company s offices in

the Port of London, the representatives of the East End were

among those who voted for the reform,3 The measure was in

fact passed almost without discussion by an empty House,
4 and

has barely left a trace in the published debates.

But the monopoly of the Bank was quite another matter. If

the Government were faithful to the teaching of Ricardo, the

statute of 1819 restoring specie payment must be completed by a

further enactment abolishing the privilege of the Bank. A State

Bank whose sole function was the issue of paper money would

suffice to perform the only useful function at present performed

by the Bank ofEngland. What reason could there be to delegate

that function to a deposit bank, whose interest might conflict with

the interest of the State?5 But the Bank was a powerful corpora

tion, with which, for many a long year, the Exchequer and the

world of industry and commerce had been accustomed to deal.

Its directors
1

honesty and ability were universally admitted even

by those who objected to the privilege accorded to the Bank. The

crisis of 1825 was already forgotten, and since die danger had been

temporarily removed the need of a remedy seemed less urgent.

Moreover, time pressed and it seemed hardly possible to settle so

weighty and intricate a question within die few months yet to

elapse before die privilege expired. A secret committee ofinquiry
was appointed in 1832 over which the Chancellor of the Ex

chequer presided. But the following year the Chancellor decided

1
3 and 4 Will. IV, cap. 85,

a Sir Henry Parnell, On Financial Reform, 3rd ed., 1831, pp. 40-1.

Quarterly Review, January 1834, Free Trade to China
1

(vol. 1, p. 431).
* Grevttle Memoirs, September 3, 1833.
5 H. of C., May 31, 1833: Hume s speech (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xviii, p. 202).
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to bring its work to an end, and after some hasty negotiations
concluded on his personal responsibility an agreement with the

Bank which on May 31, 1833, was laid before the Commons.1

The Bank accepted a reduction of ^120,000 per annum in the

amount it received for its service of the National Debt. It under

took to publish a quarterly statement of its reserve, its note issue,

and its accounts. Further, it consented to the abolition of a

monopoly it had assumed on the strength of an erroneous

interpretation of the law. A provision of the Act expressly

permitted other joint-stock banks to compete in future with the

Bank ofEngland even within the radius of sixty miles from the

City, where the Bank would henceforward possess only a mono

poly ofissuing notes. Though the monopoly of the Bank was not

directly extended, two clauses of the new act facilitated its opera
tions. Under the existing law the sole means by which the Bank
could restrict the currency was to refuse discount. In. future it

would be entitled to raise the charge for discount and was no

longer confined to the legal rate of interest. As we should have

expected, this provision, die first step towards the abrogation of

the usury laws, aroused no opposition. It was otherwise with the

second clause. To prevent a repetition of the disaster of 1825,

when the panic of the provincial banks exhausted the reserves of

the Bank, it was provided that in future Bank ofEngland notes

should everywhere, except at the Bank itself, be legal tender for

any sum not less than ^5. At first sight this provision was tanta

mount to repealing the Act of 1819: Cobbett and Attwood were

triumphant
2

: Peel raised vehement protests.
3 But the repeal was

after all merely apparent, foi; the bank note was still exchangeable
for gold at the Bank ofEngland. The sole effect ofthe clause was

that the Bank at the very moment when it lost its monopoly in

London as a deposit bank acquired a sort of universal monopoly
as a bank ofissue. In short, with the reservations above mentioned,

the privilege of the Bank was renewed for a period of twenty

years, Parliament reserving the right to alter its conditions at the

end often. The Liberal Government, taken by surprise, had until

1844 shelved the problem of organizing the banking system
raised by the crisis of 1825.

1 x
3 and 4 Will. IV, cap. 98.

2 H. of C., Aug. 19, 1833 : Cobbett s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xx,

p. 764); Aug. 9, 1833: Th. Attwood s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xx, pp. 465
3 H. of C, June 28, July I, 1833 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xviii, pp. 1337-68).

87



THE POLICY OF REFORM

If there was a yoke which ever since 1815 had been felt as

intolerable by every Englishman it was taxation. The heavy taxes

were obviously a legacy of the long war waged against France,
and since the Tories were proud to claim, responsibility for die

war, they must be held equally responsible for die heavy burden
the country was obliged in consequence to bear. It was evidently
the duty of the Liberal party when it took office to free the nation

from this financial bondage. We have already noticed the com

plaints which at the opening of1830 Sir Henry Parnell and Poulett

Thomson had urged against the existing system of taxation. Now
the latter was president of the Board ofTrade, and therefore pre

eminently qualified by his position to assist in drawing up the

budget. Sir Henry Parnell, it is true, was not invited to join the

administration. But when Lord Althorp found himself dumped
upon theExchequer with no special qualification for the office, and

introduced his budget in February 183 1, he expressly stated that he

had taken his general view of finance 1 from Sir Henry. The

budget embodied an extremely bold and ambitious financial

policy. For the new administration, which had taken office to

carry out a double programme of retrenchment and political

reform, probably attached equal importance to Lord Althorp s

budget and Lord John Russell s Reform Bill.
2

Little did they
foresee that LordJohn s bill would prove the sole means ofsaving
a Government whose position had been endangered by die

failure ofLord Althorp s budget. For die budget had hardly been

introduced when it was pulled to pieces by the criticism of the

House. The Liberal campaign had opened with a serious blunder.

According to Sir Henry Parnell it was possible both to lighten the

taxpayer s burdens and increase in the long run the resources of

(

the State. But only in the long run; and it was evident that fiscal

reform was no easy matter unless at the outset the State disposed
of a considerable surplus. Otherwise die taxes which were

abolished must be replaced by others, that is to say the Govern
ment must adopt what was termed in current parlance a com
mutation of taxes . Unfortunately there was no surplus in 1831.

The receipts for 1830 had indeed risen to ^50,600,000. But the

1 H. of C., February n, 1831 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. ii, p. 407).
2 H. ofC., February n, 1831 : Lord Althorp s speech (ibid., 3rd Series^ol. ii, pp. 403 sqq.)-
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Tory cabinet, to satisfy the demands of die Opposition, had con

sented to such a reduction of taxes that the receipts for 1831 were

not expected to exceed .47,150,000, that is to say, the estimated

surplus would barely amount to .300,000. If, in spite of this

unfavourable situation, the Government decided to reform the

system oftaxation, would it have the courage to tackle the power
ful combinations whose interests stood in the way ofa satisfactory

reform the timber merchants of Canada, the sugar planters of

the West Indies, the owners of agricultural land at home? Lord

Althorp attempted to modify the tariffto which timber was sub

ject. We shall soon see what blunders he committed in the

attempt. But this was not the moment to antagonize the West

Indian planters, already threatened by the campaign against

slavery. And no politician in his senses could possibly contemplate

any interference with the corn laws, an attempt which would

destroy any prospect of passing the Reform Bill by driving into

the Tory camp die agriculturalists, who formed the majority of

the House.

Under these circumstances Lord Althorp s budget was a series

ofrandom blows. He reduced several taxes the tax on tobacco,

and the tax on advertisements in the avowed hope that the

reduction of the tax, by ultimately increasing the consumption,
would one day produce an increase of revenue. He abolished a

tax obviously unfair since it was levied exclusively on a limited

number of taxpayers, the tax on coal brought by sea to London.

And he abolished several taxes considered to be detrimental to

trade and to cost the nation more than they brought in to the

Government; the taxes on candles, printed calicoes, and glass.

The otal amount ofrevenue thus sacrificed amounted, according

to Lord Althorp s calculation, to 3,170,000, a sum equal to ten

times the paltry surplus at his disposal.
1

Should the deficit be supplied by reimposing the income tax?

This was the course advocated by Sir Henry Parnell, and the

Radicals oftheBentham group and the ultra-radicals went further

in the same direction. Not content with proposing an income

tax, they desired a graduated income tax. In the spring of 1831

1 Sec the petition from Wilton presented by Hobhouse, Feb. 14, 183 * (Parliamentary

Debates, 3rd Series, vol. ii, p. 487). Cf. Benham Trails de Legislation civile etptnale, Principes

du Code Civil le Partie, Chap. VI (vol. i, p. 186; Works, vol. i, p. 305). But the Edinburgh

Review, April 1833 (vol. Ivii, p. 162), opposes the tax on the ground that it is calculated

to depress one cUss and elevate another*.
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Lord Althorp had had the imprudence to avow that on this

matter also he was a follower of Sir Henry. But Poulett

Thomson had always been careful not to commit himself in

favour of the tax and Lord Althorp could not fail to perceive
that if he attempted to introduce an income tax into his budget
he would have to face the unanimous opposition ofthe Cabinet
and the Whigs. He was therefore compelled to have recourse to

other expedients.
Great Britain had adopted for certain classes of goods a system

of preferential tariffs calculated to encourage the trade of parti
cular colonies or client states to the disadvantage of the rest of the

world. In two respects Lord Althorp proposed to modify this

system of preference and thus give some satisfaction to the

theorists of free trade. But we must notice the exact nature of
his proposals. Ifhe reduced the duties on French wines, he would

compensate for the loss of revenue by raising the duties on other

foreign wines and on the wines of the Cape. All would in future

pay the same duty. The change benefited the French producer, not

the English consumer. He attempted to diminish die difference

between the duty levied on Canadian timber and the duty levied

on timber from the Baltic. But he raised both. He estimated that

these two revisions of the tariffwould produce an increase in the

revenue of ^840,000.
In the second place he proposed the introduction ofseveral new

imposts: a duty on raw cotton; a duty on the export of coal; a

tax onjourneys by steamboat varying in proportion to the distance

traversed; a duty of half per cent on all transfers of property
whether real or personal. All these imposts, from which he expec
ted an increase of revenue amounting to .1,900,000, were

obviously violations of the economic principles taught by Sir

Henry Parnell and Poulett Thomson.
In short, he proposed a reduction oftaxation to the amount of

^3,170,000, and the imposition of fresh taxation to the amount
of ^2,740,000, a net reduction of ^430,000. There would
therefore have been a deficit of .130,000. But it happened that

apart from any changes in the taxation a sum of ^580,000 derived

from arrears on the Excise was at die disposal of the Exchequer
as an exceptional source of revenue, and he estimated that his

budget would therefore produce an actual surplus of ^450,000.
But the budget had been barely introduced when vehement
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protests were raised on all sides against his new imposts
1 and he

saw himselfcompelled to pull his budget to pieces. He abandoned

the proposed tax on transfers of property, and to compensate
for die revenue lost, the proposed reduction of the tobacco duty
and the abolition of the duty on glass, changes which involved a

reduction and an increase of revenue amounting altogether to

.i,ooo,ooo.
2 He abandoned the tax on steamboat travel and

consented to a reduction of the duty to be levied on raw cotton.3

He succeeded without much trouble in carrying his revision of

the duties on wine, though he was obliged to lower slighdy the

duties on wines imported from the Cape.
4 But his attempt to

revise the duties on timber failed entirely. It was in vain that he

tried to save his proposal by a double amendment. The duties

on Canadian timber would not be raised and the duties on

timber from the Baltic would be gradually reduced. He was

defeated.
5

Thus the budget as passed by Parliament bore litde resemblance

to the budget draughted by Lord Althorp, which had been an

attempt, as hasty and unintelligent as it was showy, to make the

financial system of the country conform in some measure to the

new doctrine of free trade. At the same time the ministry under

went a further humiliation, also on a matter offinance. In Novem
ber Wellington had been defeated on a motion by Sir Henry
Parnell for the revision and reduction of the civil list. The cbm-

mittee ofinquiry which was consequently appointed was content

to make a few insignificant suggestions which William IV refused

to accept and his ministers dared not force upon him. They were

content to reform the system of accounts and to detach from the

civil list the salaries paid to officials in the diplomatic service and a

few other disbursements of the same nature whose inclusion in

the list was a relic of the old days of absolute monarchy.
6 But

this reform, however excellent in itself, did not afford taxpayers

the relief they had expected.

^H. of C, February n, 1833: Speeches by Goulburn, Sir Robert Peel, etc. (Parlia

mentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. ii, pp. 418 sqq.).
a H. of C., February 14, 1833: Lord Althorp s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. ii, pp. 491

sqq.).
8
1 and 2 Will. IV, cap. 16&quot;.

4 I and 2 Will. IV, cap. 30.
5 H. of C., March ii, 15, 18, 1831 (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. iii, pp. 367, 455, 540).
6 H. of C., February 4; March 25, 28, 1831 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. ii, pp. 152 sqq.;

vol. iii, pp. 959 sqq., II02 sqq.).
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The budget of 1832 introduced and passed in the very midst of

a political and economic crisis was merely a provisional measure.

But during die spring of 1833, in a Parliament returned by a new
electorate, finance reassumed all its importance. The economic

crisis had been surmounted and the financial position had enor

mously improved. The surplus for the last financial year which
had been estimated at .800,000 had amounted to .1,487,000.

Under these circumstances it was easy for Lord Althorp without

repeating the dangerous experiment of a commutation of taxes ,

to pursue die policy whose principles had been laid down by the

Opposition in 1830 and which die Tory Cabinet had put into

practice the same year, the policy of utilizing the surplus to

reduce taxation rather than the National Debt. He reduced or

entirely abolished a number of excise duties and assessed taxes,

for example exempting tradesmen from paying the window tax.1

He removed the duty on raw cotton imposed in i83i.
2 He

abolished the duty on tiles
3 and reduced by halfthe duty on soap.

4

He proposed to sacrifice a total revenue of ^1,056,000 and since

the estimated surplus was .1,572,000 a margin of ^500,000
remained at his disposal.

But an outcry arose immediately. It was no longer, as in 1831,

against the imposition ofnew taxes that the taxpayers protested.
The new electorate displayed its power by indisciiminate and

intemperate demands for a far more radical reduction of taxes.

Agriculture was passing just then through a difficult period.

Every year between 1832 and 1835 the harvests were good and

bread was cheap, the manufacturers profited, the farmers suffered.

The prediction had been freely made whether in hope or fear

that it would not be long before the passage of the Reform Bill

was followed by the repeal of the Corn Laws. These hopes and

fears were not destined to be fulfilled, and the circumstances of
the moment permitted the Cabinet to treat the question as

purely academic, an open question on which ministerialists and

even ministers were free to vote in accordance with their private
convictions. It was the agriculturalists who wearied the Govern
ment with their complaints. They demanded that the malt tax

1
3 and 4 Will. IV, cap. 39.

*
3 and 4 Will, IV, cap. 10.

3
3 and 4 Will. IV, cap. n *

3 and 4 Will IV, cap. 16.
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should be totally remitted or at least reduced by half. It waj

difficult for the Chancellor ofthe Exchequer to meet their wishes

The malt tax produced an annual revenue ofalmost ^5,000,000,
Was it possible to sacrifice the whole or even the halfof so large

a sum? Could they count upon an increase of consumption tc

cover sooner or later so enormous a loss? Could they meanwhile

devise some form of commutation , or even go to school witt

the Radicals and introduce an income tax? Lord Althorp refused

to abolish or even reduce the tax on malt; he would promise onl-y

a reform of the tithe and the Poor Law, and the appointment
of a Committee to inquire into the agricultural depression.

1 Yet

he was well aware what dangerous enemies the agriculturalists

might prove. They were strongly represented in the new House

of Commons and not only on the Opposition benches. Their

influence was supreme in the rural constituencies, and if the

Government failed to do justice to their complaints the entire

county representation might perhaps be Conservative after the

next election.

In the towns dissatisfaction with the present system oftaxation

assumed another form. The taxpayers clamoured for the abolition

of the assessed taxes, in particular of the tax on house property.
The tax was rendered still more unpopular by its unfair incidence.

The assessment method was such that country estates and even

the mansions of the nobility practically escaped payment. The
towns on the other hand were assessed very heavily. It was

calculated that the county of Middlesex paid over half the tax.
2

1 H. ofC, February 14, 1834: Lord Althorp s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. xx, p. 367); also the debate in the House of Commons, April 26, 1833 (ibid., 3rd

Series, voh xvii, pp. 678 sqq., esp. p. 68 1).
2 Facts (founded upon Parliamentary Returns) illustrative of the great inequality ofthe

Taxes on Houses and Windows, showing how unjustly and oppressively they bear upon
the middle and industrious classes, 1833. See the extracts from this pamphlet in the

Political Register, March 30, 1833, April 6, 1833 (vol. Ixxix, pp. 804 sqq.; vol. Ixxx,

pp. 37 sqq.). Cf. in ibid., January 26, 1833 (vol. Ixxix, pp. 208 sqq.), the report of a meet

ing of delegates from the London parishes, and on May 18, 1833 (vol. Ixxx, pp. 426 sqq.),

the report of the Southwark meeting, especially Paul s speech: In the county of Radnor
there was not a house rated beyond 20 per annum; yet in that county there were

numberless gentlemen s seats, parks, and all that could tend to the luxuries of life. But
in London there was hardly a person who had a house over his head who was not obliged
to pay 20 per annum in these taxes (p. 431)- See also the text of the first resolution

passed by the meeting . . . That the Marquis of Westminster, having expended about

ji,000,000 on Eaton Hall, in the county of Chester, is rated at only 300 per annum
and chargeable thereupon with the annual payment of 42, 10$., while any person

expending the like sum on 500 houses in London at 2,000 each, would be, allowing
for ground rent, assessed at the yearly sum of 64,000 and would, therefore, be chargeable
with the annual sum of 9,066 135. 4d. (pp. 430-1).
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Even before the introduction of the budget one of the four City
members announced his intention to demand the remission ofdie
assessed taxes; and a deputation which included thirteen repre
sentatives ofmetropolitan constituencies went to Downing Street

to urge Lord Althorp to abolish the hated imposts.
1 The demand

was as embarrassing to the Government as the agriculturalists
1

demand for the abolition of the malt duty. How could it be

conceded without destroying the balance of the budget? But on
the other hand was it prudent to resist an agitation whose head

quarters was the capital? The memory ofthe Paris revolution was
still fresh and the events of 1830 and 1832 had thrown the ruling
classes into a state ofpanic which we can hardly conceive to-day,
terrified as they were lest at any moment England might take the

revolutionary infection from the Continent.

Lord Althorp s tactics consisted in playing off the two groups
of malcontents against each other. On April 26 when the House
of Commons had adopted by a majority of 162 to 152 votes a

motion of Sir W. Ingilby, a ministerialist county member for

Lincolnshire demanding the reduction of the malt tax by half, he

gave way for the moment while deploring a vote which had

placed him in a very difficult position.
2 But three days later he

announced that when Sir John Key s motion to abolish the

assessed taxes came up for discussion he would move an amend
ment rejecting both proposals alike the reduction of the tax on
malt and the abolition of the assessed taxes. For, as he pointed
out in moving his amendment, so much revenue could not be
sacrificed without substituting an income tax, and it was in

opportune to undertake the reorganization of the national

finances which such a step would involve.8 On April 30, the

amendment was accepted by a majority of355 votes to isy.
4 The

Conservatives headed by Peel had retreated, and abandoned the

attempt to reduce the tax on malt. For they were afraid that if

they pressed their claim to relief they might encourage the

Radical agitation of the towns.

1 See the account of the proceedings at the interview, Political Register, March 23, 1833
(vol. xxix, pp. 710-14),

2 H. of C., April 2&amp;lt;5, 1833 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xvii, p. 716).
* H. of C., April 29, 1833 (ibid., 3rd Scries, vol. xvii, pp. 728 sqq.).
*H. of C., April 29, 30 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xvii, pp. 728 sqq., 769 sqq., and

832-4)-
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8

For the moment Lord Althorp had won the parliamentary
battle. But the agitation continued. At the meeting between the

London delegates and Lord Althorp, Sir John Hobhouse had

distinguished himselfby the energy with which he pleaded their

cause. He had since been appointed to succeed Stanley as Irish

secretary. But when Lord Althorp in concert with his colleagues
met the demand for the abolition of the assessed taxes with an

unqualified refusal, he left the Cabinet and even gave up his seat

in Parliament. The step was a solemn profession of faith in the

doctrine of the mandate; rather than be false to the pledges he

had given his constituents Hobhouse submitted himself anew to

their choice. But after a series of disorderly meetings at which he

was not even allowed to speak he was defeated by Colonel Evans,
a more uncompromising Radical than himself.1 Six months after

the general election the electorate gave their representatives a

serious warning.
In the large towns ofthe Midlands, atBirmingham,

2 for example,
and at Hull,

3 but above all in London, the opposition to the taxes

assumed a definite shape. In the London parish ofMarylebone an

association was founded whose members agreed to refuse to pay
their taxes. It soon had a membership of 2,000. By this attitude

the taxpayers obliged the authorities to summon them for

default of payment and distrain upon their goods, and when the

distraint was attempted they expelled die officers by force.4 Then
Lord Althorp gave way. OnJanuary 5, 1834, the financial position
was even more favourable than in 1833. There was a surplus of

.1,513,000. At the beginning of February, Lord Althorp
announced his intention to remit taxation to the amount of

1,200,000. What taxes would he remit? If/ declared Lord

Althorp, 1 were to look at the question simply as a financial

question, I think there are other taxes the repeal of which is

more desirable. . . . But I feel it very strongly that it is one ofthe

ingredients in the impropriety ofa tax, that it is most exceedingly

unpopular. Taking all the circumstances into consideration ... I

do think that the best suggestion I can make is that the House Tax

1 Annual Register, 1833, pp. 158-9.
2
Ibid., 1833, p. 159.

3 Political Register, August 24, 1833 (vol. bnori, p. 489).
* Ann. Reg., 1833, Chron., October 26, November 2. The Times, October 3, lo, 11,

12, 15, 17, 25, 1833.
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should be repealed/
1 The agriculturalists

demanded the abolition

or at least the reduction of the malt tax, the shopkeepers the

reduction or even the total remission of the assessed taxes. The

Whig statesmen decided to gratify the urban in preference to the

rural electorate. They were prepared in the event of a general

election to lose the counties rather than allow the Radicals to

swamp the Whigs in the boroughs.

Looking back at the end of 1834 on the four financial years

during which the Liberals had held office what should be our

judgment upon their performance as a whole? The ministerial

organs did not want arguments to prove that they had carried out

faithfully their programme of retrenchment. They had effected

drastic economies in the Government departments. When Lord

Althorp introduced his budget in 1833 he informed the House

that 1,387 places had been suppressed since 1830, a reform which

had effected a saving of almost ^200,ooo.
2

Expenditure on die

army and navy after a slight increase in 1831 when the disturbed

posture of affairs had justified additional precautions had rapidly

decreased. The army estimates which in 1830 amounted to

.7,000,000 had fallen in 1834 to .6,500,000, the naval during

the same period from 5,300,000 to 4,500,000, and the

amount spent on the artillery from 1,600,000 to 1,100,000.

The total expenditure ofthe nation had progressively fallen from

52,019,000 in 1830 to 51,711,000 in 1831, 51,523,000 in

1832 and 49,166,000 in i833.
3

Moreover, the condition of trade and manufacture was so

prosperous and the receipts produced by the taxes so high that in

the space of three years the Government was able without

endangering the balance of the budget
4 to reduce taxes to the

amount of 3,335,000, and by the further reductions in the

budget of 1834 die Treasury sacrificed revenue to the amount of

1 H. ofC, Feb. 14, 1834 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxi, p. 365). When after

a considerable delay (it
was not until July) the Government actually introduced their

budget, Lord Althorp could reckon upon a surplus of 1,620,000. And it was calculated

that a revision of the duties on spirits would produce an additional 195,000. The total

surplus would therefore amount to 1,815,000, which made it possible to reduce the

taxation by the amount of 1,581,000, of which 1,200,000 represented the proceeds
of the house tax.

2 H. of C., April 19, 1833 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xvii, p. 326).
3 Public Expenditure of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland in the year

ended January 5, 1831, 1832, 1833, 1834. N.B. After 1832 the financial years ended in

April instead of in January. But the annual reports issued by the Exchequer continued to

state the expenditure from January to January.
4 R of C., February 14, 1834 (ibid,, 3rd Series, vol. xxi, p, 361).
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.1,581,000. We have akeady seen what were the most important
of these reductions. Moreover, Poulett Thomson, by two statutes

passed respectively in 1832* and in 183 3
2

, lowered a considerable

number of duties levied upon articles of restricted consumption
which therefore produced a very slight return but which never

theless interfered to a marked degree with the national production.
The duties on 217 articles were reduced in 1832, on 63 in 1833.

3

And in 1834 the duties on sixteen articles were reduced. Thus
Poulett Thomson continued at the Board of Trade the wotk of
tariff reform begun by Huskisson.

All this is true. Nevertheless, the policy of the Liberal Cabinet

was by no means a matter for unmixed congratulation. No doubt
the Whigs had economized the national resources. But their Tory
predecessors had also practised economy and never more strictly

than during Wellington s administration. The Whigs, it is true,

had effected larger reductions of taxation. But was this policy

prudent? They had taken advantage of a temporary boom in

trade. If later trade experienced another depression and the

budget produced a deficit would there not be reason to regret the

loss of so much revenue that might have been employed in an

annual reduction of the national debt? And even if the principle
on which Liberal finance was basedwas sound, had it been success

fully applied? Once, in 1831, Lord Althorp had attempted a

comprehensive measure of financial reform. He had failed; and

since the passage of the Reform Bill neither he nor Poulett

Thomson had shown the least desire to repeat the experiment.
The great monopolies sugar, timber, and corn had not been

touched. The Government was satisfied to effect a number of

minor reforms. Here and there particular burdens were removed
as the immediate interest of the Ministry in Parliament or in the

constituencies seemed to demand. It was a financial policy at

once imprudent and unattractive.

1 2 and 3 Will. IV, cap. 84.
a
3 and 4 Will. IV, cap. 56.

3 The revision effected in 1832 concerned a larger number of articles than the revision

of 1833. But whereas the act of 1832 was a mere amendment of the existing statutes, the

statute of 1833 was a substantial measure which revised and consolidated the entire code

of legislation by which the customs were regulated. It thus resembled the statute of

1825 (3 and 4 Will. IV, cap. 51-60). See J. D. Hume, The Laws of the Customs, 1833,
Introduction.
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III THE BEGINNINGS OF ADMINISTRATIVE
CENTRALIZATION

i

These were not the only charges to which the Government s

financial policy was exposed. The Opposition detected and de

nounced an incipient tendency, which if allowed to develop
would in time more than compensate for the systematic retrench

ment for which the Government claimed so much credit, the

tendency to set up new administrative machinery and impose a

bureaucracy on the nation. The House ofCommons had scarcely

begun to discuss the Reform Bill before this tendency began to

make itself felt and arouse protest. The Bill provided for the

creation of a large number ofnew constituencies. Who would be

entrusted with their demarcation? The Cabinet proposed at first

to commit the task to a body of commissioners nominated by
the Government,1 and it was only Conservative protests which

induced die ministers to abandon their intention and agree that

the boundaries of the new boroughs should be drawn by a

statute passed by both Houses according to the traditional usage.
2

Further the Bill provided that public registers of those qualified to

vote should be compiled and annually revised. Who was to

compile them? The officials already in existence, the parochial
overseers? That was in fact the procedure laid down in the first

draught of the Reform Bill. But were these small farmers and

shopkeepers capable of performing the task it was proposed to

allot to them? In consequence of this objection new officials were

set up by die bill, entrusted with the duty of settling on appeal
all questions which concerned the compilation of the registers, a

body of 300 barristers who would be paid a salary of five guineas
a day, and would be nominated by the Judges of Assize, the

nominations to be confirmed by die Lord Chancellor. Though
the provision was carried it was sharply criticized in the course of

debate.3 Objections were raised to the enormous increase of

influence, patronage to use the accepted phrase, which would
accrue to the Cabinet from its power to appoint the 300 officials.

3H. of C., September I, 1831 (Parliamentary Debates^ 3rd Series, vol. vi, pp. 981 sqq.).
a H. of C., December 12, 1831: Lord John Russell s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. ix,

p. 169). 2 and 3 Will. IV, cap. 64.
8 H. of C., September 3, 5, 1831 (ibid,, 3rd Series, vol. vi, pp. 1069 sqq., 1147 sqq.);

February 8, 10, 1832 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. x, pp. 82 sqq., 217 sqq.).
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Henceforward complaints of this nature were a favourite theme
with the Opposition. To prepare its various reforms the Govern
ment appointed a series of important commissions of inquiry,
staffed by the ministers personal friends, which though theoreti

cally unpaid, in reality cost the nation very dear. Statistics com
piled in 1834 estimated at above ^53,000 the cost during the

last three years often large commissions. And if the commissions
were a temporary evil, the Government was also creating

permanent offices, and in rapidly increasing numbers. Only two
in 1831 and 1832 as against 1,100 places suppressed, but in 1833,
128 for 201 suppressed, and in 1834, no for I55.

1 The day might
well be approaching when the number of places created would
exceed the number suppressed.

It was very easy for the Conservatives to exploit this adminis

trative policy against the Ministerialists. They were now the

upholders of the genuine Liberal tradition, the old system of
aristocratic self-government with its unpaid officials against a new

system ofbureaucratic despotism administered by salaried officials.

The system had not been invented by the self-styled Liberals in

the Cabinet. They had borrowed it from the continental nations.

The Quarterly Review, the organ of the Conservative party, was

delighted to be able to quote from a book written by a German
traveller the passage in which, explaining English political life to

his fellow countrymen, he described the Whig party as the

German or Prussian party,
2 More frequent and even better

adapted to prejudice public opinion against the Whigs were the

charges of gallomania brought against the Cabinet. Young
Disraeli made a speciality of this sort of criticism. It was certainly
true that die Liberals were disposed to put forward Prussian or

French institutions as models for British imitation. Moreover,
this new aspect which the policy of reform was assuming repre
sented a genuine, perhaps even themost characteristic, aspect ofthe

1 An account of every Increase and Diminution which has taken place within the year

[1831, 1832, 1833, 1834] in the number of Persons employed or in the Salaries, Emolu
ments, Allowances and Expenses, in all Public Offices and Departments. The Quarterly
Review estimates at 270 the number ofnew places created during the one year, 1833, but
the estimate has apparently been exaggerated for polemical purposes (October 1837:
Lord John Russell s Speech at Stroud

, vol. lix, pp. 533-4).
2
Quarterly Review, July 1836, Raumer s England in 1835 (vol. Ivi, pp. 569-70). The

passage quoted, which was translated by Mrs. Austin, runs as follows: The contest

(between parties in England) really is, whether England shall germanize herself. Germany
stands exactly at the point towards which Whigs are steering, and at which Tories can discern

no land.
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doctrine of the orthodox Radicals, ofBentham and his followers.

The utilitarian philosophy was not solely, nor even perhaps

fundamentally, a liberal system; it was at the same time a doctrine

of authority which looked to the deliberate and in a sense the

scientific interference of Government to produce a harmony of

interests. As his ideas developed, Bentham, who as a young man

had been an advocate of enlightened despotism , was converted

to democracy. But he had reached the latter position by what we

may call a longjump, which carried him at a bound over a number

of political doctrines at which he might have been expected to

halt aristocracy, a mixed constitution, the balance ofpowers, and

the doctrine that the statesman s aim should be to free the indi

vidual by weakening the authority of the Government and as far

as possible dividing its powers. In Bentham s view, when the

authority ofthe state had been reconciled by a universal or at least

a verywide suffrage with the interests ofthe majority there was no

further reason to hold it suspect, it became an unmixed blessing.
1

This was the spirit
in which Bentham, already a septuagenarian,

composed the constitutional code which occupied the closing

years of his life. New collaborators helped him in his task. One

of these was a Unitarian, Thomas Southwood Smith, a doctor,

philanthropist, and philosopher, who was dominated by the con

viction that it was imperative to extend the functions of the state

in die domain ofpublic health.
2 Another was Edwin Chadwick, a

young publicist and a contributor to die Westminster Review, who
was a determined opponent of the aristocratic self-government

which prevailed in England, and a zealot for uniformity and

administrative centralization.3 In his Code Bentham sketched a

1 We have called attention to this double aspect of Bentham s philosophy in our

Formation du Radicalisms Philosophise, 3 vols., 1901-4. Cf. A. V. Dicey, Lectures on the

Relation between Law and Public Opinion in England, 1905, lecture IX: The Debt of Col

lectivism to Bentham
1

(pp. 302 sqq.). See also B. L. Hutchins, The Public Health Agitation,

1 833-48, 1909. Edwin Chadwick,The Health of Nations. A review ofthe Works by Edwin

Chadwick, with a biographical dissertation by B. W. Richardson, 2 vols., 1887. This

xxxiv, . 7, pp. 315 sqq.).
* He had been on the staffofthe Westminster Review from its foundation. See his articles,

Westm. Rev., January 1824, Literary Education
1

; July 24, Use of the Dead to the Living*

(vol. i, pp. 43 sqq. ; vol. iii, pp. 59 sqq.).
3 See his article, ibid., April 1828, Life Assurance* (vol. ix, pp. 384 sqq-)- H

.

e had ^so

according to his biographer, contributed to a journal called the London Review, edited

in 1829 by Whately, Blanco White, and Nassau Senior, two articles entitled Preventive

Police* and Public Charities in France*,
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complete plan of local government. Local assemblies were to be
set up, to be elected by universal suffrage, which he termed sub-

legislatures. They would pass local bye-laws and employ a body
of salaried officials to carry them out1 These officials would be
themselves subject to the Government departments and Bentham

proposed to establish an entire series of new departments: a

ministry of Preventive Service
, of Interior Communication

, of

Indigence Relief, of Education and Health .
2

Wherever, to

quote the words of an intelligent exponent of the Master s

thought, you see a good and a salutary constitution there you see

the great masses of the population wedded to and mingled with
the State; there must be energy to insure prompt and efficient

legislation: energy exists not where unity is wanting.
3 Thus on

the morrow of the Reform Bill the contradiction between the

doctrine of complete free-trade and the system of organized

democracy was revealed, the contradiction inherent in the

development of western civilization in modern times, and per

meating its entire course.

The victory of 1832 was therefore scarcely won when the

Radicals made a systematic effort not only to make the state

democratic but to make it strong. The attempt aroused among
Conservatives and ordinary Liberals alike the opposition only to

be expected where for a century and a half the national tradition

had demanded a State so weak that its existence was barely felt

Brougham was Lord Chancellor. Though he had already
alarmed his colleagues by his extravagant ambitions and intem

perate language he contrived notwithstanding to present for a

year or two the semblance ofa great man. Gifted with a marvel

lous capacity for work and an equally marvellous flow of elo

quence he was prepared to speak in the House ofLords, where he

presided, on any topic, and he contrived ifnot, as he boasted, to

1 Const. Code, chaps, xxix, xxx (Works, ed. Bowring, vol. ix, pp. 640 sqq.).
8 Const. Code, chap, xi (Works, ed. Bowring, vol. ix, pp. 428 sqq.).
3 Edward Lytton Bulwer, England and the English, Book V, chap, viii (ed. I, vol. ii,

p. 308). The entire book should be read if we would understand the attitude of the

philosophic Radicals in England after 1832. Though Bulwer Lytton was not in the strict

sense a member of the group, he was nevertheless in a wide sense a disciple of Bentham
and Mill. In his Autobiography (pp. 192-4), John Stuart Mill, after he has analysed their

point of view, relates how it was only by reading the works of the French historian de

Tocqueville that he realized the dangers attaching to centralization.
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clear up entirely, at least very considerably to reduce the arrears

of business which blocked the Court of Chancery. He believed

himself destined to be a second Bacon, at once a great lawyer, a

great statesman, and a great philosopher, and dreamed ofdevoting
his scanty hours of leisure to the composition of a Novum

Organum adapted to the needs ofthe nineteenth century. More

over, as a former journalist he took care to nurse his fame by

keeping on good terms with the Press, and at that date every
Liberal organ, and in particular the Times, was celebrating his

praises.
More than any of his colleagues he was designated both

by his past history and by the office he filled to undertake the

practical application ofBentham s principles.

As far as the penal code was concerned Peel had left his successor

very little to do. Brougham abolished the death penalty for a

number of crimes Peel had overlooked.1
By the appointment of

a Commission on which the Benthamite Austin had a seat he

took the first step towards the codification ofEnglish law. And
the reader may remember that in an important speech he had

himself sketched a plan on which to reform the entire judicial

system and had secured the appointment of two important
commissions to inquire respectively into the procedure of the

common law courts and the law of real property. To carry out

the suggestions these commissions had made, he established a

uniform procedure in all the Courts of Westminster,
2 and

deprived the landowners of certain privileges which had the

effect of immobilizing their estates.
3 He reformed the Court of

Chancery by abolishing a number of sinecures,
4 substituted fixed

salaries for fees in the Westminster Courts and elsewhere,
5

reformed the Privy Council,
6 and established a Bankruptcy

Court7 and a Central Criminal Court in London to try offences

committed in the metropolis.
8 He was only twice defeated: but

his failures were significant. For the opposition by which he was

vanquished was not simply that of individuals with a personal
1 a and 3 Will. IV, cap. 34, &amp;lt;52, 123; 3 and 4 Will. IV, cap. 44. These enactments

abolished the death penalty for housebreaking, horse stealing and sheep stealing, coining,
and almost all cases of forgery.

a 2 and 3 Will. IV, cap 39; 3 and 4 WiU. IV, cap. 67.
8

3 and 4 Will. IV, cap 27, 74, 104, 106, 108.
4 2 and 3 WiU. IV, cap no; 3 and 4 Will. IV, cap. 84.
5

I and 2 Will. IV, cap. 35; 2 and 3 Will. IV, cap, 51, 116, 122.
6
3 and 4 Will. IV, cap, 41. Cf. Creville Memoirs, March 13, 1833.

7
1 and 2 Will. IV, cap. 56&quot;.

s
4 and 5 Will. IV, cap. 36.
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interest in maintaining abuses but the deeply engrained prejudice
which clung to the old decentralizing liberalism.

He wished to carry out a proposal made by Bentham and

compile a survey of all the real estate in the country. He hoped in

this way to clear up the inextricable confusion which in England
attended every attempt to investigate the title to the ownership of
land. At his desire his brother, William Brougham, introduced in

the Commons a bill to this effect. Lord Althorp dared not adopt
it and it was rejected by the House. Yet another department, was
the cry, in which a host of officials furnished with inquisitorial

prerogatives will keep under their perpetual scrutiny the manage
ment of every estate in the country ! What a fine instrument in

the hands of the Government I
1
Brougham also wished to ease

the congestion of the Westminster Courts by setting up local

courts in which judges appointed and paid by the Government
would try without a jury certain specified cases. A bill to this

effect passed the House of Commons but got no further. For the

revolutionaries it was a preparatory step towards the institution of
that rural police the ministers had promised to establish at the first

opportunity. For the country gentlemen it was a threat to the

unpaid and aristocratic jurisdiction of the Justices of the Peace.

The Opposition speakers maintained that Brougham s sole

motive in putting forward the scheme was the desire to multiply
the places at his disposal. And the hackneyed cries did duty once

more. The project was copied from a French model, and thus

camefrom a country whosejudicial systemwas characterized by the

immunity of the rich and powerful, gross partiality and a corrup
tion practised or at least taken for granted.

2 One ofthe provisions of
the bill had been borrowed from Denmark. 1 wish these fellows,

exclaimed Cobbett, would cease to refer us to the &quot;Continent&quot; for

examples for us to imitate. There is something suspicious in the

very circumstance, that the scheme seems to come from the hellish

governments ofGermany.
3 TheLords knew that they could throw

out the bill without risking the displeasure of the public.

1
Political Register, June 22, 1833, vol. bcxx, p. 725. Cf. The Times, May 9, 1834: The

Times while deploring the defeat of the bill, recognizes the reality and strength of the

prejudices to which it was due.*
z H. of I/., July 9, 1833 : Speeches of Lord Lyndhurst and Lord Brougham (Par/. Deb.t

3rd Series, vol. xix, pp. 312 sqq., 343 sqq.). Quarterly Review, October 1833, The Reform
Ministry and the Reformed Parliament* (vol. 1, pp. 24-5). Greville Memoirs, July 12, 1833.

8 Pol. Reg., July 13, 1833 (vol. Ixxxi, p. 101). It must be admitted that the Standard

expressed dissatisfaction with the action ofthe House ofLords (June 13,July4and 10, 1833).
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On the whole then the reform of the judicature had succeeded.

In the rare instances where it had failed it had been defeated by the

national prejudice against centralization. But there was a domain
in which the situation was reversed, and the policy of admini

strative reform pursued by the Whig administration failed almost

completely because immediately and all along the line it came into

conflict with the same prejudice.
The leaders of English Radicalism wished to see the people

enlightened , enlightened as to their true interests and the means
to secure them. But their desire could be fulfilled only by State

intervention, for the first condition of its accomplishment was a

system ofcompulsory public education. The Government of 1830
effected very little towards this end.

In their disappointment the Radicals and advanced Liberals

were loud in their complaints, whose bitterness indeed is almost

disconcerting. For as we listen we can scarcely avoid the impres
sion that the intellectual life of Great Britain was in a state of
almost irresistible decline. Yet it was at this very time that Lyell

published his Principles ofGeology, and Faraday revolutionized our

knowledge of electricity by a series of remarkable discoveries.

But the complete indifference of the Government to literature

and science scandalized Liberal and Radical thinkers. They saw

contemporary France after 1830 governed by philosophers,

fostering literature and art, and eagerly engaged in the task of

organizing a system of national education. And more often still

their thoughts turned towards Prussia, that puzzling state, aristo

cratic but seeking to promote the welfare of the poor, despotic
but at the same time progressive. Though the great age ofGerman

poetry had passed, her historians and jurists placed Germany in

the first rank of European nations. Boeckh, Niebuhr, Grimm,
Ottfried Muller, Heeren, Savigny, and Cans found translators

and readers in London and die two Universities. And it was on
the model of a German institution that Sir David Brewster,

weary of waiting in vain for assistance from the State, founded
with the voluntary collaboration of all the men of learning in

Britain the celebrated British Scientific Association* .
x

Austin,
Bentham s young disciple, prepared a course of lectures on the

1
Edinburgh Review, January 1835, The British Scientific Association (vol. lx&amp;gt; pp. 363
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philosophy oflaw which he was to deliver in London as professor
ofjurisprudence by a visit to the University of Bonn. It proved a

revelation. The men, he declared on his return, who could do

these great tilings did not exist in the country.
1 In Denmark and

Prussia, wrote Lytton Bulwer, is the form ofabsolute monarchy.
But what of that? Nowhere are the people happier or more
contented . . . the State protects, educates, and cherishes them

all.
2 The Edinburgh Review echoed these aspirations. Would

England, it asked, ever experience so glorious a consummation,
the blessed triumph of a paternal government .

3
By this impru

dent language the Liberals and Radicals deliberately incurred the

charge of gallomania and prussomania .

Was then the Whig Cabinet prepared to attack the root ofthe

evil by endowing England with the national education, the

system of primary education, organized and financed by the

State, which was at present non-existent? Brougham, banished

to the House ofLords, and moreover absorbed in his reform ofthe

penal code and legal organization, no longer as in the peiiod
before the Reform Bill took the initiative in this department.

4

But in 1833 a disciple ofBentham, a young Canadian, Roebuck,
who hoped one day to become the leader ofan organized Radical

party, laid before the Reformed Parliament die educational

programme ofhis group. His language which was brutally frank,

was calculated to excite instead of calming Liberal prejudices.

He denounced the idol of liberty. We every day coerce the

people by laws and rob them offreedom. . . . Freedom in itselfis

not a good thing.
5 He invited his fellow countrymen to copy the

*J. S. Mill. Autobiography, pp. 176-7. Cf. J. S. Mill to T. Carlyle, April n and 12,

May 1 8, 1833 (Letters, vol. i, pp. 45, 51). Cf. London and Westminster Review, January

1836, Local Government of the Metropolis* (vol. xxv, pp. 101-3) : Those who may one

day see a Prussian revolution, will never witness the scenes of violence and bloodshed,

in that country, which prevailed in France. The next generation in Prussia will, to a man,
have had the benefits of an enlightened system of education. They will have been accus

tomed to govern themselves in their own local affairs, and when the people discover that

the national affairs may as well be governed upon the same principles, the object will be

noiselessly effected with a single effort/
2 E. Lytton Bulwer, England and the English, Book V, chap, viii (ist ed., vol. ii, p. 307).
8
Edinburgh Review, January 1835, The British Scientific Association* (vol. Ix, p. 364.):

Great as have been She improvements of our social institutions, Europe has not yet

achieved in any of her states the blessed triumph of a paternal government. The events

which now agitate England indicate her distance from so glorious a consummation.
4
See, however, his speech, H. of L., June 20, 1834 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. xxiv, pp. 616 sqq.) and Greville s eulogy of his speech, June 24, 1834.
5 H. of C., July 30, 1833 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xx, p. 154). Cf. London and Westminster

Review, January 1837, Fallacies on Poor Laws (vol. xxvi, p. 377): *. . . We advocate,

both for England and Ireland, the necessity of a national provision for the moral and
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Prussian model and thus imitate the example set by France

sufficiently magnanimous to rise superior to national prejudice
and send Victor Cousin to Berlin to study Prussian educational

methods1 and which had just carried out the suggestions contained

in his report by enacting an important measure of primary
education. Roebuck asked that education should be made com

pulsory between the ages of seven and fourteen, and that the

Government should provide infant schools, schools of industry,

evening schools, Sunday schools, holiday schools for adolescents,

and ecoks normales (he used the French term) for the training of
masters and mistresses. The whole ofEngland should be divided

for educational purposes into districts, each provided with at least

one school controlled by a local body elected on a democratic

basis. At the apex ofthe entire system would be placed a minister,

possessing a seat in the Cabinet, who would supervise all the

schools in the Kingdom, authorize the construction of new
schools, allocate the funds granted by the State, manage the

normal schools, and draw up the syllabus to be followed in the

National Schools.

Roebuck was faced by the opposition of the entire House. He
was opposed not only by Peel but by Lord Althorp who expressed
his fear that a system of State-controlled primary education by
discouraging private initiative might do more harm than good.
And if the proposal was attacked by Sir Robert Inglis,

a Tory
and an orthodox Protestant, O Connell, who denounced Prussian

drill and French impiety, was no whit more friendly.
2 At the

instance of Lord Althorp, Roebuck withdrew his motion. The
Government was satisfied with appointing a committee the

following year which did not even issue a report but merely
published die evidence given by the witnesses and asked for a

further inquiry.
3 The great reform was postponed.

What in view of this failure was the Government s educational

industrial training of the young. In the old we cannot hope for much improvement. But
the new generation springing up might be modelled to our will.

1 Victor Cousin s report marked an epoch not only in French, but in British education.
Issued in 1833, it was translated in 1834 by Sarah Austin, the wife of the jurist. Cf. Edin

burgh Review, July 1833, Cousin on German Schools* (vol. Ivii, pp. 505 sqq.), and October
1833, National Education in England and France* (vol. Iviii, pp. I sqq.).

a H. of C, July 30, 1833 (Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xx, pp. 167, 169, 170, 172).
3
Report from the select Committee of Inquiry into the Present State of the Education

of the People in England and Wales, and into the Application and Effects of the Grant
made by Parliament for the Erection of Schools, 1834. This so-called Report has no
right to the name.
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achievement? In 1832 a Board of National Education had been

formed in Dublin. In schools which received a grant from the

Board extracts from the Bible selected so as to give no offence to

Catholics were read without comment twice a week in school

hours. On the other days even the Bible might be read only out

side school hours. It was a feeble attempt to effect a compromise
between Catholic and Protestant intolerance.1 In England the

Government accomplished even less. The reformers could obtain

nothing more than an annual grant of .20,000 from the budget,

first made in 1834, to be divided between the voluntary societies

engaged in the work of public- education, the English National

Society and the Nonconformist British and Foreign Society.

Was this all? No, not quite all. For the Radicals made an attempt
to achieve their object indirectly under cover of two important
measures passed to improve and regulate the condition of the

people. These were the Factory Act of 1833 and the Poor Law of

1834. Knowledge of the conditions under which these two

statutes were passed and the economic principles they embodied

is indispensable ifwe would understand the spirit which inspired

the party to which the election of 1832 had committed the

government of the nation.

4

Imagine yourself in Yorkshire on die morrow of the general

election of 1830. For months, nay for years past, that large county
had been the scene of a campaign against slavery conducted by
the Evangelicals, both Anglican and Nonconformist. It occurred

to two of these pietists,
a Bradford manufacturer named John

Wood and a land agent named Robert Oasder, that in England
and even in Yorkshire there were human beings whose lot was as

hard as that of the West Indian negro, the children compelled to

work day and night for fourteen, fifteen, even sixteen hours at a

stretch the little white slaves ofthe factories. Oastler was a Tory.

John Wood s political opinions are unknown. But there is no

evidence that when they opened their campaign political con

siderations played any part. It was in the columns of the great

Liberal organ of Leeds, the Leeds Mercury, that Oasder launched

his agitation. A group ofBradford manufacturers took the move

ment under their aegis and signed a petition, which Lord Morpedi,
1 For Protestant opposition to the compromise of 1831, see Rev. W. Hanna, Memoirs

of Thomas Chalmers, vol. iii, pp. 249 sqq-
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a Liberal member for Yorkshire, undertook to present to the

House of Commons in their name. They asked that the statutes

already in operation in the cotton industry should be extended to

the Yorkshire woollen industry. Hobhouse, a Radical member
for Westminster, who had already in 1825 and in 1829 procured
two acts for the protection of children employed in the cotton
mills1 drew up the new bill.

2
It forbade the employment at night

of persons under twenty-one, and no worker under eighteen

might work more than twelve hours. These provisions were to

extend to the entire textile industry, to the manufacture ofwool,
hemp, linen and silk as well as cotton.

This hopeful beginning was followed by speedy disappoint
ment. The Scottish manufacturers rose as one man against the

bill.
3 Their equipment was inferior to that of their Yorkshire

rivals and they no doubt believed that only by ruthless exploita
tion of their hands could they hope to compete with diem. And
even in Yorkshire the progressive manufacturers who had
initiated the movement were opposed by the majority of their

fellows.4 In the end after protracted debate5 Hobhouse gave way.
The bill

6
as finally passed by both Houses was no more than a

statute consolidating previous measures and confined exclusively
to the cotton industry. Moreover, the present statute in common
with all its predecessors omitted to set up any machinery to secure

obedience to its provisions; and therefore even in the case of die

workers in the cotton mills could amount to nothing more than
a barren declaration of principles.

7

The effect of this defeat8 was to stimulate the agitation in

1 6 Geo. IV, cap. 63; 10 Geo. IV, cap. 51. For the sake of accuracy we must add 10
Geo. IV, cap. 63, which, however, was a mere formality validating the preceding statute
which had been passed without the observance of the requisite forms. See Diary ofJ. S.

Hobhouse, June 19 and 23, 1829 (Lord Broughton s Recollections of a Long Lite, vol. iii,

P- 323).
2 H. ofC., Julyio, 27, 1831 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. iv, p. 1447 ; vol.v, p. 388).
8
Alfred, Hist, of the Factory Movement, vol. i, pp. 95, 199.

*
Ibid., vol. i. p. 108.

6 See the extremely imperfect reports, H, of C., June 30, July 18, July 30, 1831 (Part.
Deb., 3rd Series, vol. iv, pp. 501, 144(5 ; vol. v, p, 558). I and 2 Will. IV, cap. 39.

7 Kirkman Finlay, Letter to Lord Ashley, 1833, p. id: So little were the laws on this

subject ever regarded in these districts, that I assert without fear of contradiction, the

provisions of the Acts of Sir Robert Peel and SirJohn Hobhouse were till lately unknown
to many and disregarded by a great proportion of the Spinners and Manufacturers in
them/

8 Strickland s speech introducing a petition from the town of Leeds (H. of C., March
20, 1833, Part. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xvi, p. 879): He regretted that the bill introduced
some years back by Sir John Hobhouse had met with the opposition it experienced; for
he was confident that it was the limitation of that bill to the cotton manufacturers which
had excited a great part of the present discontent.
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Yorkshire which as it became more powerful changed its form.

The country was in the midst ofa political crisis. The gentry who
had long been at mortal enmity with the parvenus of the factory
were alarmed to see them making use of the Reform Bill to raise

their political and social status, and as though to take their revenge
for the agitation which had carried reform threw themselves heart

and soul into the agitation against the factory system. And at the

same time the revolutionaries of the working class were refusing
to collaborate any longer with the Liberals in the defence of a

Reform Bill which benefited only the middle class and therefore

failed to satisfy their wishes. For the past two years factory

legislation had been the programme put forward by a powerful
union of Lancashire cotton spinners.

1
It was therefore easy to

unite Yorkshire and Lancashire in the pursuit of this common

object. The operatives, it is true, were seeking a restriction of

working hours for themselves, not for the children who were

very often the victims of their brutality rather than of the em

ployers tyranny.
2 But the number of children employed in the

factories was so great in proportion to the adults that it was out

ofthe question to restrict the working hours ofthe latter without

restricting at the same time the hours of the former.3 It was for

the children that Oastlei sought to awaken the pity ofthe English
middle class, but his aim was the legal protection of the adult

worker.4

The movement quickly assumed the aspect of a Radical and

Tory coalition. Oasder put himself into touch with the working
class, organized among the operatives Short Time Committees

to undertake the necessary propaganda, spoke at open-air meet

ings, and adopted the methods of a revolutionary agitator. But

when he needed a member of Parliament to carry on the cam

paign in the House in place of the unworthy Hobhouse, his

choice fell on Michael Thomas Sadler, a Leeds banker, arid like

himself a Tory, who had attracted wide attention by the cele

brated works in wJhich he criticized Malthusianism and the new

1 S. and B. Webb, Hist, of Trade Unionism, 2nd ed., 1920, pp. 116 sqq.
2 A. Ure, Philosophy of Manufactures, pp. 298 sqq.
8
Fielden, Curse of the Factory System, 1836, p. 34: Any Factory Bill to be effective,

must restrict the labour, not only of children, but of those older hands with whom they

worked; for that the work of both was so connected, that it could not be carried on by
the adult hands without the assistance ofthe younger. But this fact our adversaries always

attempt to turn against us.
4 Factories Inquiry Commission. First Report ofCentral Board ofCommissioners, p. 47.
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political economy,
1 owed his seat in the Commons to the influence

ofthe Duke ofNewcastle and had resisted Catholic emancipation
to the bitter end. Like Oastler, Sadler was an Evangelical. His

first book which he had written as a young man had been an

apologia for Wesley. He was a friend of Wilberforce and had

acted as his political agent in Yorkshire. And he was the superin

tendent of a large Sunday School in Leeds.2 A contemporary has

painted his picture for us. It is the picture, almost the caricature,

of an Evangelical preacher. In his countenance there was such a

seriousness and solemnity that a stranger might have mistaken

him for a clergyman. . . . His voice was full and distinct, but it

had a species of twang about it very much resembling that which

is so often heard in the pulpit.
3 The historian of the movement

which produced the factory acts must not forget the many
tributaries which swelled the stream. But the source of the river

was the piety and Christian sentiment of the Evangelicals.

Sadler lost no time in bringing the subject before the House of

Commons,4 obtained the appointment of a parliamentary com
mittee ofinquiry, presided over its labours, and finally draughted
the bill which embodied its recommendations. The bill, which

included in its scope every branch ofmanufacture in the Kingdom,

prohibited the employment at night of persons under eighteen,

and any employment of children under nine, made regulations to

safeguard the health and safety of the operatives and provided

penalties for breach of the statute which might extend in the case

of a second conviction to two months imprisonment, to be

inflicted on the sentence oftwo Justices of the Peace.5

The December election supervened. Sadler came forward as

candidate for Leeds and was defeated by the ministerial candidate,

the youthful Macaulay. The supporters of the ten-hour day were

therefore compelled to find another spokesman in the reformed

Parliament. They might have chosen Fielden, the Radical manu
facturer, a zealous advocate of legal protection for the workers,

1 See especially his book entitled Law ofPopulation: a Treatise in Six Books in Disproof
of the Super-Fecundity of Human Beings and developing the Real Principle of their

Increase, 1830, which was honoured by a refutation from the pen ofMacaulay. Edinburgh
Review, July 1830 (vol. H, pp. 297 sqq.). For his first statement of his social philosophy
in Parliament, see H, of C., October n, 1831 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. viii

pp. 498 sqq.).
a Memoirs of the Life and Writings ofM. T, Sadler, pp, II, 19.
8
[J. Grant], Random Recollections of the House of Commons, p* 102.

4 H. of C., March 16, 1832 (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xi, pp. 340 sqq.).
5 A summary of the bill may be found in the Poor Man s Guardian for March 30, 1833.
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who had practised what he preached by introducing the ten-hour

day into his own factory. They preferred Lord Ashley, who like

Sadler was a Conservative and an Evangelical. Two Evangelicals
conducted the negotiations between Sadler ar;d Lord Ashley. One
of these, Sir Andrew Agnew, was a Whig and a member of the

ministerial majority in the Commons. The other, the Rev. G. S.

Bull, was an Anglican clergyman, who in Yorkshire had taken an

active part in the campaign conducted by the Short Time
Committees.1

The decisive moment had come. What attitude would the

new Parliament, the first Parliament elected since the Reform
Bill, adopt towards the claims of the working class? The oppo
nents of the Ten Hours Bill attempted at first to get rid ofLord

Ashley s bill which with a few trifling modifications was a copy
of Sadler s by bringing forward in its place a bill introduced by
Lord Morpeth which merely extended to the entire textile

industry the provisions enacted for the cotton manufacture by
Hobhouse s bill of183 1.

2 The manoeuvre failed and Lord Ashley s

bill was given precedence over Lord Morpeth s. Then the manu
facturers put forward a motion to submit the question to the

examination of a Royal Commission and on April 3 in a House

three-quarters empty it was carried by the insignificant majority
of 74 to 73 votes.3

5

The check aroused violent protest. What need could there be

of a new inquiry after that which Sadler had conducted in 1832?
And ifit were necessary why should it be entrusted not to a simple

Parliamentary committee but to a Royal Commission, a mere

delegation of the executive, whose procedure was represented as

inquisitorial, since the witnesses were heard behind closed doors

and the evidence was not taken down in shorthand? In brief the

complaints were raised which were always heard when a Liberal

EDvernment
appointed a commission. But this time they came

om the working class. When the commissioners divided

a E. Hodder, Life and Work of the Earl ofShaftesbury, pp. 80-1. In the House of Lords
the leading advocate of factory legislation was Lord Kenyon, also an Evangelical.

2 H. of C., February 8, 1833 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xv, p, 390). For

Lord Morpeth s bill see Leeds Mercury, January 12, February 9, 1833; Leeds Intelligencer,

February 14, February 23, 1833.
8 H. of C., March 20, 1833 (Parl. Deb. t 3rd Series, vol. xvi, p. 1001); April 3, 1833,

Wilson Patten s motion (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xvii, p. 79).
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between them the industrial districts of Great Britain and visited

each in groups of three they were everywhere met with the

organized obstruction of the workmen. Their arrival was greeted

by hostile demonstrations, almost by riots. They were burned in

effigy.
1
Everyone regarded the commission as a mere device to

shelve the question, and thus postpone indefinitely a reform the

workmen regarded as urgent. In fact the commission accom

plished its task with extraordinary speed. When on June 17 Lord

Ashley s bill came up for the second reading, Lord Althorp was
able to announce that its report would be very shortly before the

House, and to publish, even before it was completed, the sub

stance of the conclusions reached by the commissioners. For die

latter were not opportunists who were trying to reach a com

promise between die workers demands and die employers . Of
the three members who composed the central board of the com
mission those who remained in London while their colleagues
conducted their tour of inquiry in the provinces two, South-

wood Smith and Edwin Chadwick, were disciples of Bentham,
committed to a definite political and economic creed. We have
made their acquaintance already. The secretary of the central

board, John Wilson, also belonged to the group of Bentham s

friends, and, like Austin, had just returned from a visit to

Germany.
2
They proposed to replace Lord Ashley s bill by another

based on a different principle.

They objected to Lord Ashley s bill that it was a dishonest

measure which, while professing to protect children, was in

reality intended to secure the legal restriction of the adults

working day. The Benthamites, agreeing on this point with the

Liberals, regarded every restriction of this kind as impracticable
or mischievous. The commissioners therefore proposed that the

law should regulate the labour ofchildren up to die age ofthirteen,
but not of older boys and girls until die age of eighteen or

twenty-one. When Lord Ashley s bill was again debated in the

House of Commons on July 18, Lord Aldiorp carried by a very
1
Alfred, Hist of the Factory Movement, vol. ii, pp. 33 sqq. For the incidents which

occurred at Huddersfield, see the account by an eyewitness in Hanna, Memoirs of Thomas
Chalmers (vol. Hi, p. 366), also the Poor Man s Guardian, ]uns 29, 1833.

2
J. S. Mill to Sterling, October 20-22, 1831 (Letters ofJohn Stuart Mill vol. i, p. 18). Cf.

his letter to Carlyle ofApril 11-12, 1833 : It is a real satisfaction for me to know, and in
some cases to have even been able somewhat to help on several men who are now gaining,
by dint ofreal honesty and capacity, a considerable and increasing influence, though not an

externally visible one, over the underworkings of our government (ibid., vol. i, p. 45).
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large majority, 238 to 93 votes, an amendment which embodied
the commissioners proposal. At this point Lord Ashley abandoned
the contest and left Lord Althorp to carry on the debate.1

On the other hand for the very reason that the real object of
the bill was to protect the adults, it failed to protect the children

sufficiently. It laid down the principle of the ten hours day for

workers under eighteen years of age; but ten hours work a

day was too much for a child often or eleven. According to the

teaching ofBentham the State possessed the right ofinterference
to protect those who obviously could not be considered free

agents capable ofmaking a contract. The commissioners proposed
and on this point also with success that the maximum

working day for children under thirteen should be reduced to

eight hours. Lord Ashley s bill suffered from another serious

defect. It did not concern itself with the use the child worker
should make ofhis hours ofleisure when his day s work was over.2

The commissioners proposed that every child employed in a

factory should be compelled to attend a school, and the bill, as

finally passed, provided that the children whose work was
restricted to forty-eight hours a week must attend school for

two hours every working day.
The measure was obviously defective. The State provided no

funds for the children s education. The provision of the schools

was left to the manufacturers, who were to recover the cost out

ofthe wages paid to the children in their employment.
3 Neverthe

less, the Prussian principle ofcompulsory education had won its

first victory.
4 At the very moment when one disciple ofBentham,

1 H. ofC.July 1 8, 1833 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xix, p. 913). Cf. Factories

Inquiry Commission: First Report ofCentral Board ofCommissioners, pp. 33-4. One conces
sion was made to Lord Ashley, Fielden, and their friends. The principle ofa maximum day
of twelve hours up to the age of eighteen was introduced into the bill. That is to say, the

provisions of the Act of 1831 were extended to the entire textile industry. (8.3.) Cf.
Factories Inquiry Commission: Supplementary Report, pp. 14-15.

2 See the evidence given by Rowland Detrosier, Factories Inquiry Commission. First

Report of the Central Board, evidence taken by Central Board, p. 19 : *The evils of the

factory system are twofold: they are physical and moral ... I am not sure that the differ

ence of two hours would produce all the sanative effects that are anticipated by the

humane individuals who are endeavouring to obtain the passing of that bill. . . . To
render that measure really efficient it must be accompanied by educational provisions,
and those, too, of a compulsory nature, independent of sect or party.*

8 The House of Commons had inserted a clause which authorized the necessary grant.
It was deleted by the Lords on the motion of Lord Salisbury (London and Westminster

Review, October 1836, The Factories ; vol. xx, pp. 205-6).
4 H. of C., August 13, 1833 (Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xx, pp. 585-6). MacCulloch to

Lord Ashley, March 29, 1833 (E. Hodder, Life and Work ofthe Earl ofShaftesbury, pp. 85-6).
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Roebuck, had failed to secure its adoption by the House of

Commons, two others, Southwood Smith and Edwin Chadwick,
introduced it into the law of the land under cover of the Factory
Bill. And these provisions ofthe new statute received the enthusi

astic support ofmany Radicals or advanced Liberals in the House,
men such as Hume and Poulett Thomson, who were opposed on

principle to factory legislation in any shape or form.1
Tufhell, a

member of the commission, who shared their point of view

explained that the reason why he could accept the bill and share

the responsibility for it was that rightly considered it had no
more claim to be caUed a

factory bill than an education bill .

On yet another point the influence of the Benthamites made
itself felt. On several occasions since the century opened factory
acts had been passed. But they had remained a dead letter. To
secure the present measure from the same fate the commission

proposed the institution of a body of officials to inspect factories

and see that the law was obeyed. It was absurd to leave the task of

punishing offenders to the magistrates who lacked the necessary

qualifications and were often manufacturers before whom the

injured parties would not dare to bring their complaints.
2 There

,

could be no better opportunity than die present to carry out the

favourite plan ofEdwin Chadwick and replace die Magistrates by
salaried officials appointed to perform this particular task. They
need not be local officials permanently resident in the industrial

districts. Parliament would have shrunk from the cost. But there

should at least be a small body of officials resident in London and

making periodical tours of inspection in the provinces. Four

inspectors were appointed by die act, who divided the country
into four circuits. It was the victory of one of the fundamental

principles of Bentham s political philosophy, the principle of
administrative centralization.

These facts show that the statute of 1833 had a double origin.
As first draughted die Factory Bill was the work of die Evan

gelicals who were so strongly represented in every section of the

1 Factories Inquiry Commission. Supplementary Report of Central Board: Report by
Mr. Tufnell, p. 227: This measure has no more claim to be called a factory bill than an
education bill/ This was the standpoint adopted by the Eclectic Review in an excellent
article in praise of the new law (January 1839, National Education on Just and Compre
hensive Principles, 3rd Series, vol. be, pp. I sqq.). See also for the view of the biU taken

by the group of orthodox Benthamites. London and Westminster Review, October 1836,
&quot;The Factories (vol xxva, pp. 174 sqq.).

9 Factories Inquiry Commission, Report of Central Board of Commissioners, p. 69.
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middle class. It was in response to the demands ofa humanitarian

piety that the first Reformed Parliament passed in the space of a

few weeks the statute abolishing slavery and the statute protecting
the children employed in the factories.1 Nevertheless, there was
a difference between the two. The former was a measure of

emancipation equally dear to the Liberals and the
pietists. The

second was a measure of State interference, and on that score

might have been expected to offend the Liberal economists. But

although in many respects the disciples of Bentham were also

disciples ofAdam Smith and Ricardo, they were very far, as we
have already had occasion to discover, from professing that

systematic dislike of any and every form of State interference

which thirty years later would be characteristic of Richard

Cobden and Herbert Spencer. And it was they who under the

circumstances just related gave the bill its final shape. Nor was the

Benthamite bill merely a mutilated version of the Evangelical.
It was a completely different measure. In some respects it was an

improvement on Lord Ashley s bill even from his own stand

point; for its provisions were more stringent. And they would

have been even more stringent than they were if Parliament

had given effect to all the suggestions made by Southwood Smith
1 Edward Lytton Bulwer, England and the English, Book III, chap, iv (ist ed., pp. 335-6) :

Even where, in the case of the loyal and subordinate Wesleyan, the politics generally

may incline to the powers that be, some individual point, some isolated but stirring

question to-day the Slavery question, to-morrow the Factory Bill occurs on which
the Wesleyan no less than die bold and generous &quot;Independent&quot;

is united with the most

popular opinions/ The Wesleyans, however, it need hardly be pointed out, did not fight
as a body for the liberation of the little factory slaves as they had fought as a body for

the liberation of the West Indian negroes. There were too many Wesleyan manufacturers.

A Nonconformist organ, the Patriot (January 19, 1833), mentions a case at Bradford in

which the Wesleyans had refused the use of their chapel to the organizers of a Ten Hours
Bill meeting. The Primitive Methodists, however, came forward to offer what the

Wesleyan Methodists had refused. The British Magazine, an organ of the High Church

party, was definitely hostile to factory legislation (March I, 1833, vol. iii, pp. 318 sqq.;

November i, 1833, vol. iv, pp. 365-6; January I, 1834, vol. v, pp. 59-6o). On the con

trary, the Eclectic Review, the organ of the Liberal Dissenters, was favourable to the reform

(October 1832, 3rd Series, vol. viii, pp. 328-49). Cf. Patriot, January 9, 1833. The part

taken by the Wesleyans in the agitation which led to the passage of the Anti-Truck Bill

of 1831 (i and 2 Will. IV, cap. 37) is also worth study. The leading supporter of the bill

was a Nonconformist, W. Smith, who brought it forward in the first place on behalf of

the Wesleyan ministers of Dudley. See H. of C., March 16, 1830, W. Smith s speech:
The petitioners . . . expressly state in their petitions that they are much disinclined to

meddle in political matters, but being continually made sensible of the distress arising

from the system, they thought themselves bound to lay their petition before the House

(Parl Deb., N.S., vol. xxiii, p. 387). To the Factory Act must be added the two statutes

passed to regulate, and later to abolish altogether, the employment ofchildren as chimney

sweeps (4 and 5 Will. IV, cap. i; 3 and 4 Viet., cap. 85). For the details of the second of

these acts, see H. of C., April 14, 1840, Lord Ashley s contribution to the debate; also

H. of L., July 6, 1840 (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. liii, p. 1092; vol. Iv, p. 433)-
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and Chadwick. The inspectors would have received more exten

sive powers to control the hygiene of the factories, and the

employer s liability for accidents which befell his employees in

the course of their work would as early as 1833 have been legally

enacted. 1

Such as it was the bill gave satisfaction. A handful of Radicals

in the House criticized it as a measure too timid to be adequate.
2

But a few feeble protests were powerless against the considered

purpose which animated the Benthamites. The great Tory organ
the Standard continued to demand Lord Ashley s original bill,

but the Conservatives in the House of Commons supported the

ministerial measure. Nor would it appear that Lord Ashley him
self found much difficulty in accepting the defeat of his bill. He
was no doubt alarmed by the violent language of Sadler and

Oastler. Strange to relate, the new act was well received by the

London revolutionaries. They had little love for Sadler and

Oastler, and when a Yorkshire journalist accused them ofappro
priating a portion ofthe funds they had collected for purposes of

propaganda Hetherington, the editor of the Poor Mans Guardian,

lost no opportunity of publishing these defamatory reports. He
seemed delighted to do anything which might encourage the

working classes to throw off the yoke of these two Methodists .
3

Moreover, the act was drawn up in such terms that, skilfully

exploited, it afforded the workers a most serviceable weapon with
which to fight for claims which no one expected. It had scarcely
become law when it gave birth to a new agitation.

Both commissioners and ministers had attempted to reassure
1 Factories Inquiry Commission: First Report of Central Board of Commissioners, p. 73:

&quot;We conceive that it may be stated as a principle ofjurisprudence applicable to the cases

of evil arising from causes which ordinary prudence cannot avert that responsibility
should be concentrated, or as closely as possible apportioned on those who have the best
means of prevention of the mischief. ... It is only the proprietor of the machinery who
has the most effectual means of guarding against the dangers attendant upon its use/

2
See, for instance, H. of C, August 12, 1833: Torrens speech (Parliamentary Debates,

3rd Series, vol. xx, p. 53).
8 Poor Man s Guardian, July 6, September 7, 28, November 2, 1833. See especially the

article of November 2 : We have long been accustomed to hear the changes rung on
Oastler and Sadler and Sadler and Oastler, ad nauseam. They have had the patronage of
the Factory Exchequer; and all the swaddlers the humbugs and the money-loving
London Press, who, without any real feelings on the subject, but for the base purpose of

courting popularity, have been loud in their applause of these Wilberforces the second.

. . . For the attacks made upon Sadler and Oastler in Yorkshire (the Foster affair), see
the Morning Chronicle, December 17 and 25, 1833. The two agitators seem to have been
innocent of anything worse than extreme carelessness in keeping their accounts.
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the manufacturers by pointing out that the reduction of the

working day for children did not involve a
corresponding reduc

tion of the working hours of the factory. They were at liberty, if

they pleased, to employ on the same day two consecutive shifts

of children, and the machines could thus continue in use for
sixteen hours.1 The machines no doubt; but what of the adult
workers? Were they also to work sixteen hours?2 Had the chil

dren s working day been reduced to eight hours only that the
adults might be increased to sixteen? The Factory Act enabled
the workers to avoid that danger. For the first time it laid down
the principle of the eight hours day. To be sure the principle was

applied only in the case ofchildren under thirteen, but it could be
made generally applicable, and extended to adolescents and even
to adults. The act came into force on March i, 1834. On that day
let the workers of every age refuse to work more than eight
hours and quit the factory at the same time as the children who
were the subject of its provisions. Thus the agitation for an eight
hours day began. The suggestion was approved by Fielden,
who promised to carry out the reform in his own factory on the

appointed day. He put himself in touch with Cobbett, who had
never shown any zeal for factory legislation no doubt the move
ment contained too many Methodists for his taste but who
suddenly decided to support the new agitation. They werejoined
by Robert Owen.3 Owen had been as it were submerged by the

powerful wave of democracy which had swept over England
between 1830 and 1832. Now the workers were returning to him,
disabused oftheir beliefin political action and once more attracted

by the prospect ofsocial or, as we should now call it, direct action.

He incorporated the eight hours day in the programme of the

Society for National Regeneration , which he had just founded.
But the society pursued a far more ambitious aim, to unite the

entire working class in a single trade union which on a given date,

promised by Owen for the near future, would assert its power by
declaring a general strike and transform itself into an enormous

co-operative society which would take control of all the means
1 Factories Inquiry Commission : Report of Central Board ofCommissioners, pp. 53, 58-9,64.

See further the debate, H. of C. f August 12, 1833 (Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xx, p. 530).
2
Political Register, December 14, 1833: Mr. Fielden s Letter to Mr. Cobbett (vol.

Ixxxii, p. 652). Cf. Leeds Intelligencer, June 22, 1833.
8 For A full account of the design, see Poor Man s Guardian, December 28, 1833; Pol.

Reg., December 7, 14, 21, 1833 (vol. Ixxxii, pp. 624 sqq., 641 sqq., 752); Morning Chronicle,
December 7, 8, 1833, January 23, 1834 (a protest by Ebenezer Elliot and a few others).
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of production. During the early months of 1834 the workers

flocked into Owen s Grand National Trades Union.1 Nor was the

movement confined to the workers in the factories. It embraced

jhe agricultural labourers as well. Unions sprang up all over the

southern counties where the landlords and farmers had attempted
to withdraw some of the concessions they had made to their

labourers in 1832. And the agrarian disorders of 1830 and 1831
broke out afresh.2

To combat a movement which was beginning to alarm the

middle class, Lord Melbourne asked for no new legislation.

Neither did he take any direct steps to suppress it. But he en

couraged the local authorities to enforce die existing laws with
the utmost rigour. In March, 1834, six Dorsetshire labourers,

inoffensive Methodists (two ofwhom were local
preachers), were

sentenced on a charge of administering illegal oaths to seven

years transportation. On March 18, the sentence was passed and

by April 15 they were on their way to Australia.3 The sentence

aroused the intense indignation of the Radicals.4 But we cannot

deny that Lord Melbourne s methods were successful. The
workers were thrown back upon the defensive. Nothing more
was heard of the eight-hours day, and the only demonstration
of the working class which took place in the spring of 1834 was
an enormous procession of the guilds through the streets of
London to protest against the condemnation ofthe six Dorchester
Labourers. The huge numbers who took part in the procession,
100,000 according to the more irresponsible estimates, certainly
not less than 30,000, alarmed the middle classes,

5 The classes who
governed England could not forget the example set by the

revolutions inParis; Lyons hadjust revolted and it is quite possible
that individual revolutionaries in London entertained the project
of a violent insurrection. 6 But the peaceable nature of the de
monstration allayed their fears.

1 S. and B. Webb, Hist, of Trade Unionism, 2nd ed., 1920, pp. 133 sqq.*
Morning Chronicle, November 5, 26, 1833&quot;, Political Register, November 23, 30;

December 14, 1833; February I, 8, 1834 (vol. bacxii, pp. 468 sqq., 524 sqq., 670 sqq.;
vol. Ixxxii, pp. 259 sqq., 332 sqq.).

8 S. and B. Webb, Hist, of Trade Unionism, 2nd ed., 1920, pp. 143 sqq. For the legality
of the condemnation of the Dorchester labourers, see the curious correspondence which
passed between Lord John Russell and Lord Melbourne, October 2, 6, 9, 1835 (Early
Correspondence of Lord John Russell, vol. ii, pp. 132, 138, 143).4 See Westminster Review, July 1834, The Dorchester Labourers (vol. xxi, pp. 52 sqq.).

5
Morning Chronicle, April 22, 1834.

e See The Autobiography of 4 Working Man (by A. Somerville), pp. 389 sqq.
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Was it, however, sufficient to put down disorders when they
actually broke out, only to see them recur a year or two later?

Was it impossible to discover and remedy their cause and thus

bring the evil to a final end? The disorder which caused such

anxiety at this period to the ruling classes was not the chronic unrest
which kept the manufacturing districts of the north in a state of
almost perpetual ferment. The great disaster which haunted the

imagination of every statesman was the French Revolution,
whose recurrence in the near future seemed to be foretold by the

events ofJuly, 1830. But the French Revolution had opened with
an agrarian rising and a rising of the Parisian mob. The two

perils, therefore, which at the present juncture wore so menacing
an aspect were the revolutionaiy temper of the London Radicals

and the lawlessness which prevailed in the country districts around
the capital and appeared to invest it with a ring of anarchy. Nor
was there any doubt as to the causes of the .disorder. If the

southern counties were infected, while the noithern counties

were free, it was because in the former the practice had been

introduced, which did not exist in the latter, of distributing
reliefto the labourers whenever their wages fell below a particular
amount which was accepted as the standard wage. The result

had been the demoralization, the exorbitant demands and the

revolutionary attitude of the agricultural labourer. The remedy
was to reform the law under which public reliefwas granted, the

notorious Poor Law.

7

As early as February, 1832, three months before the Reform
Bill was finally passed, the Liberal government had appointed to

investigate die question an important Royal Commission, which

contained bishops, barristers, economists, politicians, and Sturges

Bourne, the author of the Act of 1819. The inquiry was compre
hensive and thoroughgoing. In February, 1834, the commission

issued its report,
1 and the Cabinet decided to lose no time in

giving effect to its recommendations. On April 17, Lord Althorp

brought in a bill. On August 13, the Poor Law Amendment Bill

passed its third reading in the House of Lords. Thus, in spite of a

1
Report from H.M. s Commissioners for inquiring into the administration and practical

operation of the Poor Laws, 1834. See also the official publication: Extractsfrom the informa

tion received by H.M. s Commissioners as to the administration and operation of the Poor Laws,

1833-
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political crisis which suspended the debate for a fortnight at the

beginning ofJuly, it took less than four months for Parliament to

enact what was termed the New Poor Law. *The great achieve

ment of the Whigs since their accession to the government/
wrote a contemporary, whose sympathies were not wont to be

given to the Liberal party, is the passing of the English Poor
Law. This is their true Reform Bill; and if the measure more

distinctively so called possesses any real value, it is chiefly as

having paved the way for the passing of the other/1

The luminary of the commission was Nassau Senior, an
Oxford professor, and at that time the accepted authority on
economics. When the agrarian troubles broke out towards the

close of1830, he had published a portion ofhis lectures on political

economy to advocate a theory which MacCulloch had originated
and which was destined to become famous, the theory of the

wages fund*. Since the fund was fixed before the work began,
the share which each labourer would receive was necessarily equal
to the entire fund divided by the number oflabourers, and it was
absurd to hope that by any means whatsoever, whether the action

ofa trade union or assistance by the State, wages could be raised,

so long as the number of labourers remained the same, and the

wages fund also remained the same.2 At the same time he had
been officially consulted by the Government as to the best means
of putting an end to the right to strike without

restricting the

liberty of combination so recently granted.
3 As regards the Poor

Law he had publicly expressed the opinion that it should not be
reformed but abolished altogether.

4 In advocating this Radical
solution he followed the principles of Malthus. Nor did he stand

alone; Harriet Martineau5 and Brougham
6 were of the same

opinion. But was it practical politics at one blow to sweep out of
existence a vast fabric of legislation to which the country had
been accustomed for more than two centuries? And ifprinciples
known a priori proved in advance that no right to relietought to
be conceded, ofwhat use was this lengthy inquiry?

1 Annual Register, 1837, p. 128.
2 Three Lectures on the Rate of Wages, delivered before the University of Oxford in Easter

Term, 1830. With a preface on the causes and remedies of the present disturbances.
3
S. and B. Webb, Hist, of Trade Unionism, 2nd ed., 1920, pp. 139-40.4 Three Lectures . . ., p. xi.

5 Poor Lam and Paupers illustrated, 1833-4: four tales told to illustrate the true eco
nomic doctrine on the subject of Poor Relief.

c H. of L., July 21, 1834 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxv, pp. 219 sqq.).
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The conclusions therefore reached by the commission were

necessarily more moderate. The commissioners insisted that the

lax application ofthe law which since the days ofPitt had wrought
such mischief in the country districts must be abandoned. The
local authorities must no longer be permitted to recognize the

right to a standard wage, and it must be clearly understood that

the Poor Law was not and was not intended to be a cure for

poverty but merely a means of relieving temporary distress. In

conformity with this principle the commission asked that the

spirit ofElizabeth s original statute should be strictly observed and

the able-bodied pauper compelled to earn his relief in a work
house. The recommendation was enforced by the new Poor Law.1

Moreover, the report insisted that the pauper in receipt of poor
relief should be subject in the workhouse to such treatment that

his condition would be evidently less desirable than that of the

poorest labourer not in receipt of relief.
2
Indeed, the commis

sioners evenwent so far as to suggest that reliefshould be given only
as a loan and the pauper who obtained work should be obliged to

repay the amount it had cost the ratepayers to relieve him.3 But

Lord Althorp did not dare to incorporate this suggestion in the bill.

On a second point, less fundamental but important nevertheless,

the commissioners admitted that as a result of the inquiry the

Malthusians had been obliged to modify their doctrine in certain

respects. According to Malthus the worst fault of the Poor

Law was that it stimulated artificially an excessive growth of

population. But it was obvious that the population ofEngland in

1832 was not excessive, as was proved by the constant demand for

Irish labour. According to the commission the worst fault of the

Poor Law was that it produced an uneconomic distribution ofthe

population. As the disorders proved, there were too many
workers in the rural counties of the south, too few in the manu

facturing districts of the north. The cause of this undesirable

distribution must be sought in the state of the law regarding

settlement . Labourers acquired the settlement in a parish which

carried with it the right to receive relief, ifthey, born in that parish

or apprenticed there, had rented a domicile for at least a year or

owned the most infinitesimal strip of ground. These provisions

1 4 and 5 Will. IV, cap. 76.
2 Poor Law: Report from H.M. s Commissioners, pp. 128 sqq.
3 Poor Laws: Report from H.M. s Commissioners, Ninth Recommendation, pp. 190-1.
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though apparently liberal restricted the circulation oflabour; for

the parish authorities refused to admit new workers for fear that

as soon as they were thrown out ofemployment the rates would
be burdened with their support. The effect of this attitude was to

confine the poor to their own parishes, and check the free move
ment of labour. To render the law more liberal it must be made

apparently more stringent. The commission proposed that the

law of settlement should be radically simplified, and that in

future a settlement should be acquired only by birth. The Cabinet

and Parliament adopted the suggestion but with certain modi

fications; apprenticeship for instance continued to confer the right
to relief.

On a third point the commissioners, faithful in this to the

teaching of Maithus, proposed an alteration of the existing law.

For the operation of the measure the reform did not possess the

same importance as the law we have just enumerated; but it was

the most warmly debated. The bastardy laws sanctioned the

search for the father of an illegitimate child under conditions

glaringly unjust to any unfortunate man whom the mother might
accuse. According to the commission the existing legislation had

the effect ofputting a premium upon illegitimate births and thus

indirectly encouraging an excessive increase of population. For

the inquiry had revealed the extent to which sexual immorality
was rife among the lower classes of Great Britain. The com
missioners proposed that illegitimate children should be charge
able to the mother and that she could obtain relief for her child

only by entering the workhouse herself. The numerous amend
ments introduced both by the Commons and the Lords did not

alter the fact that the proposal was in principle adopted. On this

minor point the reform of 1832 followed die example set by the

French Revolution forty years earlier and abolished search for

the father.

It was all very well to lay down these rules. It was another

matter to ensure that the local authorities obeyed them. It was
not to be expected that the plain country gentlemen from whom
the magistrates were taken should possess the necessary com

petence, or that the petty traders who sat on the parochial vestries

should be sufficiently disinterested, to distribute relief with un-
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swerving adherence to a strict rule. And since their functions were

unpaid they could hardly be asked to give the necessary time. All

previous reforms of the Poor Law had shattered on this rock.

There was only one way by which the difficulty could be over

come; the system of self-government must be replaced by a

system of salaried officials. Moreover, since the entire system was
to be reformed, it was impossible to tinker with details or employ
optional methods as Sturges Bourne had done. A vast work of

administrative specialization and centralization must be accom

plished en bloc and must embrace the entire country in its scope.
Bentham s disciples were obviously the men for the task.

On the Commission of Inquiry appointed in February, 1832,

there was only one member ofthe group, W. Coulson, a barrister

and a journalist who had been Bentham s secretary. But when
assistant commissioners were appointed to conduct local inquiries
in the provinces and report the results to the Central Board an

invitation was addressed perhaps on Coulson s recommenda
tion to several of Bentham s disciples: John Wilson, Charles

Hay Cameron, and Edwin Chadwick. Wilson s report is devoid

of interest1 . Cameron s repoit on the other hand is most illumi

nating.
2 He proposed that the unsystematicaT methods traditional

in England should be given up, also the system of optional laws

which the local authorities were free to apply or not to apply at

their pleasure. He suggested the establishment in London of a

central board to administer a national fund for poor relief, and the

appointment of a sufficient number of local salaried officials.

These must be bound to the rigid observance of certain rules.

His suggestions were too dogmatic, too remote from reality to be

convincing. The report presented by Chadwick, who accepted
the same principles but sought to adapt them to the facts of the

situation and therefore reached more moderate conclusions,

1 Poor Law Appendix (A), pp. H9A sqq. Perhaps this is to say too little. It is difficult

to resist the impression that in drawing up this strange report, extremely meagre in its

information and entirely negative in its conclusions, John Wilson was deliberately doing
his best to betray the confidence of the group to whom he owed his place on the com
mission.

2 Poor Law Appendix (A), pp f I5IA sqq. Report by C. H. Cameron andJohn Wrottes-

ley, Esq. Cameron had been James Mill s candidate for the chair ofphilosophy at Univer

sity College (A. Bain, James Mill: a biography, p. 263). He accompanied Macaulay to

India and helped him to draw up a penal code in conformity with Bentham s principles

(Leslie Stephen, English Utilitarians, vol. ii, p. 36). NJB. The new Poor Law was passed

after the Factory Act, but Edwin Chadwick took part in the Commission of Inquiry

into the Poor Laws before he joined the commission which investigated child labour.
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carried more weight
1 He was given a seat on the central commis

sion, and is generally believed to have drawn up the final report.
Nassau Senior was the official mouthpiece of the commission in

its relations with the Government. But Chadwick did the work.2

The system ofpoor relief established by the new law in con

formity with the suggestions of the Benthamites was as follows.

The Administration of Relief to the Poor throughout England
and Wales was entrusted to the Direction and Control ofa body
of three commissioners. They were authorized to make and
issue all rules, orders and regulations for the management of the

Poor, and for the government of workhouses and were em
powered to order workhouses to be built, hired, altered, or

enlarged where the present accommodation was insufficient .
3

Such extensive powers had been unknown hitherto to English
law and were regarded as unconstitutional by many members of

Parliament, even by certain ofthe Ministers. Nevertheless, Nassau
Senior and Chadwick carried the day. Minor concessions were
made to the opponents of these bureaucratic innovations. Any
administrative regulations of a general character the commis
sioners might make were to be submitted to the Cabinet for

approval and that the Government might have sufficient time to

consider them, would not come into force until forty days had

expired. A limit was fixed to the expenditure the commissioners

might sanction to provide workhouse accommodation in any one

locality. Moreover, the powers conferred upon the commissioners
were granted only for a period of five years. In 1839 Parliament
would have an opportunity to decide whether they should be
abolished, modified or maintained in their present form. But this

was the utmost the opposition could obtain.4

In Chadwick s intention the purpose of the regulations to be
made by the commissioners was to restrict the grant of relief. For

they must make the conditions of life in the workhouse such as

would repel instead of attracting the able-bodied pauper. But the

commissioners were not content with this merely negative
procedure. In collaboration with the local authorities tlaey under-

1 Poor Law. Appendix (A), pp. n and in sqq. Evidence collected by E. Chadwick.
Rural Questions.

2 Thomas Mackay, A History ofthe English Poor Law, vol. iii. From 1834 to the present
time. Being a supplementary volume to A History ofthe PoorLaws by Sir George Nicholls,
1899. The author has made use of Nassau Senior s papers. (See especially pp. 117 sqq )3 4 and 5 Will. IV, cap. 76, ss. I to 15, 26, 28 to 37, 42 to 51.4 T. Mackay, Hist, ofthe English Poor Law, vol. iii, pp. 118-19, 122-3.
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took to organize the emigration oflabourers from districts where
the labour market was glutted, and thus reduce the surplus

population of the southern counties to die advantage of public
order and increase the population of the manufacturing districts

of the north in the interest ofproduction.
1
They even attempted

on a small scale to carry out a scheme cherished by the followers

ofBentham and organize emigration to the colonies.2 Moreover,
the statute entrusted them with, the duty ofmaking provision for

the education and apprenticeship of pauper children.3 The Poor

Law Amendment Act of 1834 therefore as well as the Factory
Act of 1833 could be employed to do something this time at

the cost of the State for the education ofthe poor.
Another important task fell to the commissioners in virtue of

the new statute, to divide the country into new administrative

areas for the purposes ofthe poor law. Under the existing system
the administrative unit was everywhere the parish. But the parishes

were of very unequal size and usually very small. Of the 15,535

parishes, 737 contained less than 50 inhabitants; 1,907 less than

100; 6,681 less than 300; and 12,034 less than 800. If the overseers

were to be freed from the direct pressure of paupers living at

their doors and shielded in administering relieffrom the influence

of pity or fear, the administrative areas must be enlarged. The

reform was also necessary ifthe workhouses were to be organized

scientifically, and provided with special wards for the different

classes of paupers. In the workhouse ofa tiny parish the aged and

the sick, men and women, children old enough to receive educa

tion, and infants in arms were mingled indiscriminately. Nor
could it possibly be otherwise. A clause, suggested by an old

statute which bore the name of Gilbert, invested the three com

missioners with full powers to group the parishes for the adminis

tration of poor relief in unions covering a wider area.
4

The next step was to appoint the local authorities by whom
these unions would be administered. Here the legislators of 1834

followed a precedent of recent date. In October, 1831, after long

years of effort5 Hobhouse had carried a measure which rendered

1 T. Mackay, Hist, of the English Poor Law, vol. iii, pp. 213 sqq.
a
Ibid., vol. iii, pp. 227-8. . .

8
4 and 5 Will. IV, cap. 15. The clause extended to the entire kingdom a provision of

7 Geo. Ill, cap. 39, applicable only to London and no doubt very badly observed.

*
4 and 5 Will. IV, cap. 76, ss. 26 sqq.

*H. of C., Dec. 16, 1830: Hobhouse s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. j,

pp. 1206 sqq.).
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the constitution ofthe vestries democratic.1 Thus on the threshold

of the Poor Law of 1834, as on the threshold of the Factory Act
of 1833, we meet Hobhouse. The Act to which his name was
attached gave the inhabitants of a parish the right, if they

expressed the desire to make use of it, to elect the members of
their vestry in accordance with a definite procedure. What
qualifications were attached to the right conferred by the new
statute? When it was passed the political crisis which had begun
in 1830 had reached its most acute stage.

2 To satisfy the London
Radicals Hobhouse s Act introduced into the constitution of the

new vestries, universal, or at least household suffrage, every rate

payer possessing a vote, the ballot, though its employment was
made optional, and annual election, though the ratepayers were
to elect only one-third of the vestry each year.

3 In 1834 the legis
lature extended the machinery of the act to the entire country.

4

Every union of parishes was to be administered by a board of

guardians ofthe poor , to be elected by all the ratepayers, though
according to a method far less democratic than that prescribed by
Hobhouse s Act. A return was made to the method of Sturges
Bourne, the plural vote. Resident ratepayers and absentee land

lords received a number of votes determined by the amount of
their contribution to the rates. It was the duty of the boards of

guardians to apply to individual cases the regulations laid down
by the commissioners. They also enjoyed the right to appoint the

local Poor Law officials, subject to the commissioners right to

revoke the appointment. The origin of this vast system half

elective, half bureaucratic, is easy to recognize: it is the system
which Benthamhad sketched in his Constitutional Code . In 1833,
his disciple Roebuck had failed in his attempt to set up a system of

1 1 and 2 Will. IV, cap. 60.
a H. ofC, Sept. 30: Hume s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. vii, p. 883):

... the people were anxiously watching the Vestry Bill. He could assure the House that it

caused a great sensation among the people, more than any other subject except the Reform
Bill itself. See, on the other hand, the letter in which Wellington expresses his alarm to
Lord Kenyon, November 19, 1831 : . . . it appears to me that we are upon some points
gone one stage beyond the Reform Bill. I cannot give a stronger proof of this fact than
our recent vote upon the Parish Vestries Bill, by which we have laid the foundation for

leaving the property of every man at the disposition of the rabble of his parish, par
ticularly in the towns (Wellington, Despatches, Cont., vol. viii, p. 215).3 H. of C, June 30, 1831 (Part. Deb,, 3rd Series, vol. iv, pp. 501-2); July 25, 1831
(ibid., voL v, pp. 300-1); September 15, 1831 (ibid., vol. vii, pp. 51-2); above all, Sep
tember 30, 1831 (ibid., pp. 879 sqq.).

4 Such had been Hobhouse s original wish (H. of C,, September 30, 1831: ibid.,
3rd Series, vol. vii, p. 882),
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national education embodying his master s principles. Now
another disciple, Chadwick, had applied the same principles to

the reform of the Poor Law. Might it not be expected, if the

reform proved a success, that Beniham s system would very soon

be applied universally? The task once accomplished which the

Poor Law commissioners were preparing to undertake and

England divided into a number of unions sufficiently large and

sufficiently equal, could not the boards set up in each union be

used for other purposes, national education, the upkeep ofthe roads

and public health. At no distant date the entire local government
of the country would be transformed,

1 and a democratic England
emerge from the traditional welter ofaristocratic self-government.
Here the astonished reader may well ask: Ifthe new statute was

in fact pregnant with these revolutionary consequences, why had
it been passed so rapidly, almost in a hurry, by a Parliament in

which the country gentlemen were supreme? And how had the

Benthamite programme ofadministrative centralization, opposed
as it evidently was to the most tenacious and deep seated prejudices
of the public, secured on this paiticular point the well-nigh
unanimous assent of both Houses ? The answer is simple. The

country gentlemen had a direct interest in the reform.

They saw the poor rate growing heavier every year, and pessi

mists predicted that it would finally absorb the entire rent of the

Kingdom. Very cleverly, though in perfect sincerity, the ministers

presented die bill as a measure of agricultural relief .
2 It had been

1 See London and Westminster Review, January-April 1836, &quot;State of Politics in General*

(vol. xxv, p. 273). Cf. Municipal Reform as required for the Metropolis (vol. xxv,

pp. 98 sqq.). Cf. a curious pamphlet, a manifesto of the Benthamite group, Hints on the

expediency of an improved divisional arrangement ofEnglandfor administrative purposes, 1834.

It develops an entire scheme of administrative reorganization. See p. 14: In a well-

arranged representative Government where the central power is in fact, but the general

expression of the will of the several parts, the influence exercised by the machinery of

centralization is merely the reflection ofthe wishes ofthe different members ofthe society,

after having been combined and brought into unison and regularity, by their transmission

through and digestion by the central organ. Also p. 15: The two systems, the Municipal
and the Central are therefore essentially connected. . . . Experience alone can point
out where lies the happy mean between, for example, the inconvenient restraint of the

French system of Centralization, under whicji a stone cannot be laid upon a road at the

extremity of the Kingdom, without an order from Paris, and the equally inconvenient

want ofcontrol of the existing English system, under which a road may remain unrepaired

for years, unless some private individual will take on himself the odium and expense of

an indictment at Quarter Sessions/ See also in The Times, May 20, 1835, extracts from

another pamphlet issued by the same group and inspired by the same spirit : The Principles

of Delegated, Central, and Special Authority applied to the Poor Laws Amendment Bill, 1834.
2 H. of C., February 21, 1834: Lord Althorp s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. xxi, p. 661). H. of C., February 8, 18, April 27, 1836: Lord John Russell s speech

(ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxxi, p. 1491).
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impossible to concede the remission or even the reduction of the

malt tax for which the landowners had asked; but they were now

promised, ifnot the abolition of the poor rate, at least the end of

that extravagant system of Poor Law administration which had

prevailed hitherto. So long as the squire harassed by the impor
tunate solicitation of his poor neighbours was at liberty to grant
them all the relief they asked, it was foolish to hope that the

burden could be lightened. He must be protected against himself

by rigid regulations and the decisions ofanonymous officials. To

escape ruin the Justices of the Peace consented, nay asked, to be

deprived of their authority to dispense poor relief.

In the House of Lords Wellington took the bold step of sup

porting with due qualifications the principle of the new legisla

tion.1 And though Peel did not speak in favour of the Govern
ment s bill,

2 he gave it the silent support ofhis vote. The Opposi
tion never mustered more than fifty votes, and was usually
reduced to twenty, a handful of extremists of either camp, ultra-

Tories and extreme Radicals. The little group was led by its

Radical members. But even they were divided. Nor were the

Benthamites merely supporters of the bill; it was actually their

work.

A further cause contributed to hasten the passage ofthe measure,
its unpopukrity. The debates leave the reader with the impres
sion that Parliament hurried it through in order to present the

country as soon as possible with a fait accompli and not allow

time for an organized agitation against the bill. For meetings
were already being held in London and in increasing numbers to

protest against -this enactment of a heartless middle class which

sought to deprive paupers of their freedom. And the Press was

very far from sharing the affection Parliament displayed for the
bill. It was on this question that The Times broke with Brougham,
if not as yet with the entire Cabinet. And the conservative
Standard which had begun by expressing its hearty approval of

fii ? fL- J131? 2I
&amp;gt;

I834 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxv, pp. 268 sqq.). The
bill in the form in which it reached the House of Lords provided that after June 1835no relief should be given outside the workhouse. Wellington carried an amendment bywhich the commissioners were empowered to prolong on the advice of the boards of
guardians for a period varying according to local conditions the system of indoor relief.
Thus Wellington, to render the application ofthe law milder and more gradual, increased
the discretionary powers of the commissioners.

2 To judge from the Parliamentary Debates. See, however (H. of C., February 21,
1834), a speech in which he expressly invited the ministers to undertake the reform of
the Poor Law (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxi, pp. 691-2).
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the measure gradually changed its tone and finally adopted an

attitude of virulent hostility. Why, it asked, did the Opposition
let slip this opportunity to recover the support ofpublic opinion

by resisting die new Poor Law by every means at its disposal?

Why, asked The Times, did the Cabinet make the mistake of

alienating the sympathy of the poorer classes by raising this

thorny question at a time when on other questions it was engaged
in a hard struggle with its Conservative opponents. The victory
which the ministers won when they carried the new Poor Law
was a Parliamentary, not a popular success. And it may well have

contributed to weaken still further the position of the Govern

ment, already seriously shaken by a controversy which engrossed
men s thoughts and kindled their passions, the discussion ofthose

other questions to which The Times alluded, and which we have

now to study. They were religious questions, intimately bound

up with the problem of Ireland.
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CHAPTER m

The Religious Question and the Irish Question

I THE REFORM OF THE IRISH CHURCH

ACONDITION ofsheer lawlessness prevailed inIreland, and

during the long political crisis through which England had

just passed the state of the country had gone from bad

to worse. According to the official figures 9,000 crimes had been

committed during the year 1832, including 568 acts of in

cendiarism, 290 cases of cattle maiming, and 242 murders.1 Not
a week passed without the news of some outrage perpetrated by
an armed band practically certain ofimpunity. For an Irishman to

give information against the culprits was to sign his death warrant.

And even if the law succeeded for once in laying hands on a

criminal a further difficulty arose. The juries refused to convict.

Stanley, the Irish secretary, had declared open war upon
O Connell and his followers, and all his words and deeds mani
fested his determination to fight to the finish. He could not, he

informed the Cabinet, undertake the responsibility of restoring
order in Ireland, unless he were armed with extraordinary

powers which would necessitate special legislation. His arguments
convinced Lord Grey, who succeeded, not without considerable

difficulty, in securing the consent of his more Liberal colleagues.
A Peace Preservation and Coercion bill was introduced in the

House of Lords on February 15, 1833, and finally passed on

April i, after debates in both Houses.2 The new statute made it

illegal to hold a meeting for the purpose ofpetitioning Parliament
unless ten days notice had been given and the sanction of the

Lord Lieutenant obtained. Moreover, the Lord Lieutenant was

empowered to proclaim any districts in which in his opinion the

disorder was such as to require special measures of repression. In

every district thus proclaimed the inhabitants must abstain from

meetings he had pronounced seditious and
illegal,

no one might

X H. of L., February 15, 1833: Lord Grey s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,
vol. xv, p. 733). 2

3 and 4 Will. IV, cap. 4.
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leave his house at night unless he could show a
satisfactory reason

for his absence, the police were authorized to search private
houses for concealed arms and he could substitute for the ordinary
courts, courts martial whose composition, procedure, and powers
were defined by the statute. Finally, the Habeas Corpus Act was

suspended, and no person charged with, a crime could demand his

trial until three months had elapsed. The clauses which provided
for the establishment of courts martial were the most bitterly
attacked in the Commons and were passed only with very
considerable modifications.1 But even in its final form the measure

was extremely stringent. An odd beginning for the first Reformed
Parliament ! Palmerston was not blind to the humour of the

situation. You see, he wrote to his brother, by what spanking

majorities this reformed House ofCommons is passing die most
violent bill ever carried into a law ... It is a real tour deforce . . .

Few absolute governments could by their own authority establish

such a system of coercion as that which the freely chosen repre
sentatives of the people are placing at the command of the

Government of this country. To be sure/ he added, it is to be
followed by remedial measures and there is the difference between
us and Metternich or the Pope.

2 What were the reforms for

which the Irish were just then clamouring?
In the first place the Irish, or rather O Connell in their name,

demanded the repeal of the Act of Union and the restoration of
the Dublin Parliament and the Cabinet considered the question

sufficiently urgent to require the insertion in the King s Speech of
a protest against any attempt to undo the legislative union ofthe
two countries. Indeed, the Repeal of the Union was the pro

gramme of O ConnelTs latest organization, the association of
Irish Volunteers . But this association had nothing to do with the

armed bands who were terrorizing the countryside. For the

moment at any rate the Irish Volunteers made a point ofobeying
O Connell s instructions by a scrupulous respect for the law and
were even prepared, if necessary, to assist in maintaining order.

The campaign waged by the peasantry pursued an entirely
different object.

1 These amendments were introduced by the Government when the bill had already

passed the Lords and its clauses were to be debated in the Commons (H. of C., March
13, 1833: Lord Althorp s speech, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol xvi, pp. 589-90).

2 To William Temple, March 21, 1833 (Sir H. L. Bulwer, Life of Lord Palmerston,
Book X, ed. 1870, vol. ii, p. 147).
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O ConnelTs chief complaint against Stanley s bill was that the

sole object ofthat Draconian measure was to make the collection

of the tithe possible in Ireland. Lord Althorp, who had litde love

for the bill, though obliged as leader in the Commons to assume

the responsibility for it, denied that the sole fact of refusing the

tithe was sufficient to constitute an offence against the new law,
1

and was even prepared to accept an amendment put forward

during the debate, which explicitly sanctioned
this interpretation.

2

Stanley was furious;
3 for it was precisely against the payment of

tithe that the Irish peasants were in revolt. In 1833 as in 1829 the

Irish question was a religious question. In the important speech

which he delivered during the debate on the Royal Address and

by which he opened the long series of his attacks upon the

bloody, brutal, and unconstitutional
5

policy of the Government,

O Connell passed lightly over the question of repeal,
and dwelt

at length on the standing grievances the Irish Catholics entertained

against the established Church. Liberal statesmen must therefore

deal with the abuses of the Establishment, if they wished to give

even a partial satisfaction to die demands of the Irish public. And

not only of the Irish but of the English public also. We have

already noticed the outbreak of anti-clerical agitation which

preceded the passing of the Reform Bill.

Before we follow the course of events any further, we must

define the programme, or rather the conflicting programmes of

those who in England, Scotland or Ireland were demanding,
when the first reformed Parliament met, the reform of ecclesi

astical abuses.

There was first the noisy section with whom unqualified
disestablishment of the Church was a dogma and who called for

the complete separation ofChurch and State. On this point, as on

so many others,
4 the English Radicals were ready with an answer

to the charge of pursuing a Utopian dream. They were merely

asking English democracy to copy the example set by the demo-

1 H. of C., February 27, 1833 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xv, pp. i, 226-7).
2 H. ofC, March 18, 1833 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xvi, pp. 758, 766).
3 H. of C., March 18, 1833: *. . . certainly his opinion was that the clause would be

better without the Amendment, and the Government agreed to it merely in deference to

the opinion of one hon. gentleman (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xvi, pp. 767-8).
4 H. of C., February 5, 1833 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xv, p. 148).
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cracy of the United States. They maintained that from the

moment when the Catholics had been admitted to full civil rights

and the Dissenters released from the obligations prescribed by the

Test Act the separation ofChurch and State had been practically

accomplished. What further was required to make it complete?
The Dissenters must be freed from the obligation to be baptized,

married, and buried according to the Anglican service. The
Church must be deprived of her monopoly of higher education

and the Dissenters either allowed to found a University of their

own or admitted to the colleges of Oxford and Cambridge. The

clergy must cease to exercise the administrative functions which

were still entrusted to their performance, and the House ofLords

must no longer include the bench ofbishops so unpopular since

1831.

Other claims were made, inspired by considerations of a more
material order. The tithe must be abolished with or without

compensation to the present recipients. The question was acute

alike in England, Ireland, and Scotland. The church rates must be

abolished. They were a local tax chargeable upon every rate

payer whose amount was fixed annually by the parish vestries,

and whose proceeds were devoted exclusively to the upkeep of

the Anglican churches. The London parishes were in a state of

open revolt against the payment ofChurch rates, and Hobhouse s

Act of 183 1 for the reform ofthe vestries had been the insurgents

first victory.
1 The statute was purely permissive, and moreover,

had been hardly applied outside the capital. But in the provinces
the old system, whether the vestry were an open vestry at which

all the ratepayers attended and voted, or a close vestry if the

Dissenters happened to possess an accidental majority, provided

opportunities lor what was nothing short of a rebellion against

payment of the church rates.
2

And even in England there were some who were not content

with demanding the abolition of the tithes and the church rates.

They desired the State to confiscate the possessions ofthe Anglican
church, as in the sixteenth century the Anglican church had

1 See the events which in London immediately preceded the passing of Hobhouse s

Act and which no doubt contributed to secure its passage while paving the way for the

subsequent revolt (Political Register, September 24, 1831, vol. Ixxiii, pp. 779 sqq.). In

1833 the inhabitants of Lambeth were still obliged to petition against a vestry elected on

the system of Sturges Bourne (ibid., January 12, 1833, vol. Ixxix, pp. 84-5).
2 See the facts, related by Sp. Walpole, Hist, ofEngland, vol. v, p. 267, of Manchester

(open vestry) and Braintree, Essex (dose vestry). .
*
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confiscated the possessions of the Catholic. The proceeds could

be applied to the redemption of the National Debt that was

Cobbett s suggestion
1 or to poor relief or national education.

From what quarters did these demands proceed? First and fore

most among the enemies ofthe Church were the Radicals, sworn

foes not only of the Church of England but of every Church,

indeed of religion in any form, and comprising on the one hand

the disciples ofBentham andJames Mill, on the other the revolu

tionaries in the strict sense whose violence far exceeded that ofthe

Utilitarians. But in the campaign which they were now opening

against the Established Church the Radicals found allies even

among the Christians. They were the Protestant Nonconformists.

Their number was increasing every year, and it is certain that in

England alone they already exceeded 2,ooo,ooo.
2 Their organiza

tion was improving. The Independents, for example, overcoming
at last their deep-rooted prejudice in favour of congregational

autonomy, had acquired by the founding ofthe General Congre

gational Union a centralized organization.
3 And it now seemed

likely that the effect ofthe Reform of 1832 would be to give the

Nonconformist groups a preponderating influence in the urban

constituencies. As a result of die joint operation of these causes a

1 Political Register, January 14, 1831 (vol. Ixxv, pp. 129 sqq.).
2 The number of Dissenters was the object about this time of heated discussion, too

heated, indeed, to admit of easy control. See above, p. 62 ., the figures of the Morning

Chronicle, contested by the Standard, and especially the copious statistics furnished by
James Bennett (History ofDissenters during the last thirty yearsfrom 1808 to 1838, pp. 268 sqq.).

Joseph Hume (H. of C., May 5, 1834, Pad. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxiii, p. 509), maintained

that the Dissenters constituted a majority of the entire nation. From returns in his posses

sion, it appeared that in twenty-nine large rnanufacturing towns in England the members
of the Established Church formed only one-fifth of the population. According to

O Connell (H. of C., June 3, 1836, ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxxiv, p. 79), the Dissenters

were 6,000,000 as against 8,000,000 Anglicans. Both estimates are obviously excessive,

ifwe confine the appellation of Dissenters to those who practised forms of religion other

than that of the National Church. The lower classes, however, contained a vast mass of

persons indifferent to religion whom the Established Church might claim on the ground
that they were married according to her ritual, and the Dissenters might also claim on
the ground that they went to church only to be married because the law compelled them
to do so and for the rest oftheir lives never entered a church. See the strangely conflicting

figures for Lancashire, given respectively by the British Magazine, the High Church

organ (vol. v, pp. 205, 477), and by Slaney, a Radical M.P. (H. of C., November 30,

1837, Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxxix, pp. 390-1). The most trustworthy estimate in

our opinion is 3,000,000. It was accepted officially by the Dissenters in 1828 (Test Act

Reporter, p. 442) ; by James Bennett in his History of Dissenters, p. 272 ; by Lord Henley
(Plea of Church Reform, 1832, p. 10); by Lord Grey and the Bishop ofLondon (H. of L.,

July 17, 1833, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xix, p. 739). This estimate includes the

Catholics as well as the Protestant Dissenters.
3 British Magazine, September I, 1833 (vol. iv, pp. 241 sqq.). Congregational Magazine,

October 1836 (vol. xii, p. 628 sqq.). J. &quot;Waddington, Congregational History, continuation
to 1850, pp. (586 sqq.
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committee was formed in March 1833, entitled the United

Committee, to consider and redress the grievances which affected

Dissenters.1 But its programme was extremely moderate. If it

demanded that Dissenters should be placed on a footing ofcom

plete civil equality with Anglicans, it carefully refrained from

putting forward the demand made by the extremists for the

disestablishment ofthe Church.2 And we have already remarked

the apathy the Dissenters had displayed at the December election.

During the first six months of 1833 there was only one portion
of the United Kingdom where disestablishment was the avowed

programme ofthe Protestant Dissenters, and that was notEngland
but Scotland. In Scotland the established Church was the Presby
terian. The groups who for the past half century had separated
from the State Church on doctrinal grounds, now shifted their

position and claimed to have discovered in the fact of its alliance

with the State,
3 the true reason why that Church had succumbed

to latitudinarianism and rationalism. The new agitation was
initiated towards the close of 1832 by Marshall Ewing and

Wardlaw. The system ofnational Christianity/ wrote Wardlaw,

necessarily involves corruption and precludes the possibility of

purification.
4 A Voluntary Church Association was founded to

maintain and spread the conviction that in future the organization
of the Christian Churches should be based not on compulsion
but on the voluntary principle.

5 For in its promoters view a

state religion, or compulsory support of leligious institutions

was inconsistent with die nature ofreligion ... its tendency, as

exhibited by its effects was to secularize religion, promote
1 Christian Advocate, May 1834. The Wesleyans and the Quakers refused their co

operation.
2 Ecclesiastical Review, February 1832, &quot;The Church and the Dissenters (srd Series, vol.

vii, p. 113). . . . They have engaged in no warfare against the temporalities ofthe posses-
sioned Church; rarely are they found declaiming against the Establishment, or even its

abuses, and the conduct of the clergy; and when these subjects are adverted to, it is, nine

times out of ten, in self-defence/
8
Ibid., July 1833, Controversy on Establishments* (3rd Series, vol. x, pp. 69 sqq.).

4 Civil Establishments of Christianity tried by their only authoritative test, the word of God,

1833, p. 43.
5 For the origin of the expression, see Paley, Principles ofMoral and Political Philosophy,

Book VI, ch. x: This maintenance [of the clergy] must either depend upon the voluntary
contributions of their hearers or arise from revenues assigned by authority of law. The

difficulty with which congregations would be established and upheld upon the voluntary

plan* (ed. 2, vol. ii, pp. 310, 312). Robert Hall, An Apologyfor the Freedom of the Press,

1773, p. 75: Turn a Christian society into an established Church, and it is no longer a

voluntary assembly for the worship of God: it is a powerful corporation, full of such

sentiments and passions as usually distinguish such bodies; a dread of innovation, an

attachment to abuses, and propensity to tyranny and oppression.
1
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hypocrisy, perpetuate error, produce infidelity, destroy the unity
and purity of the Church, and disturb the peace and order of

civil society.
1

Even more violent were the sentiments of the 6,000,000

Catholics led by O Connell. The latter, at once a disciple of

Bentham and a pious Catholic, followed his master by declaring
himself in favour of complete democracy, complete free trade,

and the complete separation of Church and State. And indeed

what portion of the United Kingdom furnished such powerful

arguments in favour of disestablishment than Ireland? On what

possible ground could this State Church equipped with a large

body of ministers and provided with rich endowments be

justified in a country where the immense majority of the popula
tion were Catholics, that is to say members of the Church which
had been stripped ofher property to enrich the existing Establish

ment? Would it be urged that the State Church was a church of
missionaries lavishly endowed to labour for the conversion of
Ireland? Surely the experience of two centuries was sufficient to

prove that she had failed in her task. Moreover, since the State by
emancipating the Catholics seemed to have formally declared her

neutrality in the matter of religion, she could hardly make herself

responsible for such an undertaking.

3

The Radical programme was met by the very dissimilar pro
gramme of Church Reform. Its advocates were alive to the peril
in which the Church stood since the Emancipation Act and the

repeal ofthe Test Act. But far from desiring to see her reduced to

the position ofone sect among many others they desired to reform
her, and thus strengthen her position by removing the blemishes
which tarnished her purity. Even among High Churchmen there
were those who recognized the need for reform. In 1831 the

Archbishop ofCanterbury had taken the initiative by introducing
in the House ofLords three bills to improve the system of tithe,
raise in certain cases the stipends of the clergy and regulate
pluralism.

2 But generally speaking the High Church party was
1 Rev. W. Hanna, Memoirs of Thomas Chalmers, vol. iii, pp. 349-50.a For the Tithe Bill (a permissive measure), see several details in Cobbett Pol Reg

August 13, 1831 (vol. hariU, pp. 415 sqq.) ; also Rev. J. Miller, A Letter to the Ri*ht Hon.
the arl Grey . . . on the ongin and nature ofchurch property, and the connection oftithes
with the existing agricultural distress, and on improvements which may be safely adopted
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averse to the idea, almost to the very name, of reform. High
Churchmen delighted to call attention to the fact that the abuses

so bitterly denounced were due very largely to the ecclesiastical

patronage which the constitution of the Anglican Church placed
in the hands ofthe crown and the laity.

1
They laid stress upon the

steps individual bishops had taken during the last few years to

reform these abuses by the exercise of their episcopal authority.
2

Only let that authority be reinforced, and the Bishops chosen

from the High Church party, as Lord Liverpool had chosen them

throughout his long ministry, and the Church, they maintained,
would be purified without the necessity for any further action.3

It was members of the Evangelical party, scantily represented

among the dignitaries ofthe Church in 1832 there was only one

Evangelical Bishop but increasingly active and numerous in

the Church at large, who were zealous in the cause of reform.

Alarmed by the spectacle of Nonconformity making converts

every day, the Evangelicals sought to rival the piety of the sects

without leaving the Church, and to emphasize her Protestant

character which the High Church party was only too inclined to

obscure. They demanded that the thirty-nine articles which con

stituted the Anglican profession offaith should be accepted whole

heartedly and the liturgy reformed in harmony with their

doctrine. The interminable office of Matins must be abolished,

the Athanasian creed disused, or at least its damnatory clauses,

which doomed to everlasting punishment all who maintained

certain theological opinions, and the rites of ordination, baptism,

marriage, burial, and absolution revised so as to get rid ofmany
formulae which were a stumbling-block to the orthodox Pro

testant, and still bore the impress of Roman superstition.
4
They

also asked for the construction ofnew churches, and the multipli
cation of episcopal sees. Two new sees must be carved out of the

diocese of York and two out of the diocese of Lincoln. 5 One
reformer even proposed that the number of Bishops in England
without the introduction of a new principle, 1831, p. 60. For the bill dealing with plural
ism (reinforcing the powers of the Chancellor and the Archbishop), see H. of L., August
25, September 13, 20, 26, 1831 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. vi, pp. 854, 1372;
vol. vii, pp. 229, 589).

1 Rev. E. Burton, Thoughts upon the Demandfor Church Reform, 1831, pp. 14-15, 22.
2 British Critic, January 1832, vol. xi, pp. 172 sqq. (the Bishop of Durham s Charge).
3
Ibid., January 1832, vol. x, p. 225.

4 Rev. Robert Cox, Liturgy Revised, 1830. Rev. C. N. &quot;Wodehouse, Petition to the

House ofLordsfor Ecclesiastical Improvements, 1832.
6 Lord Henley, Plan ofChurch Reform, p. 43.

137



RELIGIOUS AND IRISH QUESTIONS

and &quot;Wales should be raised to ninety-four.
1 Nor should ecclesi

astical appointments be left any longer to the caprice ofpoliticians,
but the Government should make them on the advice of a joint

committee of Bishops and laymen.
2 The Evangelicals sincerely

desired to strengthen the Church, and render her at once purer and

more independent. In many respects their aims were identical

with those of the High Church party.
8 But since they knew that

they could not trust the reform of abuses to the apathetic con

servatism of the High Churchmen, they sought the intervention

of the State.4 In this they conformed to the tradition of national

Protestantism. In the sixteenth century the Church of England
had been the creation ofParliament.

In detail the Evangelicals of 1832 envisaged as follows the rela

tions between Church and State. The State had no right to

confiscate the endowments ofthe Church. But these endowments

had been given to the Church for the performance of specific

spiritual functions, and the question therefore arose whether the

clergy were still carrying out the donors intentions. The State

had the right to interfere to secure this object, and if necessary,

alter a contract which no longer answered the purposes for

which it had been concluded. To justify their plans the Church

Reformers regarded the Church as being, ifnot in the strict and

legal sense, at least in a wide sense a Corporation; and in their

opinion the State was entitled, not indeed to confiscate the

goods of that corporation, but to redistribute them in such a

way as to render the Church s proper task ofevangelization more
effective.

This was the procedure advocated by men like Lord Henley
5

and the Rev. John Acaster6 to reform the most glaring abuses of

the Anglican Church, plurality and non-residence. The evil had
not appreciably diminished since the opening of the century, nor
could it, so long as the Bishops were given a discretionary power
to tolerate exceptions, and die stipends of the parochial clergy

1 Series (T), A Model ofNon-Secular Episcopacy, including reasons for the establishment
of ninety-four Bishopricks in England and Wales.

2 Lord Henley, Plan ofChurch Reform, pp. 53 sqq.
s Rev. Edward Burton, Sequel to Remarks upon Church Reform, with observations upon

the plan proposed by Lord Henley, 1832.
4 Rev. John Acaster, Remedies for the Church in Danger, or Hints to the Legislature on

Church Reform, 1830, Part IV. & Plan of Church Reform, 1832.
6 The Church in Dangerfrom herself: or the Causes of her present declining State explained,

1829. Remediesfor the Church in Danger, or Hints to the Legislature on Church Reform, 1830.
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were raised. The reformers therefore demanded the unqualified
abolition of pluralism. And they asked that a minimum stipend
should be fixed for the clergy. The necessary funds for that pur

pose could be found by a drastic reform ofthe Cathedral chapters
whose members were too numerous and far too well paid for

doing nothing. In this way .300,000 would be saved. Lord

Henley further proposed that the administration of the diocesan

endowments should be entrusted to a legally constituted body, a

corporation. In this way, he maintained, the funds would be

better managed, and would be more productive, so that the effect

of the reform would be not only a better distribution, but an

actual increase of the revenue of the Church.1

But this solution of the problem of Church Reform which

determined the rights ofthe State in the sense most favourable to

the interests ofthe Church did not fail to arouse the apprehensions
of the new majority in Parliament. The old Whigs detested the

religious zeal ofthe Evangelicals and the aristocratic abuses which

disfigured the Church found favour in their eyes, since their

effect was to make the Church less fanatical. From the opposite

standpoint, the young Radicals wished to diminish the endow
ments of the Church in order to weaken her influence. And in

Ireland especially it would not be easy to accord even a partial

satisfaction to O ConnelTs followers so long as the Government

refrained from touching the wealth of a Church equipped to

provide for the spiritual needs of a population of eight millions,

ofwhom six would have nothing to do with Anglican worship.
Some Liberals were attracted by a system intermediate between

the American system of voluntaryism and equality and the old

corporate system of a national Church. They had in view the

French system established by Napoleon by which the State

treated the priests as government officials and paid them according
to the importance of their functions without any question of

vested rights.
2 To complete our survey we may mention the

eccentric proposals made by Thomas Arnold and James Mill.

Thomas Arnold wanted a State Church whose buildings would

be at the disposal of the preachers of any and every form of

1 For instances ofthe acceptance by politicians of this view ofChurch Reform, namely,
the right of the State to control the distribution ofher endowments, see H, of C.,January

23, 1832: Stanley s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. ix, p. 793); also H. ofL.,

July 18, 1833: Lord Plunkett s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xix, pp. 857 sqq.).
2 H. of C., May 27, 1834: Ward s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxiii, pp. 1385-6)-
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Christianity.
1
James Mill asked for a ministry oflaymen to be paid

by the State who would instruct both children and adults in civic

morality and applied science.2

These were Utopias which had no effect whatsoever on public

opinion, and shocked even the friends of the two thinkers who

put them forward. They are mentioned here only to give the

reader a notion of the ferment of ideas which prevailed at this

time. Napoleon s system of several religions all supported by the

State was scarcely more popular. Ifa handful ofEnglish Statesmen

entertained the notion ofpaying other ministers than those ofthe

Anglican church, for example the Catholic priests and the

Presbyterian ministers in Ireland,
3 the plan was never seriously

considered, for it ran counter to the invincible opposition, both

of the Irish Catholics who were far from disposed to accept the

tutelage ofthe British Government, and ofthe English Protestants

even less disposed to endow the Church ofRome. But at least the

principle might be affirmed that the State possessed the right not

only to control the administration of the endowments of the

Church, but to determine their amount and could therefore

confiscate endowments it considered excessive, and apply the

proceeds to such purposes of public utility as Parliament might
decide. Joseph Hume and O Connell himself though partisans of
total disestablishment accepted this compromise as a provisional
measuie. It was on its merits that the great controversy on the

reform of the Irish Church turned in the years 1833 a^d 1834.

4

The Royal Address admitted that while the disorder in Ireland

must be suppressed, the abuses from which the Irish Church was

suffering must at the same time be reformed. On February 12,

1833, two days before the Coercion Bill was introduced in the

Lords, a bill for the reform of the Church of Ireland was intro

duced in the Commons.
It began by dealing with the scandal ofthe excessive number of

1
Principles ofChurch Reform, 1833.

2 London Review, July 1835, The Church and its Reform (vol. i, pp. 257 sqq.).8 Memorandum by LordJohn Russell on Irish Policy, October 18, 1833: There are three
principal religions in Ireland: the Establishment, few in numbers, but strong in landed
property: the Roman Catholics, numerous and containing nearly all the very poor class:
the Presbyterians, considerable in number, and remarkable for intelligence and com
mercial industry. All three ought to be provided for by the State (Early Correspondence
ofLordJohn Russell, vol. ii, p. 43).
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clergy. Of the twenty-two Irish sees, tea were suppressed or in

the euphemistic language ofthe bill, for a term which smacked so

strongly ofrevolution as suppression was carefully avoided were
united with other sees-. All chapters were abolished to which no
cure of souls was attached. The income of the primate of Ireland

was reduced by about a third. And finally in every parish where

it was proved that no religious service had been performed within

the last three years a body of commissioners set up by the act

six ecclesiastics and five laymen
1 were empowered to suspend

the appointment ofan incumbent or curate.

In the second place the bill abolished the church cess, a local

impost equivalent to the English church rate, which was applied
to the upkeep ofthe churches and the cost ofthe services. Accord

ing to the official calculation the church cess yielded a revenue of

some .70,000. The Government proposed to replace it by a

graduated tax to be levied on the stipends of the clergy and

rising from five to fifteen per cent. The return from the proposed
tax was estimated at ^69,ooo.

2
It was hoped, moreover, that

better management would reduce the expenditure for which the

church cess provided at present, and therefore that there would be

an eventual surplus available for improving the stipends of the

poorer clergy or building new churches. This scheme ofa gradu
ated tax on clerical incomes had been conceived in those Evan

gelical circles which desired to reform the Church to strengthen
her position.

3 But the Opposition, led by Peel, saw in the proposal
an attempt to give legislative sanction to the Radical principle of

a graduated income tax. 4 And indeed the Cabinet may have been

glad of the opportunity to give this satisfaction to the Radicals

1 Two of the six clerical commissioners (the Primate of Ireland and the Archbishop of

Dublin) held their seats ex offido, the remaining four Irish archbishops or bishops in virtue

of a royal warrant. Of the five lay commissioners, two sat on the commission ex offido

(the Chancellor of Ireland and the Chief Justice of Ireland). Two were appointed by
warrant and one by the Primate. In the original draft of the bill all three were to be

appointed by the Government. It was Wellington who proposed (H. of L., July 22, 1833,

Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xix, p. 1046) and carried an amendment providing
that one of the three should be a nominee of the Primate.

a The bill presented the change under a somewhat different aspect. It began by abolish

ing the first fruits, that is to say, the income of a benefice during the first year, and it was
to compensate for the consequent loss that a graduated tax was imposed on clerical

stipends. But since the first fruits were a mere name (they were calculated on a basis

dating from 1290), the new tax yielded in reality a very considerable revenue, which in

turn made possible the abolition of the church cess.
3 Rev. E. Burton, Thoughts upon the Demandfor Church Reform, pp. 25-6. Lord Henley,

Plan ofChurch Reform, pp. 19-20.
4 H. of C., June 25, 1833 (Parl Deb. t 3rd Series, vol. xviii, p. 1235).
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and advanced Liberals at the very moment when they were

resisting their demands in the matter ofChurch Reform.

In October, when the bill for the Reform of the Church of

Ireland was under discussion by the Cabinet, Lord John Russell

had asked all parishes in which the members of the Established

Church were non-existent or a mere handful, should be sup

pressed, and the funds thus obtained employed to promote

popular education. He was supported by Lord Althorp and Lord

Durham. But he had been defeated by the determined opposition

ofStanley who was upheld by Lord Grey and the majority ofthe

ministers. He had taken the defeat so much to heart, that he was

on the verge of tendering his resignation on the eve of the

General Election. In the end Lord Holland had persuaded him to

remain in the Cabinet.1 The King s Speech had set the seal upon
his failure: there was to be no question ofdiminishing the endow

ments ofthe Church, but only of their more equitable and more

judicious distribution .

When, however, Lord Althorp ten days later explained the

provisions of the bill, it was evident that the Conservatives and

the Moderates had not yet won the day. Stanley had made an

implicit concession to the advocates ofpartial disendowment.

Under the existing system the Bishops income was partly

derived from the lease of their estates. It was illegal to let these

lands for a period of less than twenty-one years. But the clergy

had devised means to evade the prohibition. All that need be

done was to renew the twenty-one years lease in advance every

seven or three years, or even annually on payment by the tenant

of a fine which amounted to an increase of the rent.
2 The bill

provided that any tenant might demand the substitution for his

twenty-one years lease of a lease in perpetuity. Under the new
lease the rent would of course be considerably raised. But the

tenant would make no objection to this, for the increase would
be the price at which he secured himself for all time against the

financial requisitions of the Bishops. And on the other hand the

State, while fully respecting the Bishops property, could pay
them the equivalent of the old rent and retain the surplus to be

applied to such purposes as Parliament might think fit.

1 Lord John Russell to Lord Grey, October 20, 25, 1832; Lord Grey to Lord John
Russell, October 25, 1832; Lord Holland to Lord John Russell, October 26, 1832 (S.

Walpole, Life ofLordJohn Russell, vol. i, pp. 188 sqq.).
2 For these devices, see Wakefield, Ireland, voL i, p. 244; voL ii, p. 470.
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It was on this clause clause 147 of tlie bill that the entire

debate turned from the moment when, after a lengthy delay
occasioned by questions ofprocedure, it finally opened on May 6.

The Cabinet was equally embarrassed by the violence of the

attack delivered by the Conservative Opposition and the enthusi

astic support of the Radicals. Clause 147 was regarded as the first

attempt to introduce into the legislation of the country a theory
of taxation, based on Ricardo s doctrine of rent, which James
Mill had expounded in the successive editions of his Elements of
Political Economy. According to this theory, the State may con

fiscate every increase of the net produce ofan estate when it is

not the result ofthe landlord s or tenant s labour, but entirely the

creation of society, without doing any injury to the tenant or

giving the landlord any just cause to regard himself as wronged.
1

Peel declared himself unalterably opposed to a principle

dangerous to the security of all property, whether lay or ecclesi

astical, corporate or individual .
2

The ministers, though certain of a majority in the Commons,
dared not face on this question the majority ofthe Lords supported

by the opposition ofthe Court. They seem to have spent the first

fortnight ofJune seeking a new formula which would conciliate

the more moderate defenders ofthe Church, and to have contem

plated the insertion into the bill of an explicit provision that the

surplus must be applied to religious or charitable purposes .
3 But

it might be interpreted to mean that a portion of the money
would be used to pay the Catholic priests, perhaps even applied in

reliefofthe poor rate. Finally, onJune 21, clause 147 was sacrificed.

Infuriated by a diatribe of O Conndl, Lord John Russell with

equal inconsistency and impolicy uttered during the speech in

which he announced the abandonment ofthe clause words which

must effect a breach between the Government and the advanced

Liberals, and came strangely from the lips ofa man who only six

months earlier had almost caused a Cabinet crisis by upholding on

1 Elements ofPolitical Economy, ch. IV; 5, V. For the attentionwhich this theory attracted

when the book was first published, see Morning Chronicle, August 22, 27, 1825; also

during the debates on the Reform Bill, H. of C., March 21, 183 1 (Sir R. Vyvyan s speech,

Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. iii, p. 637).

*H. of C., May 6, 1833 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xvii, p. 1005).
8 Sir Robert Peel to Goulburn, June 19, 1833 (C. S. Parker, Sir Robert Peel, vol. ii,

p. 222). Creevey (to Miss Ord, June 20, 1833) appears to have believed that direct negotia

tions had taken place between the Cabinet and the Opposition (Creevey Papers, vol. ii,

pp. 255-6); Peel s letter proves that Creevey s suspicions were unfounded.
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this very question ofthe Irish Church the position ofthe advanced

Liberals against the Moderates. This country/ he said, could not

stand a revolution once a year. . . . They were all bound to make

sacrifices to preserve and promote tranquillity.
1

The concession once secured, Wellington in the Lords judged

it advisable to accept the bill without substantial alteration.
2 The

House ofLords was content with introducing a few amendments,

ofwhich only one was important. It provided that the Irish clergy

should not be liable to the tax on benefices they already held when

the act came into force. It would be levied on benefices only from

the next vacancy. Otherwise the Conservative party followed the

advice given by their two leaders, and the Bishops of London,

Bath and Wells, and Hereford explained the reasons of political

expediency for which they voted for the bill.
3 Lord Grey and his

colleagues might therefore fairly claim during these early days of

August that by carrying their two Irish bills they had won two

important victories. But these victories were after all dearly

bought. The Cabinet had made enemies in every quarter. The

Coercion Bill was hateful to O Connell and the Radicals; yet it

had been scarcely passed before the Conservatives were alarmed

to see Lord Grey part with the two men who ever since the close

of 1830 had been battling with O Connell in Ireland. Stanley was

transferred to the Colonial Office and was replaced as Irish

Secretary by Littleton, Lord Anglesey was succeeded as Lord

Lieutenant by Lord Wellesley. Moreover, the Church Reform
Bill had been carried only at the price ofan important amendment

which abandoned one of the fundamental articles of the Radical

creed, the right ofthe state to disendow the Church. Nevertheless,

a measure which suppressed episcopal sees was an alarming attack

upon the privileges ofthe established Church. It had scarcely been

passed before it provoked a violent explosion of religious passion
in England. The crisis lasted a year. It deserves detailed study, for

it began the decline of the anti-clericalism which had so lately

been transplanted to England under the disturbing influence of
the Parisian Revolution.

1 H. of C, June 21, 1833 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xviii, p. 1096).
2 H. of L., July 19, 1833 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xix, pp. 948 sqq.). 3 and 4 Will. IV,

cap. 37.
3 H. ofL., July 19, 1833 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xix, pp. 924 sqq., 975).
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AND THE SECTS

During the closing days ofJuly while the Irish Church bill was

being passed through its final stages in the House of Commons,
three young fellows of Oxford, members of the High Church

party, William Palmer, Arthur Perceval, and Richard Hurrell

Froude, visited in his parish of Hadleigh the Rev. Hugh James

Rose, a Cambridge theologian, who for the past two or three

years had been conducting, with the full support of the Arch

bishop of Canterbury, a campaign on behalf of the principles of

that party.
1 Rose had interested himself in the plan which a

number of clergymen had conceived of forming an association

of Churchmen, for the defence of the traditional creed.2
It was

he who had founded the British Magazine, a weighty review of

theology and spirituality.
And it was he who had founded the

Theological Library to restore in England the tradition of the

primitive church and revive a taste for patristic
studies. In his

search for collaborators in this series hehad visited Oxford in 1 83 2,
3

and it was during this visit that he had made the acquaintance of

the young men who had now come to discuss with himwhatwere

the best measures to take in this emergency to defend the Church

. ofEngland against the danger with which she was threatened.

These young men however, were content to regard themselves

as the representatives of two Oxford men who were not present

at Hadleigh. One of these, already forty years old, was famous

throughout the religious world. He wasJohn Keble, who with the

hope of doing for the High Church what Wesley had formerly

done for Evangelical pietism by bestowing upon it the consecra

tion of poetry and investing it with the glamour of romantic

emotion, had published in 1827 a collection of sacred poems, the

Christian Year, which had enjoyed a very great success; already by
1 Rev. William Palmer, A Narrative ofEvents connected with the publication of the Tracts

for the Times, with reflections on existing Tendencies to Romanism, 1843, pp. 5-6- H. P.

Liddon, Life of Edward Bouverie Pusey, vol. i, p. 267. The group to which H. J. Rose

then belonged was known as the Canterbury Party (W. N. Molesworth, History of

the Church ofEnglandfrom 1660, p. 317).
* Rev. William Palmer, ibid., p. 6 n.

3 T. Mozley, Reminiscences chiefly ofOriel College and the Oxford Movement, vol. i, p. 308.

Letters and Correspondence of]. H. Newman during his life in the English Church, ed. Anne

Mozley, vol. i, pp, 260-1.
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1833 it had reached the fourth edition. It was only a few days

since Keble had launched a thunderbolt by the sermon he had

preached at Saint Mary s, Oxford, denouncing the Irish Church

Bill as a direct disavowal ofthe sovereignty ofGod and an act of

national apostasy .
1 The other, John Henry Newman, though

nine years younger than Keble and still unknown to the general

public, had already more than once caused a sensation at Oxford

by his reckless pugnacity as a controversialist. Educated in the

straightest school ofEvangelical piety, he had begun his career as a

theologian among the intelligentsia ofOriel College, the group of

fellows known as the Noetics ,
and Whately and his colleagues

had shaken his confidence in the pietist
doctrines without con

verting him to their latitudinarianism. When in 1829 the Uni

versity of Oxford was asked to re-elect Peel who had just

committed his great act of treason on the question of Catholic

emancipation, Newman had distinguished himself among the

fellows by the more ardent zeal with which he had fought the

renegade Tory, From that time we can watch him during the

troublous years which followed the passage of the Emancipation

Bill, inclining more and more towards the High Church and

alarming his superiors and friends by the audacity ofhis conduct.2

He was among those whom Rose had asked to collaborate in his

Theological Library. Exhausted by the composition of a work

dealing with The Arians of the Fourth Century he had taken a

holiday in Italy in the company of his friend Froude who was a
&quot;

consumptive. He had just returned to England, stirred to the

depths of his being by the humiliating condition to which his

Church was reduced. His temperament was feverish, restless,

self-tormenting. He thirsted impatiently for action he must be

speaking, writing, arguing, fighting. If times are troublous, he

had written to his sister two years earlier when the entire country
Was in revolt against the Anglican clergy, Oxford will want hot

headed men, and such I mean to be, and I am in my place.
3

The conspirators spent the month of August elaborating the

programme decided at Hadleigh. Their original plan was to found
an association of Friends of die Church for the Defence of her

doctrine, ritual, and discipline. Perceval drew up a programme
1 R. W. Church, The Oxford Movement. Twelve Years, 1833-1845, p, 83.
2
Affair of the Church Missionary Society, 1830; see on the subject, Newman, Letters

and Correspondence, voL i
|&amp;gt;p. 215, 223, 225; also Via Media, vol. ii, pp, 1-17.

* Letters and Correspondence, vol. i, p. 250.
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which was circulated among the clergy and devout laity,
1 The

project attracted considerable support and local societies were

formed in several provincial towns. But objections were raised.

The proposed association contradicted the principles of the men
who wished to found it; for the genuine High Churchman there

was only one association to which he had a right to belong,

namely the Church herself. 2 And on the other hand it seemed

likely to prove embarrassing to young innovators who were not

prepared to submit their theological publications to the censor

ship of a committee.3 Newman refused point blank. At bottom

the two objections were contradictory. Nevertheless, each re-

enforced the other and the project of an association was aban

doned. When on September 9 die members of the group began
the publication of a series of tracts, each was responsible for his

own contribution. The Tracts for the Times were pamphlets of

various sizes, though usually quite short, and published at irregular

but frequent intervals which their authors worked hard to circu

late in large numbers throughout England. Newman and Keble

were the most active collaborators. At the end ofDecember, an.

Oxford theologian, already celebrated for his works ofHebrew

scholarship, Pusey, published what was nothing short ofa treatise

on the practice of fasting.

What was the doctrine common to all die members of this

group? In 1833 the problems of the hour compelled the young

theologians of Oxford to make a definite stand on two points.

In the first place the centre ofthe Christian religion is the Eucharist,

and its celebration has been committed by God to the Bishops and

their delegates the priests. The episcopate therefore is of Divine

Institution. To suppress bishoprics as Parliament hadjust done was

to outrage the dogma of the apostolic succession and usurp the

prerogative ofGod. In the second place the details ofAnglicanwor

ship were fixed by the Book ofCommon Prayer. The reformers,

comparing the Anglican liturgy widi die thirty-nine Articles,

claimed that on certain points the liturgical formulae contradicted

the doctrine of the articles and shewed vestiges of Romanism.

They, therefore, demanded that the liturgy should be revised.

There was no justification for this. On the contrary the doctrine

1 Rev. William Palmer, A Narrative . . ., pp. 8 sqq. Hon. Arthur Philip Perceval, A
Collection of Papers connected with the Theological Movement of 1833, 1842, p. 17.

2 That was Froude s opinion (R. W. Church, Oxford Movement, p. 04).
8 Rev. William Palmer, A Narrative . . ., p. 20.
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of the dnirch should be determined by a careful study of her

liturgy. It would then appear that Ae^uxchofjEngjb^jwas
ji^jCa^ opposed orTSieone hand
to the Church ofRome, corrupt since the Council ofTrent, and
on the other to the Protestant sects equally corrupt and doomed
sooner or later to fall a prey to Socinianism.

In short Keble, Newman, and their fellows were taking up
from the opposite standpoint the work begun a century earlier

by the Evangelical party in the church. The Evangelicals had

sought to revive the Church by appealing to the emotions
aroused in a pious soul by the dogma of justification by faith.

They had failed and their attempt had served only to swell the

numbers and increase the power ofthe sects who were now turn

ing their might against the Church and threatened to destroy her.

The apostolicals the young theologians had borrowed the

tide from the Spanish absolutists, the Carlists,
1 were endeavour

ing to revive2 the Church by appealing to the equally intense

emotions aroused by the Eucharistic rite, by participation in the
drama of the Divine Sacrifice renewed in every church. After a
lull of a century and a half the war was renewed between the

Christianity founded upon the mystery of grace and the Christi

anity founded upon the mystery of the Eucharist, the former
colder, more austere, more virile, the latter more dramatic, more
emotional, more feminine. Newman and his friends it is true did
not immediately turn their attention to the question of the
Eucharist, 3 The Oxford Movement was a sequel of the political
movements of the day. The Government s Irish policy had raised
the question ofthe existence ofthe Church as a Church, not a mere
department of the State, and it was the object of the Oxford

T,-

1

?&quot;^ Church, Oxford Movement, p. 52. The appellation had been invented byRichard Hurrell Froude.
y

2 Was it a mere accident that the word revival appears in the opening sentence of the
preface prefixed in 1834 to the first volume of the Tracts: &quot;The following Tracts are
published with the object of contributing something towards the practical revival of
doctrines which, although held by the great divines of our Church, at present have
become obsolete with the majority of her members ?

*

!;5
e Tract

.

writers expressly repudiate the dogma of Transubstantiation (Tract No
36). They reprinted the History of the Popish Transubstantiation, by John Cosin, Bishop of
Durham, which maintained that the language used by Jesus and the Apostle Paul must be
understood in a sacramental and mystical , not in a gross and carnal sense. When Keble,on September 6, 1833, affirmed that the only way of salvation is the partaking of the
body and b ood of our sacrificed Redeemer (Perceval Collection, p. 15), he adopted ans^ n^ denial f** Reai Presence ** *e Hterai^^
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theologians to combat the individualism of the Nonconformists

by reviving together with the doctrine of the apostolic succession

whatwemay term the ecclesiastical spirit, themind ofthe Church .

The High Churchmen, however, were not content with dis

seminating the Tracts in which they expounded their theological
views. They did not abandon the project of a collective demon
stration. When they gave up the plan ofan association ofFriends

of the Church, they tried another. They collected signatures

among the clergy to an address to the Archbishop ofCanterbury,
in which he was assured of the hearty co-operation of his clergy
in all measures *that may tend to revive the discipline of ancient

times; to strengthen the connexion between the bishops, clergy,

and people and to promote the purity, the efficiency and the unity
of the Church . This project also wore a disquieting aspect in the

eyes of the Bishops. Like the original scheme, it did not, they

considered, sufficiently respect ecclesiastical authority. Neverthe

less, it was carried out and was as successful as its promoters
could have hoped. Seven thousand signatures were received.1

Encouraged by their initial success the High Churchmen drew

up a second address to be signed exclusively by laymen and

presented by them to the Archbishop. A committee oflaymen in

London collected signatures. The organizers dared not hold a

single public meeting. They were still timid and unable to forget
the riots of 1831. But the response was overwhelming; in four

months 230,000 signatures were received. And the response was

even more remarkable because the signatures had been subjected

to the most rigorous control, a procedure often neglected on such

occasions. Only genuine householders, that is to say heads of

families, were allowed to sign the address.2

Nor were the sects idle. The Nonconformists reproached them

selves for the apathy they had displayed at the general election,

the blind trust they had reposed in the Whig government. How
had their patience been rewarded? Throughout the entire course

of its first session the reformed Parliament had totally neglected

1 Rev. William Palmer, A Narrative . . ., pp. n, 12; he gives the text of the address.

Cf. Newman to Froude, November 7, 1833 ; to S. Rickards, November 22, 1833 (Letters

and Correspondence, vol. i, pp. 476, 488).
2 Rev. William Palmer, ibid., pp. 13 sqq. Annual Register, 1834, p. 71. British Maga

zine, March I, 1834 (vol. v, p. 346).
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their claims and Irish affairs had engrossed its entire attention.

And now they saw the High Church give the signal for a move
ment of agitation and propaganda, form in fact a sort of inde

pendent organization within the Establishment. At this critical

moment their discontent was exasperated by a blunder com
mitted by the Anglican clergy. The date was at hand, fixed by a

recent statute,
1 after which die clergy could no longer claim the

full payment of their tithes, and the clergy who were naturally

unwilling to let their rights lapse appealed en masse to the courts.

It was said that as many as 10,000, even 50,000 summonses had
been issued.2 The anti-clericalism of the small fanner and agri
cultural labourer which had shown no sign of life since 1831
revived. On September 5, contemporaneously with the first

appearance of the Tracts for the Times, a group of Dissenters,

pastors and laymen, met in Sussex and invited the United Com
mittee ofDeputies to summon in London, before Parliament met,
a convention of delegates from the Nonconformist congrega
tions to present their grievances and demand instant redress from
the Government. The United Committee replied that itwas unable
to take a step ofsuch magnitude at the request ofa single county,
butadvised dieDissenters to petition Parliament In these petitions

they must in the first place demand the removal ofthe grievances
under which Dissenters still labour; but they must also assert . . .

the great principle ofthe unjust and unscriptural union ofChurch
and State, however it may be modified/3 The challenge was made.
The gauntlet was indeed thrown down in a fashiSn which

impressed the entire Nonconformist world by the sermon

preached by the Rev. T. Binney, a Congregationalist minister,
when laying the foundation stone of a chapel in Southwark. It is

with me/ declared the preacher, a matter of deep, serious, and

religious conviction that the Established Church is a great national

evil; that it is an obstacle to the progress of truth and godliness in
the land; and that therefore its end is most devoutly to be wished

by every lover of God and man. 4 A certain Beverley, who had
left the Anglican body, and whose pamphlet published in 1831

1 2 and 3 Will. IV, cap. 100,

V September 7, 1833 (vol. viii,p. 609). Edinburgh Review, January 1834The Church ofEngland* (vol. Ixxxi, pp. 501-2).3
Christian Advocate, December 9, 1833.

*An Address delivered on laying the first stone of the new King s Weigh House . . . 1833
Appendix, p. 20. For Binney himself, see the account given by J. Grant, The Metropolitan
Pulpit, 1839, vol. ii, pp. 257 sq&amp;lt;j.
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on the corrupt state of the Established church1 had achieved a

huge success, became a Nonconformist worthy. The Congrega-
tionalists received him into their sect and made him a minister.2

The numerous pamphlets in defence of the voluntary principle
which had appeared in Scotland during the last year or two

enjoyed an extensive sale in England,
In the large provincial towns meetings were held to draw up

the petition Nonconformistswould be invited to sign for presenta
tion to Parliament. Manchester led the way; but the most

imposing demonstration took place at Leeds, on December 3.

The demonstrators were advised to concentrate their demands

upon five points release for Dissenters from any sort ofobliga
tion to contribute towards the cost of Anglican worship, their

right to be buried in the churchyards by their own minister free

access to the Universities, the right to be married in their own

chapels, a secular state observing neutrality towards aU creeds.

These were the five practical grievances ofDissent. The discussion

had scarcely begun, when one of the assistants, a minister, carried

a resolution in favour of disestablishment.3 The same claim was

made by the Nottingham meeting in January, and by all the

numerous meetings held in the Midlands, in Lancashire and in the

Glasgow district. The time had come to carry out the plan the

Sussex Dissenters had proposed in September. At a public meeting
held on May 8, the United Committee gave a formal reception
to more than four hundred delegations from every part of Great

Britain, and an amendment to the original resolution demanding
disestablishment was carried almost unanimously, only three votes

being given against it.
4

It was obvious that the moderates who

composed the United Committee were being pushed forward by
the host ofDissenters from the provinces.

5
They were an imposing

1 A Letter to . . . the Archbishop of York, on the present corrupt state ofthe Church ofEngland,

1831. The work passed through twelve editions in the first year. By 1834 it had reached

the seventeenth. Also, A Second Letter to his Grace the Archbishop of York on the present

corrupt state of the Church ofEngland, 1832.
2 L.S.E. (Michael Augustus Gathercole), Letters to a Dissenting Minister of the Congre

gational Independent Denomination, containing remarks on the principles of that sect, and the

author s reasonsfor leaving it and conforming to the Church ofEngland, 1834, p. 27.
3
Morning Chronicle, December 4, 10, 1833.

4
Ibid., May 9, 1834.

* Eclectic Review, May 1834, Established and Voluntary Churches (vol. xi, p. 320):

*The revolution which has taken place in the public mind within the last few years, nay
within the last few months, upon the subjects to which these publications relate, is un

exampled in its suddenness and rapidity. , . . Those who were foremost in the polemic

fight, now overtaken by a whole army of voluntaries, are now reproached for caution

and that most hated of all virtues, moderation.*
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body, if we may trust the statistical inquiries which had been

carried out during the past four months in Nonconformist circles

with the object ofproving that in the manufacturing districts of
the north, in all the large towns, possibly even in the country as a

whole the number of Dissenters exceeded the number of Angli
cans.1 Under these circumstances the Radical members of Parlia

ment deemed it advisable to take command of this host and place
disestablishment in the forefront of their programme. On May
12, Joseph Hume took the chair at a meeting, held in the London
Tavern, of the friends of civil and religious liberty at which
O Connell spoke in favour of disestablishment. 2

The two armies were now arrayed for mutual combat and

ready to come to blows. God forbid/ wrote Greville in his

diary, that we should have two parties established upon the

principles ofa religious opposition to each other; it would be the

worst of evils, and yet the times appear to threaten something of
the sort. 3 This was actually the case in France, and was perhaps
the fundamental cause of the revolutionary character which
marked French history. But England was not France; and it

betrayed a strange blindness to tie innate complexity, nay the

innate confusion of British institutions to be deceived by super
ficial appearances. We are told that Coleridge shortly before his

death, as he watched the attack made upon the Church ofEngland
by an alliance of so many diverse and powerful foes Catholics,

Protestants, Free-thinkers pronounced her doomed by the vast
mass ofhostility she had aroused and in so many different quarters.
Like Greville he was mistaken. He should have perceived that the
mutual incompatibility of the parties to this alliance against the
Church would prove her salvation.

In the front rank of the hostile combination were the Irish

Catholics, and that was itself sufficient to render the movement
suspect in the eyes of the British public. For the English enter
tained for the Irish nothing but hatred and contempt. Nor was this

1 The Times, May 14, 1834. See the encouragement which Macaulay gave the agitators
in his essay on Walpole which appeared in the Edinburgh Review in October 1833 : If the
Dissenters had been turbulent, he [Walpole] would probably have relieved them; but
while he apprehended no danger from them, he would not run the slightest risk for then-
sake (vollvm, p. 245). 2

Morning Chronicle, May 13, 1834.*
Greville Memoirs, June 7, 1834.
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attitude confined to the middle class. The proletariat could not

forgive the Irish labourer for competing with themselves on the

farms of the south and in the factories of the north, and thus

reducing the rate ofwages. We have already seen that the agrarian
disorder of 1830 began by a rising ofthe labourers ofKent against
the Irish immigrants. In the north incidents of this kind were of
almost daily occurrence. For a time this anti-Irish agitation was
absorbed in the wider movement and may indeed, by aggravating
the disorder, have contributed to hasten the passage of the

Reform Bill. But the crisis once over, O ConnelTs alliance with
the English Radicals had become a source of weakness to the

latter. During the entire session of 1833 the question of Church
Reform had been presented to the public as an Irish rather than

an English question. Consequently the British public lost interest

in it, and even conceived an inarticulate hostility towards ideas

which lately had been far from unpalatable. Ifthe party in favour

of disestablishment and disendowment was the party of the low

Irish, the cause of the Church was once more the cause of the

nation. Only let the Church have the prudence to accept a mini

mum ofinevitable reform, and her position will be again secure.

In their struggle against the Establishment, the Irish Catholics

found allies in the Protestant Nonconformists. Such an alliance

was a misfit, and the day was bound to come when the allies

would realize that their common hatred ofthe Church was due to

entirely different motives. But that was not all. The Protestant

sects themselves did not present a solid front. On the question
of disestablishment they were divided. There was a section of

Nonconformity which witnessed with dismay the growth of
Liberal and democratic ideas. The Wesleyan Methodists had

always objected to being classified with the Dissenters. A branch

detached from the Low Church, yet the High Church ofNoncon

formity, they ostentatiously adopted a position of neutrality as

between the Church and the sects and aimed at infusing into both,

by the influence of their preaching, a new spirit of Evangelical

religion. In 1829 Conference had not had the opportunity of

making any official pronouncement on the question of Catholic

Emancipation. For the bill had been rushed through Parliament

in the interval between two annual Conferences. But it was

common knowledge that the majority of Wesleyans were op

posed to Emancipation. Shortly afterwards Conference refused to
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concern itself with the question of Parliamentary reform, and
was content to exhort the faithful not to neglect the salvation of
their souls from an overzealous concern with the political issues

of the day.
1
Possibly the majority of the Wesleyans were Tories.

Had not their leading representative, the Rev. Jabez Bunting,
declared that Methodism was as much opposed to democracy as

to sin/ 2 And Conference had expressly forbidden Wesleyans to

become members of the trade unions or, to use the language of
Conference of associations which are subversive ofthe principles
oftrue and proper liberty, employing unlawful oaths, and threats,
and force to acquire new members and to accomplish purposes
which would tend to destroy the very framework of civil

society .
3 Now when disestablishment was the issue, the Confer

ence adopted the same attitude of unfriendly neutrality towards
the new agitation. It deplored the high controversies ... on foot,
both as to civil and ecclesiastical affairs*, declared forms ofChurch
Government unessential and warned the faithful of the danger
oflistening with too warm an interest to such debates .

4

This attitude was by no means acceptable to some members of
the local congregations. But Bunting and the Conference braved
their opposition and overcame it. A Wesleyan minister in Lan
cashire, the Rev. Joseph Rayner Stephens, without referring the
matter to his superior, accepted the position of secretary of a
Church Separation society. He was suspended from the ministry
as having offended against the peaceable and anti-sectarian

spirit

5

ofWesleyanism.
6 This was the signal for the revolt which

* Address of the Conference of 1831 : *We live in times of great political ferment and
a
f

t

??
C

r&quot;rT,

C heed to yQurselves &amp;gt; brethren, &quot;lest your hearts be overcharged with cares
ot ttus life . Let not worldly politics engross too much of your time and attention
Address of the Conference of 1832: . . . it . . . seems probable that many of you mayin a short time, be required to take part in contests for the representation of your respec
tive towns and counties in Parliament, to whom such strife will be new, and the moral
effect ofthem upon your minds untried and unanticipated. We remind you that the Kingdom which you seek &quot;is not of this world&quot;. You may innocently exercise the privilegeswhich belong to you as members of civil society; ... but can you, with perfect securityto your religious character and your peace ofheart, become the ardent agents of political
parties? / (Minutes of Conference, vol. vii, p. 74, 1831-2).2 T. P. Bunting, The Life ofJabez Bunting, vol. i, p. 1123 Address of the Conference 0/1833 (Minutes, vol. vii, p. 306)4 Ibid. (Minutes, vol. vii, pp. 305-6).Y~ ~

&quot;^.fr&quot;
JVJ W

the Stephens affair, see Minutes, vol. vii, pp. 417-19 John Wilkes the onlvmember of Parliament who belonged to the Methodist body, was excommunicated bythe Wesleyansm 1834. As an advanced Liberal he was under suspicion, and among other
offences was charged with having made a speech of dubious morality at a banquef givenin honour of the Radical Buncombe (British Magazine, September i, 1834, vol. vi,
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broke out among the Lancashire Methodists. A considerable body
oflaymen led by a minister named Warren took possession ofthe
local chapels and refused to obey the authority of their superin
tendent.1 Conference fought the matter through the courts and
won its case. A judgment delivered by the Vice-Chancellor and
confirmed by the Chancellor gave Conference for the first time a

species of legal status as the central organ ofWesleyanism.
2 The

same year the entire organization of the Methodist body was
revised so as to give the lay members a limited control over the

chapel funds, but on the other hand to preserve unimpaired the

spiritual authority and the exclusively clerical character of
Conference.3

The Conservatives began to do justice to so unsectarian a sect.

The Quarterly Review pronounced a panegyric ofthe Wesleyans.
4

In the House of Lords the Archbishop of Canterbury publicly
thanked them for the attitude they had adopted in die contest

between the Church and the sects.
5 In one of his charges, Phill-

potts, the Bishop of Exeter, celebrated for the ardour of his

churchmanship and his Toryism, pleaded with them in the most

friendly terms to return to the bosom of the Church,
6 and a

persistent rumour was current to the effect that negotiations were

taking place between Bunting and himself for a reunion between
the Wesleyans and Anglicans.

7 And it was significant that these

reciprocal advances made by the Wesleyans to the clergy of the
Establishment and by the latter^to the Wesleyans, did not seriously

1 A. Stevens, History of. . . Methodism,vol iii, pp. 368-9 (Minutes, vol. vii, pp. 542 sqq.).2
See, in A. Stevens, ibid., vol. iii, pp. 368-9, the praise lavished by the Vice-Chancellor

on the Connexion: It is my firm belief that to that body we are indebted for a large
portion of the religious feeling which exists among the general body of the community,
not only of this country, but throughout a great portion of the civilized world besides.

a For the details of the new constitution, see Minutes, vol. vii, pp. 548 sqq., 573 sqq.4
Quarterly Review, February 1835, The Church and the Voluntary System*, vol. liii,

p. 193 n., p. 197.
5 H. of L., August i, 1834 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxv, p. 860).6 A. Stevens, History of. . . Methodism, vol. iii, pp. 290 sqq.
7 Christian Advocate, September 16, 1833. Cf. Pusey to the Rev. R. W. Jelf, February

16, 1834: *I hope yet some means may be devised by which the &quot;Wesleyans at least may
be reunited to die Church (H. P. Liddon, Life ofR B. Pusey, vol. i, p. 286); also the
comic dialogue in Disraeli s Coningsby (Book II, ch. ii) between Lord FitzBooby and the
chief agent of the Conservative party. The Wesleyans, said Tadpole, we never counted
on the Wesleyans. I am told these Wesleyans are really a very respectable body/ said
Lord FitzBooby, 1 believe there is no very material difference between their tenets and
those of the Establishment. I never heard of them much till lately. We have too long
confounded them with the mass of the Dissenters, but their conduct at several of the
latter elections proves that they are far from being unreasonable and disloyal individuals.
When we come in, something should be done for the Wesleyans, eh, Rigby?
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damage the Wesleyans in the eyes ofthe public. Only during the

four years ofthe crisis caused by the Warrenites did their number

remain almost stationary at about 290,000. Then the upward
movement began again. Their number rose in England and

Wales from.248,592 in 1830 to 323,178 in I84O.
1

The attitude of the Wesleyan Methodists was by no means

that of the sects which had separated from the parent body, for

the very reason that they found the spirit which animated

Wesley s Connexion insufficiently democratic. The members of

the New Methodist Connexion ; the Primitive Methodists, the

Bible Christians, the Protestant Methodists, and those who under

Warren s leadership had just founded a body known as the

Associated Methodists supported the Congregationalists and

Baptists in their demand for a democratic and secular State. In

England these groups formed together the main body of the host

arrayed against Anglicanism. But if the right wing of this army
was weakened by the hostility ofthe orthodox section represented

by the Wesleyans, its left wing was simultaneously weakened by
the desertion of the Socinians and Latitudinarians. The former

maintained that the democratic Protestants, the Political Dis

senters,
2
damaged the Christian faith by their attempt to damage

the Church, and while they mingled in party strife forgot heaven

and thought only of earth. The latter brought the contrary

charge; for them the Political Dissenters were religious fanatics

hide-bound by dogma. Thus the intellectual liberalism ofwhich

they boasted produced an unexpected result It made them after all

indulgent towards the Established Church.

The Nonconformist press was divided. Neither the Eclectic

Review, the traditional organ ofthe Nonconformist middle-class,

nor the Congregational Magazine was in favour ofdisestablishment.
And ifthe Christian Advocate demanded the separation ofChurch
and State, the Patriot hesitated and wavered. The attitude of the

Unitarians is particularly instructive. Since they rejected the

doctrine ofthe Divinity ofJesus Christ and throughout the early

years of the century had professed almost without disguise a
1 See the annual statistics: 1830, 248,592; 1831, 249,119 (the political crisis exerted a

retarding effect); 1832, 256,272; 1833, 279,970; 1834, 291,939; 1835, 290,988; 1836,
293,132; 1837, 292,693; 1838, 296,801; 1839, 307,068; 1840, 323,178.

2 The expression appears to date from this period. It was soon to be the current designa
tion of those Dissenters who meddled in politics. See the Congregational Magazine for
November 1835: the individuals who are denominated in certain quarters, Political
Dissenters (vol. xi, New Series, p. 687).
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species
of secularism, they had litde claim to be regarded as

Christians. They were united by close ties of friendship with the

Benthamites. The Unitarian Bowring had won the confidence

ofthe aged leader, John Stuart Mill was a contributor to the organ
of the sect, Foxs Monthly Repository, and collaborated with the

Unitarians in founding the London Review. And on the other

hand, the Unitarians were at open war with the Congregational-
ists and Baptists who were doing their utmost to expel them from
the old Committee of the Three Denominations and even to

deprive them of their chapels, which, they maintained, had been

founded for Trinitarian teaching and therefore must not be left

in the hands of ministers who violated their founders intention.

The Unitarians, however, far from sharing the Radicalism of the

more orthodox sects, refused to support their extreme demands,
disestablishment and the expulsion ofthe Bishops from the House
ofLords. Their ministers were educated men who frequented the

company of statesmen, advocated a policy of compromise, and

blamed the Congregationalist fanatics for jeopardizing by their

impracticable programme the legitimate objects for which they
were contending. 1was summoned/ wrote a minister, *to the United

Committee (but read J^-united) to-day and refused to attend . . .

The state of the Dissenters is deplorable. No common under

standing, no confidence, disowned almost by the Government . . .

In such a condition, men that value sterling principles and enter

tain a sense ofhonour, have no other course than to keep aloof. 1

The intellectual leaders ofthe party victorious in 1832, Radicals

or advanced Liberals displayed no greater zeal against the Church.

Rejecting as they did the Christian creed they had always disliked

the Evangelicals, both Anglican and Nonconformist, and among
the Nonconformists both those who wished to maintain an

established church and those who clamoured for disestablishment.

And although the Protestant sects constituted the nucleus of their

majorities in the country they could not refrain from irritating

them by gratuitous insults. Brougham giving evidence before a

committee of the House of Lords ascribed the growth of crime

to the antinomian teaching of the Protestant fanatics.
2
Speaking

at a public meeting Roebuck styled a Nonconformist book of

1 Rev. Robert Aspland to Rev. R. Brook Aspland, March 17, 1834 (Brook Aspland,
Memoirs of. . . the Rev. Robert Aspland, 1850, p. 535).

a
j. Waddington, Congregational History Continuation to 1850, pp, 389-90.
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religious instruction wretched farrago .
1 Two or three years

later the defeats suffered by a number of important Radicals at

the election of1837 will be universally attributed to the abstention

of Puritans unwilling to vote for these too liberal moralists.2 All

the members ofthis group continued to make formal declarations

in favour ofdisestablishment, but it is by no means so certain that

their heart was in the cause. Certain High Churchmen were

beginning to regard disestablishment as preferable to an establish

ment which involved the enslavement ofthe Church to a sceptical
and unchristian state. The Liberals on the other hand were begin

ning to value an establishment which enabled Whig ministers to

place over the Church Bishops free from fanaticism. Were the

Church disestablished, Whately would not be Archbishop of
Dublin. Nor must we forget the disillusionment which about
this time affected several members of the intelligentsia. John
Stuart Mill, educated from infancy by his father to be the future

head of the Utilitarian school, has related in his classic auto

biography the crisis through which he passed. His friends, Maurice
and Sterling, came under the influence of Coleridge and German

philosophy, and in turn entered the Anglican priesthood. Mill,

though unable to follow their example, experienced the same
intellectual distress they had suffered before their conversion, and
felt keenly the failure of Utilitarianism to satisfy the heart, the

need to complete it by borrowing from some external source,
and called in Coleridge to supply the deficiencies of Bentham.
Chance brought him into contact with two disciples of Saint

Simon, missionaries of their sect who had come from Paris to

confront Irving s millennium and Owen s with the miUennium
of Bazard and Enfantin, and he believed that in the religion of
Saint Simon he had found the new faith which without forcing
him back to the outworn dogmas of the past, would fill the void
in his soul. Carlyle, now his intimate friend, felt the same
influence. For two or three years the youthful Carlyle and the
still younger Mill subscribed to a common philosophy, and held

t

communion with each other in Saint Simon. Both regarded the
Church as doomed sooner or later to dissolution, but they were
unconcerned with the vicissitudes of a battle they regarded as

already won. In the language of their Saint Simonian teachers

they were attempting to forecast the positive system which would
1 British Magazine, February 1, 1834 (vol. v, p. 224 .).

2 gee below, p. 163, n. 3.
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be set up after the inevitable demolition had been accomplished,
and in tracing the programme ofthe era ofre-organization which
must follow the era of destructive criticism inaugurated by the

revolutions of 1789 and iSso.
1 Mill s attitude was by no means

reactionary nor stricdy speaking was Carlyle s, but it was not

aggressive.

The preceding analysis has shewn the elements which composed
the main body ofthe forces hostile to the Church. They were the

Irish Catholics on the one hand, on the other the Protestant Non
conformists with the exception of the Wesleyans that is to say

foreigners and Dissenters. At any moment this ill-assorted alliance

might arouse public indignation. On the other hand the growth
of a party of ultra-clericals might alarm the nation and weaken
the Church by the civil strife of warring parties. This, however,
did not in fact happen in 1833. The first effect ofthe High Church
revival was to unite in a close bond all the friends ofthe Church,
however diverse their doctrinal tendencies might be.

We must be on our guard against a mistake natural to those

who study the origins of the Oxford movement at the distance

of well-nigh a century. Since as everyone knows Newman was
later converted to Roman Catholicism, the student is liable to

conclude that already in 1833 he felt an irresistible attraction

drawing him towards that form of Christianity. In fact when in

1833 Newman and his friends joined forces in a common effort,

it was to make war upon the Church ofRome. Was it not the

Irish Catholics who, under O ConnelTs leadership, had just
obtained from the British Parliament the suppression of the ten

sees by allying themselves with the bitterest foes of Christianity?
Was not the Irish Church Bill the direct result ofCathlic Emanci

pation which Newman had fought so strenuously four years
earlier in clear prevision of its consequences? All the Catholics

returned for English constituencies during the last election were

Whigs,
2 and it was among the Liberals that Catholicism aroused

*J. S. Mill to John Sterling, October 20-22, 1831; to Gustave d Eichthal, November
30, 1831; to Thomas Carlyle, July 17, 1832, March 9, 1833, April 11-12, 1833 (Letters of

John Stuart Mitt, vol. i, pp. 3, 20, 32, 37, 42).
2 Election of 1830: five Catholics returned, ofwhom only one was a Tory; election of

1831: eight Catholics, one Tory; election of 1833 : nine Catholics, all &quot;Whigs (B. &quot;Ward,

Eve ofCatholic Emancipation, vol. iii, pp. 276 sqq.). In the House of Lords in October 1831

only one of the nine Catholic peers voted against the Reform Bill (Lord Shrewsbury s

letter to the Sun, quoted by Cobbett), PoliticalRegister, Oct. 29, 1831, vol. bcriv, pp. 305-6.
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sympathy and made converts.1 Lord Althorp s brother, George

Spencer, who had become a zealous Catholic and taken up his

residence in Rome, encouraged Wiseman to undertake the

conversion of his native country. Thomas Moore, who came of
an Irish Catholic stock, an advanced Liberal, and Byron s friend

and biographer, wrote in collaboration with a learned English
free thinker a novel favourable to Catholicism, his Travels of an

Irish Gentleman in Search of a Religion? In the intention ofNew
man and his friends to revive the Church ofEngland by making
her once more conscious ofher apostolic character was to put her

in a condition to resist the assault of the Catholic Liberal alliance.

Nor can it be maintained that Newman s judgment of Catholi

cism would have been more favourable had his acquaintance with

that religion extended to French or Italian Catholicism instead of

being confined to O ConnelTs ochlocracy. For he had just visited

Italy, where he had found an ignorant populace and a nobility and

middle class free thinking and morally corrupt.
3 And in his

opinion the Church ofRome was powerless to resist the hellish

plague of the Revolution.4 On the other hand he had heard a

rumour that the orthodox pastors and Lutheran Bishops of
Prussia were about to apply for Anglican ordination. The Church
of England was the only Church which had passed uninjured

through the crisis of the last half century. Now indeed she was
menaced in her turn by the spread of the Continental infection.

But perhaps, Newman hoped, she would yet have time to

1 See The Times ofDecember 15, 1838, for a list of the Catholic converts in the Whig
and Liberal party. Besides Lord Spencer s brother, The Times mentions Mr. Lisle Philips,
Mr. Roche, M.P. for Cork County, Mr. Charles Wolseley, Mr. Bennett, son of the
member of Parliament, and Sir Bourchier Wray. The Times comments: And are there
not a hundred more in the ranks of the Liberal party who applaud Lord Morpeth in

repeating the words of Pilate, &quot;What is truth?&quot; For the Protestant orthodoxy of The
Times, scepticism and Catholicism were the same thing.

2 Travels ofan Irish Gentleman in search of a Religion, with notes and illustrations, 1835 :

The hero, a Catholic, wished to turn Protestant to obtain the hand ofMiss . . . and with
it an Anglican living. But to his disappointment he found himselfforced to recognize that
Catholicism was in entire conformity with the Primitive Church, whereas Calvinism was
a revival of Gnosticism and Manichaeanism. He visited Germany, followed the lectures
of Professor Scratchenbach at Gottingen and found German Lutheranism in a state of
dissolution. There was nothing for it, a Catholic he must remain.

3 See his reflections on Papal Rome (characteristically entitled, Home Thoughts Abroad)
in the British Magazine, January I, 1834 (vol. v, pp. I sqq.). See especially on pp. 124-5 a
discussion of the question How to avoid Popery without giving up the Church ; also
Newman to Pusey, Rome, March 19, 1833 (H. P. Liddon, Life ofEdward Bouverie Pusey,
vol. i, pp. 284 sqq.).

4 Newman to his sister Jemima, March 20, 1833 (Letters and Correspondence, vol. i,

p. 377)-
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REVOLT OF THE CHURCHES

combat it successfully. The prospect flattered his patriotic pride.
1

Thus the young residents of Oxford when they began the

publication of tie Tracts for the Times towards the close of 1833
were not yet, as we might be inclined at first sight to think, the

more or less conscious champions of Catholic beliefand practice.
Nor is there any reason to assume that the 7,000 clergymen and
the 250,000 laymen who signed the addresses to the Archbishop
of Canterbury accepted in their entirety the doctrines taught in

the Tracts. No doubt the great majority of the signatories had
never read them and, if there were any who had read them and
disliked their teaching, they did not think it wise to break with

the eccentric young thinkers whose alliance was valuable against
the common foe. There existed at this time in the Establishment an

entire movement favourable to the principles ofthe High Church
which sought to emphasize the ritual and liturgical character

ofAnglican worship, but had no liking for the doctrinal subtleties

ofthe Oxford theology.
2
Moreover, the two parties, High Church

and Low Church, were drawing together under the common

danger from the alliance of Catholics and unbelievers.3 In the

Church of Ireland, which had borne the brunt of the first attack,

1 To his mother, February2 8, 1833 : Ibegin to hope that Englandafterallistobethe &quot;Land

of the Saints&quot; in this dark hour and her Church the salt ofthe earth* (Letters and Correspond^
ence,vol. i, p. 310).

2 Newman to the Rev. R. H. Froude, November 7, 1833: The tracts are spreading
and the Evangelicals join us, but deprecate them* (ibid., vol. i, p. 419).

3
Pusey to the Rev. R. W. Jelf, February 16 1834: A strong expression of love for

the Church has been called forth by the violence of her enemies, a great union ofparties

among the clergy; members have withdrawn from the religious societies in which they
used to act with Dissenters; and now that the Branch for Foreign Bibles is being formed
within the Christian Knowledge Society, I trust that the occasion ofconfounding Church
men with Dissenters and disuniting the Church will be removed* (H. P. Liddon, Life of
E. B. Pusey, vol. i, pp. 285-6). Cf. the letter of a Unitarian minister, Robert Aspiand,
March 17, 1834 (Memoirs, p. 535): We have contrived, by our violence and folly, to

force into union the hostile parties within the Church and to strengthen the Conservative

Party/ Westminster Review, January 1836, &quot;The Fudges in England* (vol. xxiv, p. 79):

The Orangeman was now a Saint; the clergyman was now an Evangelical. . . . Then did

the pious Peeress nominate her moral agent. Then did holiness divide with hyson the

attractions of the tea-table. Then did the prayer meeting grow into fashion and the sale

of polyglots become a distinct commercial speculation. Then did the clergyman appear
in the Sunday School, and the visage of the Tory lawyer show itself where the mis

sionaries were gathered together.* Rev. R. Vaughan, Thoughts on . . . Religious Parties,

1838, p. 87: The Evangelical Clergy ofthe present day, while holding the same theological

opinions with their devout predecessors who were expelled from the pulpits of the Estab

lishment in 1662, were characterized by a singular absence of sympathy with those

conscientious and holy men in their objections to many things in the discipline and

worship of the Established Church and in their ardent attachment to the principle of free

government.* J. Grant (Travels in Town, 1839, vol. ii, p. 108), deplores the unsympathetic
attitude ofthe Anglican Evangelicals towards the Dissenters. They had founded a Pastoral

Aid Society* in opposition to the City Mission.
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die Low Church Party was supreme, and on the other side of

St. George s Channel the rivalry between Church and Chapel*
was unknown. In 1832 the Orange Associations were reorganized
on the model of the Irish secret societies, and constituted a vast

system offreemasonry at once ultra Protestant and ultra Tory of

which the King s brother, the Duke of Cumberland, was presi

dent, which established its lodges all over the United Kingdom,
and even found entrance into the Army.

1 The promoters of the

Factory Bill of 1833, Oasder, Sadler, and Lord Ashley, were all

three Evangelicals and all three Tories. Indeed, it was during this

critical year, a few months after the passage of the Reform Bill,

that English Evangelicalism may be said to have reached its

apogee. It constituted the essence ofMethodist preaching, and in

their hatred of Catholics and Latitudinarians, the Wesleyans were

drawing closer to the Church from which they were sprung. It

had become predominant in the sects hostile to the Establishment,

and its supremacy had produced the unexpected result ofcooling
the ardour with which Latitudinarians and free thinkers had
hitherto attacked the Anglican Church. And within the Church
the influence ofthe Evangelicals was growing stronger every day.
The number ofclergymen who had given their formal adherence

to the party was estimated at between two and three thousand.2

The parochial clergy were no longer the keen hunters and hard

drinkers they had been a few years earlier. By their preaching and

example the Evangelicals had enforced a stricter observance of

decorum, and a more obvious regard for the dignity of their

vocation. And in the last resort it is to their influence that we
must attribute the moral reform which Thomas Arnold and
several others were effecting at this time with enormous success

in the Anglican public schools. Among the aristocracy which

governed die country the Evangelicals were bringing the duel

into discredit.3 Among the lower classes they were attacking the

1 For the Orange Lodges, see R of C., February 23, 1836 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd
Series, vol. Ixxxi, pp. 779 sqq.), also London and Westminster Review, January-April 1836,
Orange Conspiracy (vol. iii and xxv, pp. 181 sqq.).

2 Robert Vaughan, Thoughts on the Past and Present State ofReligious Parties in England,
1838, pp. 86-7: some thousands.}. Grant (Travels in Town, 1839, vol. ii, p. 105): I should

suppose there could not have been* [twenty years before] one Evangelical clergyman
for fifteen or twenty of an opposite class. Now, perhaps, the Evangelical clergy may be
in the proportion of one to five of those who are merely moral preachers. He speaks of
a demonstration attended by 3,000 Evangelical clergymen.

8 For the decline of duelling, see the entertaining account in Sp. Walpole s History of
England, vol. iv. The total disappearance of the duel belongs to a slightly later period.
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use of intoxicating liquors: the first Temperance Societies had

just been founded, in imitation of an American model,
1 and the

House of Commons was shortly to appoint a committee to

consider the advisability of passing legislation to diminish

drunkenness.2 The credit of the two great humanitarian measures

passed by the new Parliament, the emancipation of the slaves and

the protection of child labour in factories, belongs, as we have

seen, to the Evangelicals even more than to the Radicals. Sk
Andrew Agnew introduced annually a bill to prohibit Sunday
work in any form whatsoever. He was always defeated, but the

number of votes recorded in favour of his Sabbatarian bill

increased every year, ajid every year the habits of the people,

steeped ever more completely in Evangelical piety, rendered

more superfluous the legal enactment of a rule everyone freely

obeyed.
3

Men of letters disliked the Evangelicals for their narrow Puri

tanism, men of science for their intellectual weakness. Neverthe

less, during the nineteenth century their religion was the moral

cement of English society. Their influence invested the British

aristocracy with an almost Stoic dignity, restrained the plutocrats

1 For the foundation ofdie British and Foreign Temperance Society, see the documents

quoted in the British Magazine, March 1, 1832 (vol. i, pp. 54 sqq.).T7*e Gentleman s Magazine,

January 1836, p. 60, mentions two journals devoted to the cause oftemperance, the British

and Foreign Temperance Advocate and the British and Foreign Temperance Herald.
2 Abstract ofEvidence before the Select Committee appointed by Parliament to inquire into the

Extent, Causes, and Consequences of the Prevailing Vice ofIntoxication, and to ascertain whether

any legislative measure can be desired to prevent the further spread of so great a National Evil,

1835. It is interesting to observe that it was only after considerable hesitation that the

Eclectic Review, the traditional organ of Dissent, in an article commenting on this publica
tion (October 1835, Claim ofTemperance Societies*, vol. xiv, p. 283), decided in favour

of legislative interference. The budget of 1^34, four years after the budget of 1830,
shows the first sign of a change in public opinion. If the tax on spirits was still further

reduced, the cost of licences was raised (Annual Register, 1834, p. 291).
3 H. ofC,,July 3, 1832 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xiv, pp. 50 sqq.) ; March 20,

1833 (ibid., vol. xvi, pp. 898 sqq.); May 16, 1833 (ibid., vol. xvii, pp. 1325 sqq.); July 9,

1833 (ibid., vol. xix, pp. 384 sqq.); March n, 1834 (ibid., vol. xxii, pp. 54 sqq.) ; April 30,

May 6, 7, 21 (ibid., vol. xxiii, pp. 514, 587, 746, 1176); June 26, July 2, 7, 1834 (ibid.,

vol. xxiv, pp. ,850, 1094, 1286). The Patriot, a Nonconformist organ, December 4, 1833,

mentions three societies founded to secure the strict observance of the Sabbath: Sunday
Trading Suppression Society, Sabbath Protection Society, Sabbath Observance Society.

According to Plumptree (H. ofQ, March 21, 1838, Parl. Deb., vol. xii, p. 1177), petitions

bearing 280,000 signatures were sent up to Parliament during 1836. The opposition of
Roebuck and several of his Radical friends to this Sabbatarianism cost them their seats

at the General Election of 1837. See Roebuck s speech, H. of C., May 17 and 19, 1837,

on the question of permitting Sunday travel on the railways, and Tune 7, 1837, on the

general question of Sunday observance (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxxviii, pp. 856 sqq.,

898 sqq., 1229 sqq.). Cf. Greville Memoirs, May 23, 1834, and for a general account of
Sir Andrew Agnew s bill, Random Recollections of the House ofCommons (]. Grant), 1836,

pp. 372-3.
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who had newly risen from the masses from debauchery and

vulgar ostentation and placed over the proletariat a select body
of workmen enamoured of virtue and capable of self-restraint.

Evangelicalism was thus the conservative force which restored

in England the balance momentarily destroyed by the explosion
of the revolutionary forces. Before many months it was evident

that the agitation in favour of disestablishment had received a

decisive check.

Ill VICTORY OF THE CHURCH
FALL OF THE WHIG ADMINISTRATION

In Scotland, where, as we have seen, the movement in favour

of disestablishment had its birth, it suddenly assumed a different

character. The reform of the Parliamentary franchise of 1832 had
been followed in 1833 by a reform ofthe municipal corporations,
which ceased to be close corporations, recruited by co-optation,
and were henceforward elected by the ten-pound householders,

that is to say, by a large number of the lower middle class, the

class in which the Dissenters and the Voluntary Church Associa

tions were most largely represented. But according to the consti

tution of the Presbyterian Church of Scotland every municipal

corporation sent a representative to the General Assembly of the
Church. Accordingly these Dissenters and advocates of dis

establishment suddenly found themselves responsible for the

government of the Church which hitherto they had attacked

from without. The change had a decisive effect on the history of
the national Church. If there were Evangelicals in Scotland who
looked to the voluntary system to safeguard the integrity of the

Christian faith, endangered in the national Church by the system
oflay patronage, there were others, for example Dr. Thomson of

Glasgow, and Dr. Chalmers at Edinburgh, who were members
of the Church and did not despair of bringing her back to the

purity of her original institution.1 At the Assembly of 1834 they
were in a majority. To compete with the Dissenters and make
provisions for the spiritual needs of the growing population of

1 Rev. W. Hanna, Memoirs of. . . Tliomas Chalmers, vol. iii, pp. 341 sqq.
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the large towns they had founded chapels by voluntary subscrip
tion. On their demand the General Assembly granted seats in

their body to the ministers of these chapels, and at the same time

they carried a statute which explicitly exempted the chapels
from the right of nomination claimed by the lay patron of the

parish in whose territory they had been built.1 They were further

successful in obtaining from the Assembly a decision of far greater

importance. By a majority of forty-six and conditionally upon
ratification by the majority ofPresbyteries, the Assembly granted
for the first time to a majority of the parishioners duly enrolled

a right of veto on the presentation made by the local patron.
2

The decision embittered a struggle which for years to come would
afflict Scottish Presbyterianism. But for the moment at least the

ground of the conflict had changed. The malcontents no longer
demanded the separation of Church and State, but the reform of

the Church, that the Church should be rendered democratic

rather than the State secular.

In England the setback was even more evident. It soon became

clear that if the agitation against the Establishment was noisy it

was not dangerous. The Political Dissenters and a handful of

Radicals demanded disestablishment, but the London shopkeepers
were agitating simultaneously for the abolition of the assessed

taxes, and the Lancashire workers for a ten-hour day, and the

variety of these demands weakened the agitation. The Dissenters,

moreover, were dismayed by the success of the Anglican counter-

demonstration organized from Oxford, which indeed surprised

even its promoters, following, as it did, so closely the riots of

November 1831 and the burning of the Bishop s palace at

Bristol. It strengthened the partisans of order, and first and fore

most the Whig ministers, in their determination not to lay hands

on the Establishment. Lord Grey gave a chilling reception to the

delegates who came to present a petition in favour ofdisestablish

ment,
3 and replied by a panegyric of the Established Church.

During the session of 1833 Faithfull, the Radical member for

Brighton, had moved resolutions of a revolutionary character

affirming that an Established Church was of no benefit to the

1 4 and 5 Will. IV, cap. 41. Rev. W. Hanna, Memoirs of. . . Thomas Chalmers, vol. iii,

pp. 446 sqq.
2 Rev. W. Hanna, ibid., vol. iii, pp. 360-1. Annual Register, 1834 p. 220. Quarterly

Review, December 1840,
*

Affairs of the Church of Scotland* (vol. bcvii, pp. 203 sqq.).
3
Morning Chronicle, April 30, 1834.
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country and that Parliament had the right to apply to purposes
ofnational utilitythe greater part, ifnot the whole, of her endow
ments. Cobbett had supported him. But the two stood entirely

alone; no other voice was raised in their support.
1 In 1834, no

motion was brought forward in favour of disestablishment. If

Faithfull had been willing to renew last year s attempt, it is very
doubtful ifhe would have had the support even of Cobbett. For

before he died in June 1835 Cobbett had begun to return by
imperceptible degrees to his original Toryism. A born dema

gogue, it would be unfair to say that he watched the movements
ofpopular feeling in order to conform his views to the momen
tary whim ofthe rabble, it would be truer to say that he shared its

whims himself. No longer as in 1831 was he forward with the

cry Down with the Bishops . No doubt he would have been far

more pleased to raise the cry Down with the Irish . A motion
was indeed made in favour of excluding the Bishops from the

House ofLords. But it was a mere formality, and secured only

fifty-eight votes.2

An alternative to disestablishment was to reform the Church.
One dayBrougham suddenly introduced two measures ofChurch

Reform,3 the first dealing with pluralism, the second with non-
residence. It was an empty gesture. Nothing further was heard of
either bill. But at least the Cabinet could attempt to satisfy the

more moderate and more pressing demands ofthe Dissenters and
their allies in the campaign against the Church. They made the

attempt, but it failed.

The Government began with the question of the Church rates.

They amounted for the whole ofEngland to about ^550,000 a

year, of which 250,000 went to keep the buildings in repair.
The Government now proposed to allocate the annual sum of

250,000 to the Church. But it would no longer be raised by
local rates. It would be included in the budget as a first charge on
the proceeds of the land tax. The proposal proved equally

objectionable to both parties, Dissenters and Churchmen. What
X H. of C., April 16, 1833 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xvii, pp. 178 sqq.).2 H. of C, March 13, 1834 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxii, pp. 131 sqq.).3 H. of L., May 16, 1834 (ibid., vol. xxiii, pp. 1103 sqq.). Brougham s introduction of

the bills appears to have been out of order. See the debate on this point, H. of L., May
23, 1834 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxiif, pp. 1103 sqq., 1250 sqq.).
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did the Dissenters care whether the sum paid to the Church
were a tax or a rate? A boon forsooth to the tax-payer ! Did the
Government mean to make fun ofthem? &quot;V^hat they wanted was
the complete and unqualified abolition of the Church rates. This
was what the Irish had just obtained, and they had already
devised a method of obtaining it in every parish in England, a
strike ofthe vestry. The compromise put forward by the Govern
ment failed. On April 21, Lord Althorp s motion was lost by a

majority of 256 to 140 votes.1 The matter was dropped.
The Government also attempted to setde the question of the

tithe. It was an annual charge on English agriculture of over

.4,000,000 a year, four-fifths of which was received by the

Church.2 And the burden was the more intolerable because the
amount of the tithe depended on the amount of produce. The
more labour therefore the cultivator bestowed upon his land, the
more tithe he must pay. Every year he must haggle over the sum
due, and fight it out with the clergy. On April 15, Lord Althorp
proposed another system.

3 The tithe would be determined on a

new principle. In each county an average would be struck between
the amount of the tithe and the amount ofthe rent and the figure
thus determined would be taken as the basis on which to calculate

the tithe, which would therefore vary with the rental, instead of
with the annual produce ofthe soil. And the tithe payer would be
allowed to redeem his tithe by an easy and equitable method on

payment of a sum equal to twenty-five years tithe. The bill met
with the approval of all parties in the Commons. Peel, however,
raised certain objections of detail, which won the assent of the

House. The proposal was dropped for the session.

The Dissenters complained of the matrimonial monopoly
possessed by the Established Church. With the exception of the

Jews and Quakers for whose benefit special legislation had been

passed, everyone was obliged to be married by an Anglican
clergyman. More than any others the Unitarians were bent on

removing this grievance; for in the course of the marriage cere

mony they were obliged to commit perjury by affirming the

doctrine of the Trinity. Indeed, it was for this reason that they
had displayed such annoyance at the agitation lately set on foot

1 H. of C., April 21, 1834 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxii, pp. 1012 sqq.).
2 A. L. Lowell, The Government ofEngland, voL ii, p. 375.
3 H. of C, April 15, 1834 (Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxii, pp. 818 sqq.)-
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by the Congregationalists in favour of disestablishment. Such an

extreme demand would, they feared, injure the prospects of the

reform on which they had set their heart. Lord Holland under

took to plead their cause with the ministers, and the latter

promised to give them satisfaction.
1 But the bill to this effect

introduced by Lord John Russell still required that the banns

should be published in the parish Church,
2 and he was defeated

by the uncompromising attitude of the Dissenters. On February
28, Sir John Campbell, who had just been made Attorney
General, stood for re-election for the borough of Dudley. He
was defeated and the Dissenters boasted that they had refused him
their vote to teach the Whigs a lesson. The bill was withdrawn.

The Dissenters also demanded that Parliament should complete
the work begun by the repeal of theTestAct and CatholicEman

cipation by granting them the right, from which they were still

debarred, to obtain university degrees in England. Having failed

in the attempt to satisfy their wishes in regard to marriage the

Government tackled this further problem. Two solutions were

possible.

The first was to found in addition to the two Anglican uni

versities of Oxford and Cambridge a new University which
would be invested with the legal right to confer degrees and would
be open to students of every denomination. The undenomina
tional University whose foundation in London ten years earlier

we have already related, petitioned for a charter ofincorporation,
and the ministers left to themselves might well have granted the

request. But they dared not face on the floor of the House the

opposition of the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge, armed
as they were with knotty objections on technical points of law.

The question was submitted for examination to the Privy Council,
that is to say it was shelved.3

The other possible solution, the solution best adapted to gratify
the Dissenters impatience, was to grant them by Act of Parlia

ment the right to obtain degrees at the old Universities. At the

end of March a petition to that effect signed by sixty-three
members of the University of Cambridge was presented in the

1 R. Brook Aspland, Memoirs of...the Rev. Robert Aspland, pp. 534-5.
2 H. of C, February 25, 1834 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxi, pp. 776 sqq.).3 H. of C., February 27, 1834 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxi, pp. 875-6). Quarterly Review,

June 1834, Revolutions of 1688 and 1831* (vol. li, p. 516). Grevitte Memoirs, April 25,
May n, 1834.
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House ofCommons by Spring Rice,
1 and in the House ofLords

by Lord Grey himself,
2 and a member ofthe Commons brought

in a bill giving effect to the petition which received the unanimous

support of the Cabinet. But the opposition was determined.

It was argued, Parliament had no right to pass such an enact

ment. The colleges were corporations and an Act of Parliament

could not equitably set aside the terms of the foundations origin

ally made in their favour. It was even alleged that the union

between Church and State would be imperilled by the reform.

The colleges of Oxford and Cambridge were the expression of

that union in its intellectual aspect. They were destined to educate

side by side the ruling aristocracy and the clergy of a Christian

nation. It was therefore most important that they should retain

their Anglican atmosphere. Peel, who on other questions favoured

a policy ofmoderate concessions to the Nonconformist demands,
delivered on the University question a speech warmly supporting
the clerical position.

3 The bifl, which passed the Commons by an

overwhelming majority, was as everybody expected thrown out

by the Lords at the first reading after the Prime Minister and the

Lord Chancellor had defended it in a very half-hearted fashion.4

All these hasty and inconsistent attempts to satisfy the Noncon
formists betrayed the anxiety of the Government. The ministers

knew that iftheir candidates were to be returned, they could not

dispense with the Nonconformist vote. But they also knew that

while the political Dissenters were strong enough to make their

support indispensable to the Whigs throughout the country, they
were not strong enough to win the majority ofthe nation to their

views. Their policy therefore was necessarily awkward and hesi

tating. But we must not imagine that the discussion of these

questions had engaged to any considerable extent the .attention of

Parliament, the only question debated at all thoroughly being the

opening of the Universities to those who were not members of

the Anglican church. As in 1833 the Irish question was in the

forefront. Such was O ConnelTs will, to which the ministers were

1 H. of C., March 24, 1834 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxii, pp. 569 sqq.).
2 H. of L., March 21, 1834 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxii, pp. 497 sqq.).
3 H. of C., June 20, 1834 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxiv, pp. 697 sqq.).

*H. of L., August i, 1834 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxv, pp. 840 sqq., 861 sqq.).

169



RELIGIOUS AND IRISH QUESTIONS

obliged to submit, to the delight of the Conservatives who
enjoyed witnessing the bondage of their Whig opponents.

Every day the prestige of the Government was lowered by the

disclosure of some new Irish scandal followed by a clumsy
attempt to deny the damaging facts, a row in the House, calls to

order by the Speaker, and challenges to a duel. The English had

emancipated the Catholics and reformed the franchise; their

reward was the degradation of their parliamentary government
to the level of Irish mob rule.

O Connell raised the question of repealing the Act of Union
for the first time during the debate on die address, into which the

Cabinet had decided to introduce an explicit repudiation of Irish

Home Rule, two months later in the form of a motion made by
himself. He spoke for five hours on end.1 But O Connell, whose

political methods were tortuous and indirect, did not expect any
practical result from this demonstration of eloquence. His sole

aim was to irritate and intimidate the British public.
Far more pressing was the question of the tithe which came

before Parliament on February 20. Indeed, it was scarcely possible
to avoid dealing with the matter when once the state had inter

vened between the clergy and the farmers and by a statute passed
in iSss

2 had undertaken to receive the Irish tithe on behalfofthe
Church. And in 1833 the Government had even issued Exchequer
Bonds to the amount of ^1,000,000 to advance to those to whom
Irish tithe was owing the sums clue for the years 1831, 1832 and
i833.

3 Either the State must now contrive to collect the amount
they had advanced or the English tax-payer would be saddled with
a permanent obligation to pay the Irish clergy the tithe the Irish

peasants refused. In 1834 to settle the question finally Littleton
introduced a bill modelled directly upon the bill Stanley had in
troduced in i832.

4
It is unnecessary to set out the details of a

measure which never became law. It need only be said that he

proposed to commute the tithe into a land tax payable, not by
the actual cultivator but by the landlord, to authorize redemption,
and to hand over the entire proceeds of the tax to a body of

1 H. of C., April 22, 1834 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxii, pp. 1092 sqq.).H. of C., June 12, 1833 : Lord Althorp s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xviii, p. 659;
3 and 4 Will. IV, cap. 100.

3 H. of C., February 20, 1834 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxi, p. 572 sqq.).* 2 and 3 Will. IV, cap. 119. C H. of C., July 5, 1832: Stanley s speech (ibid., 3rd
Series, voL xiv, pp. 95 sqq.).
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ecclesiastical commissioners for distribution among the Irish

Clergy.
Once again the Government implicitly refused to admit that

the Irish clergy were overpaid and that the State had the right to

apply a portion of their endowments to purposes of public

utility. To the vehement protests ofO ConneU and Sheil, Stanley

replied on May 6 with his usual brutality and refused point blank

to yield an inch. Thereupon, Lord John Russell believed himself

released from the undertaking he had scrupulously observed for

the past year and free at last to speak out. He therefore declared

that in his opinion
c

the Revenues of the Church of Ireland were

larger than necessary for the religious and moral instruction ofthe

persons belonging to that Church and for the stability of the

Church itself .
1 He was aware, he said, that this declaration would

bring him into conflict with men who were his dear friends, and

whom he held in high esteem, but he had a sacred duty to perform
towards Ireland. Thus all the efforts made for the past year to pre
serve the unity ofthe Cabinet were rendered fruitless. The dreaded

split had come. The English Radicals now took the field. Henry-

George Ward announced his intention to move a resolution in the

Commons that the endowments of the Irish Church must be

reduced. He was acting, it was said, as the mouthpiece of Lord

Durham who had resigned from the Cabinet a year earlier and

was apparently preparing to put himself forward as the popular
leader in opposition to the Government. On the 27th the debate

opened with an important speech by Ward who was supported

by Grote, and before Lord Althorp could reply he received,

while the House was sitting, an official intimation from Lord

Grey that four ministers, Stanley, Graham, Lord Ripon, and the

Duke of Richmond, had resigned. He moved the immediate

adjournment of the House.

It was a victory for Peel. Ever since 1832 Peel had been at war

with Wellington,
2 and their relations had never been so em

bittered as during the previous winter. For Wellington had been

elected Chancellor of Oxford University, a position which many
ofhis friends had wished to secure for Peel and Peel felt consider

able chagrin at his disappointment.
3
Wellington now made over-

1 H. of C., May 6, 1834 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxiii, p. 666).
2 Note by Sir Robert Peel, May 10, 1834 (C. S. Parker, Sir Robert Peel, voL ii, p.

236 sqq.).
3 C. S. Parker, ibid., voL ii, pp. 227 sqq. Greville Memoirs, June 15, 1834-
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tures to Peel and informed him that, in the event of the King
inviting the Conservatives to take office, he was prepared to take

the second place and serve under him.1 On the day following

Stanley s and Graham s resignation King William, receiving on
his birthday a body of delegates from the Irish clergy, made a

declaration, marked by his characteristic volubility and prolixity,
2

ofattachment to the Church and hostility to her foes. And in the

welcome with which his speech was greeted by public opinion,
Peel and those who shared his views discovered a good omen for

their cause. On the whole events had worked out as Peel had

hoped and foretold for the past two years. On the double question
of Ireland and the Church the Government was yielding to

Radical pressure, and its compliance was forcing the moderate

Whigs into the arms of a revived Tory party led by Sir Robert.

The Cabinet was plainly doomed in the near future. For the

moment it contrived to make good its losses without increasing
the representation of the advanced Liberals. For the Government
could not afford to offend Lord Lansdowne, who seems to have

actually sent in his resignation,
3 and Lord Grey himself, who was

weary of office. Lord Durham was kept out of office and four

Whigs chosen. Lord Conyngham replaced the Duke of Rich
mond as Postmaster General, Lord Auckland succeeded Graham
at the Admiralty, Lord Carlile became Lord Privy Seal in place
of Lord Ripon, and Spring Rice Colonial Secretary instead of

Stanley. Three peers and only one member of the Lower House !

The Government was afraid to submit the new ministers to the

test of a by-election. Spring Rice, however, who alone of the

four was obliged to stand for re-election, managed to secure his

return for Cambridge. His majority consisted ofno more than a

few votes and he owed it to Nonconformist support. In Parlia

ment the Government contrived to play off a device first con
ceived by Brougham,

4 and prevent the defection of Stanley and
Graham by appointing a committee of inquiry to examine
whether the endowments of the Church were really excessive.5

1 Arbuthnot to Sir Robert Peel, May 12, 1834 (C. S. Parker, Sir Robert Peel, voL ii,

pp. 240 sqq.).
2 Annual Register, 1834, pp. 43 sqq.

8 Sir D. L. Marchant, Memoir of Lord Ahhorp, pp. 488-9. The Times, June 2, 1839,
remarks that Lord Auckland and Mr. Spring Rice are supposed to be mere echoes of
Lord Lansdowne s sentiments*.

4 Lord John Russell, Recollections and Suggestions, p. 122.
6 H. of C., June 2, 1834: Lord Althorp s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol.

xxiv, pp. ii sqq.).
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Ward s motion was thus shelved by a step which was tantamount

to raising the previous question. At the same time the Government

introduced into tne Tidies Bill a series of extremely complicated
amendments all of which were concessions to Radical and Irish

demands and were bitterly contested by Stanley.
1 But while the

debates pursued their course amid excitement and confusion, the

existence of the Cabinet was suddenly jeopardized by another

incident. If this time the Church was not concerned, Ireland was.

Tne Coercion Act was an annual measure and expired on April
i. There could be no doubt of its success. Statistics showed a

rapid decrease in the amount of crime in every district where it

had been put into force. The Government decided to continue its

provisions while relaxing their severity. The clauses which set up
courts martial for the trial of Irish offences were removed. But

two days later, on July i, when Lord Grey explained the new
Coercion Bill in the House ofLords, O Connell came forward in

the Commons with revelations which threw the ministerial ranks

into confusion. It became known that the advanced section ofthe

Cabinet, disappointed with the spirit which had governed its

reconstruction, had entered into a direct intrigue with O Connell

behind Lord Grey s back. The original idea was Brougham s.

Lord Althorp had sanctioned the negotiations, which Littleton,

the Irish Secretary, had conducted in person, and the agreement
reached had been approved by Lord Wellesley, the Viceroy of

Ireland. Littleton had promised O Connell that he would not ask

for the renewal of the Coercion Act, and under no circumstances

would he propose to renew the clause forbidding public meetings.
O Connell on his part had revoked the orders he had just given
for a political agitation on a large scale to be carried on both in

Ireland and in Great Britain. He now declared himself betrayed.

4

On July 7, Lord Althorp resigned. After the revelations just

made he did not consider himself in a position to defend the

Coercion Bill in the Commons. On the 8th Lord Grey also

resigned. Deprived ofLord Althorp s support in the Lower House
he felt himselfunequal to sustain the burden of office. On the pth

both resignations were made public and the Government found

1 H. of C, July 4, 1834 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxiv, pp. 1146 sqq.).
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itself without a leader in either House. Had it ceased to exist?

Not yet. The King sent for the Home Secretary, Lord Melbourne,
the most conservative member of the Cabinet who two years
before had accepted the Reform Bill only with reluctance. He
asked him to attempt to form a Coalition Government with the

support of Wellington, Peel, and Stanley. Melbourne explained
that the suggestion was impracticable. Wellington, Peel, and

Stanley could not join the Cabinet without repudiating every

principle for which they had been contending during the past
month.1

Meanwhile, he was doing his utmost to persuade Lord

Althorp to remain in the Cabinet. Lord Althorp was anxious to be

quit of office, and held out for a time. A report spread that Lord
Melbourne would resign and the King send for Wellington and

Peel. In the end, however, Lord Althorp gave way and the Cabinet

remained as it was with Melbourne as Prime Minister.2 Lord

Grey alone had departed.
Melbourne wound up the business of the session. The Coercion

Bill, modified to satisfy O Connell, was passed by the Commons
and accepted by the Lords. The Tithe Bill, already drastically

amended in May and June, underwent further alteration to

satisfy his demands. It was, however, thrown out by the Lords.

The discussion ofthe Poor Law Amendment Bill was wound up.

Thus, when Parliament adjourned for tne holidays the intrigue
hatched in June had apparently succeeded. First Stanley and his

friends, then Lord Grey had been got rid ofand the conspirators,

Brougham, Lord Althorp, Littleton, and Lord Wellesley had

kept their places. But it had been conducted so clumsily and with

such fiction and hesitation that their success reflected little honour
on the plotters. The real victor ofthe crisis was O Connell.

Returning to Ireland as soon as Parliament adjourned he once

more adopted an attitude ofirreconcilable hostility to the British

Government. He suggested an alliance between the Irish Catholics

and the English Radicals with the object of replacing the House
of Lords by an elective second Chamber. He advised the Irish

peasants that when the tithe became due in November to meet
the clergy with passive resistance. He continued nevertheless to

*Lord Melbourne s Papers, pp. 203-4. Greville s account, July 17, is incorrect.
2 Lord Melbourne took the Treasury and left the Home Office to Lord Duncannon,

who was raised to the peerage (of England) in consequence , as the Annual Register
explains (1834, p. 124), of a rule that not more than two of the principal secretaries of
state should be in the House of Commons .
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fight on a double front by employing constitutional as well as

revolutionary methods, and he wrote to the Government to ask

that the personnel of the Irish Executive should be changed so as

to meet the wishes of the Irish Catholics.1 In the Cabinet Lord

John Russell now advocated the adoption of a bold policy. A
special session of Parliament should be called before November
when O Connell had arranged to open his campaign of passive
resistance. Parliament should then be asked to pass a Tithe Bill to

reimburse the Treasury from the endowments ofthe Church the

entire amount advanced to the tithe owners. It should also be
invited to carry further the reform of the Irish Church by
suppressing every benefice in which the number of churchmen
did not amount to a tenth of the inhabitants.2 Lord Melbourne
was as hostile as the Bang himself to LordJohn s proposal and his

attitude had the support of the majority of his Cabinet and no
doubt, though that was not so certain, of the majority of his

party. Was he not liable nevertheless to find himselfone day under
the necessity ofadopting a policy so distasteful? He began to long
for a crisis which would transfer, temporarily at least, the burden
of office to the shoulders of the Opposition.

Providentially an event occurred which released Melbourne
from his difficult situation. Lord Spencer died. His son, Lord

Althorp, succeeded to his father s title and thus went to the Upper
House.3 His position as Chancellor of the Exchequer and leader

ofthe Commons was vacant. Should he be replaced by a second-

rate politician, for example Spring Rice or Abercromby? The
honour of the party would suffer from so mediocre a choice.

Everything seemed to point to Lord John Russell. He bore an

important name, famous in the annals of the party. For the last

four years he had acted as Lord Althorp s lieutenant. But we
know what his attitude had been during the past six months and

1 O Conndl to Lord Duncannon, September 2, 6, 1834 (Correspondence ofO Connell,
vol. i, pp. 473, 477). Sp. &quot;Walpole, The Life ofLordJohn Russell, vol. i, pp. 206-7).

2 Lord John Russell to Lord Melbourne, September 22, 1834 (Early Correspondence of
Lord John Russell, vol. ii, pp. 46-7).

3 This death and its consequence would appear to have been long expected with im
patience by the Protestant party. See Lord Kenyon s letter ofAugust 13, 1833, quoted by
Harris, H. of C., February 23, 1836: 7 am glad to hear that several persons ofjudgment
think we might have a Government with which the House of Commons would act. If

so, it is a pity that the Hero ofWaterloo and others would not act so as to have obtained
such a Ministry during the existing session. When Parliament is prorogued, it is well
known nothing can be done, unless some death of importance occurs/ (Parliamentary
Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxxi, p. 800.)
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his demands during the past month. He would no doubt exact

conditions. Possibly Lord Lansdowne and Spring Rice would
refuse to accept them and leave the Government as Lord Stanley
had done in May and Lord Grey in July. Then for the third time

the Governmentwould be faced with the difficulty it had managed
to elude on the two previous occasions. How could the Whig
administration be reconstructed without admitting Radicals into

the Cabinet?

The King objected to making the Government Radical. Lord
Melbourne was equally opposed to the step. To gain bis point he
had only to explain to the King the situation such as we have just
described it. He professed himself ready to retain office under

these difficult circumstances. But he earnestly begged that no

personal consideration for himself should keep His Majesty from

taking any other course he might deem advisable. The King
summoned him to Brighton and informed him that after careful

consideration he did not consider he would be acting fairly
towards him if he asked him to continue in a position so pre
carious , and had decided to send for Wellington. Melbourne,
who had arranged to drive back to London, undertook to deliver

at Apsley House the letter in which the King invited Wellington
to take office.

1

Melbourne had wished in vain to resign. He had succeeded in

getting himself dismissed. But to the general public, which had
no knowledge ofthe circumstances that led up to his dismissal, it

appeared a coup d etat effected by the King. It saw in it the caprice
ofa despot and suspected the Queen ofhaving a hand in bringing
it about. But the greater the misapprehension as to the facts ofthe
case, the more characteristic was the sangfroid with which this

imagined exercise of arbitrary power was received. Lord Mel
bourne, who at first had felt somewhat anxious as to the conse

quences ofhis intrigue, was speedily reassured, and communicated
his satisfaction to his confidant Lord Grey. Everything/ he wrote,

1 LordMelbourne sPapers, pp. 219 sqq. Memoirs ofBaron Stockmar, vol. i, pp. 307 sqq. (Lord
Palmerston s note). Raikes in his diary for February 8, 1836, embroiders the facts a little,
but gives on the whole a truthful statement ofLord Melbourne s attitude. See in the same
sense Quarterly Review, November 1834, Postscript (vol. Hi, pp. 570-1), also Greville

Memoirs, December i, 1834. The article in the Quarterly Review was reprinted in The
Times ofNovember 27, and hotly disputed by the Morning Chronicle, November 28 and
December i. Nevertheless, neither the articles in the Morning Chronicle nor Lord Mel
bourne s denial (speech at Derby, December i, see The Times, December 5; Morning
Chronicle, December

6&quot;, 1834) can be regarded as convincing.
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appears to me likely to pass offquiedy, as I am sure I wish it to do.

The efforts made to raise a flame in London seem to me quite

contemptible and to proceed from the lowest quarters.
1 The

Press, which two years before had been almost unanimous in

supporting the Liberal administration, now changed to some
extent its attitude. The Times, which for months had been at war
with the Cabinet on the question of the Poor Law, passed over

with a flourish of trumpets to the opposite camp.
2

5

The Duke of Wellington accepted the responsibility of office.

He even took over the interim administration of all the depart
ments pending the definite constitution ofa Cabinet. The Liberal

Press charged him with attempting a dictatorship. But the Duke
informed the King without delay that he could not accept the

position of Prime Minister. Since the Commons would be the

scene of the battles the future Government would have to fight,
the Prime Minister must be a member of the Lower House and
he asked the King to send for Peel. Peel, who wasjust then travel

ling in Italy, was hurriedly recalled and at once accepted the task

of forming an administration. At the very outset he met with a

rebuff. Stanley and Graham refused to enter his Cabinet. Never
theless, he persevered in the attempt and within a few days the

ministry was complete. Peel became Chancellor ofthe Exchequer,
Lord Lyndhurst Lord Chancellor, Wellington Foreign Secretary,
Goulburn Home Secretary, Lord Aberdeen Colonial Secretary,

Baring President of the Board of Trade, and Herries went to the

War Office. A seat in the Cabinet was found for Sir Edward
Knatchbull. This was an advance to the Ultra Tories. It was not
a very brilliant Cabinet, but the Whig administration at the end
had hardly been superior. Its compositionwas less aristocratic than

the Cabinet which passed the Reform Bill as ithad been originally
constituted in 1830. Lord John Russell made merry over the

spectacle ofWellington presiding over a Cabinet which contained

financiers. There stands his Grace between two Bank Directors.* 3

1 Lord Melbourne to Lord Grey, November 17, 1834 (Melbourne Papers, p. 228).
2 For the negotiations between the Government and The Times conducted through the

channel of Lord Greville and Lord Lyndhurst, see Greville Memoirs, November 17, 19,

23 and December 2, 5, 1834.
3
Speech at Totnes, December 2, 1834 (The Times, December 8, 1834).
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It was obviously impossible for the new Government to face

the House ofCommons elected in 1832. Parliament was therefore

dissolved. And to make his political views known to the nation

Peel adopted a method which to his contemporaries appeared
Almost revolutionary.

1 He drew up in concert with his colleagues
a manifesto addressed to the electorate and communicated for

publication to the leading London newspapers. From this cele

brated document, the Tamworth Manifesto? the note of reaction

was entirely absent. Peel disclaimed any desire to tamper with the

Reform Bill, which he regarded as a final and irrevocable

settlement of a great constitutional question . If he had no wish

to see the nation condemned to live in a perpetual vortex of

agitation* he was, as his entire conduct in the past abundantly

proved, very far from averse to reform. He recognized that the

reform of the franchise involved as its necessary corollary a

reform ofthe municipal corporations. The commission which the

late government had appointed to examine the question would
continue its labours.

He concluded by dealing at length with the vital question of

the Church. A fortnight before the publication of the Tamworth

Manifesto, Lord Melbourne had made a violent attack upon the

Dissenters. He charged them with dividing and weakening the

ministerialists and complained that their attitude of hostility

towards the Church had driven the timid and the waverers into

the Conservative ranks.3 To rally these waverers to the aid ofthe
Church in her hour of peril was the strategy the circumstances

dictated to Peel. In his manifesto, however, he declared his

1
Quarterly Review, April 1835, Sir Robert Peel s Address : When before did a Prime

Minister think it expedient to announce to the People, not only his acceptance of office,

but the principles and even the details of the measures which he intended to produce,
and to solicit not from Parliament, but from the people that they would so far main
tain the prerogative of the King as to give the ministers of his choice not indeed an

implicit confidence, but a fair trial* (vol. liii, p. 265). For the circumstances in which it

was composed, submitted to the approval ofa Cabinet council and communicated to The
Times, the Herald and the Post, and for the sensation it produced, see Greville Memoirs,
December 20, 1834.

2 See the poll text, Annual Register, 1834, App. to Chron., p. 339,
8
Speech at Derby, December i, 1834: *. . . The violent and abusive opinions which

have been declared, and particularly the bitter hostility and ulterior designs against the
Established Church which have been openly avowed by several classes and bodies of
Dissenters. . . . These sentiments and this conduct occasioned great alarm in high and

powerful quarters; they terrified the timid, they rallied men around the institutions which

they conceived to be attacked; and they gave life and spirit and courage to our political
adversaries, whom you will recollect after all form a very large and powerful party in this

country a party powerful in numbers, powerful in property, powerful in rank and
station* (Morning Chronicle, December 6, 1834).
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intention to save the Church by the same method of prudent
reform lie had consistently pursued since he had joined Lord

Liverpool s Cabinet in 1822. He reminded the Dissenters that

although he had opposed the bill admitting them to the Univer
sities he had supported the measures brought forward by Lord

Althorp and Lord John Russell to release them from the obliga
tions ofpaying the church rates and being married by the Anglican
clergy. Though uncompromisingly hostile to any confiscation of
Church property whether in Ireland or in England this was the

issue on which the dispute between the parties turned he had no

objection to a better distribution of her endowments if the step
would tend to strengthen her legitimate influence. In England he

proposed a commutation of tithes. He was prepared to consider

such a reform of ecclesiastical abuses as the Evangelicals desired

and the interest of the Church demanded. And without wait

ing for the result of the election, he took the initiative and

appointed a royal commission to examine the question of Church
Reform.

The election was held in January in an atmosphere of unruffled

calm. At the election of 1832, i6p boroughs were contested in

England and Scotland, at the present election only 145. Sixty-
seven county seats were then contested, now only forty-seven. If

the Conservatives had expected a victory, they were mistaken.

The Liberals kept their majority. But there is good reason to

doubt that Peel had entertained the illusion. From the moment
Stanley refused his support he knew that he was fighting under
most unfavourable conditions. And although the Conservatives

remained a minority in Parliament the result of the election was
after all far from disappointing.

In the first place the Liberal majority was very considerably
reduced. Before Parliament met it was calculated that the Con
servatives had gained at least 100 seats, and the Liberal majority
been reduced to forty, possibly to twenty votes. And when
Parliament met that majority seemed even more dubious. &quot;When

the speaker was chosen, the Liberals mustered no more than 316
as against 306 votes, and at the debate on the Address only 309

against 302. How different was their present position from what
it had been in 1833 ! Then the Conservatives were almost

astonished to find themselves still in existence, and were an obscure

group lost in the vast crowd of ministerialists. But the days of
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revolution were past. Once more elections were held under nor
mal conditions. And two parties almost equal in number faced

each other across the floor of the House.

Moreover, the composition of the majority which the Whigs
still retained must be analysed. If they had lost a large number of
seats to their Conservative opponents, they had lost an almost

equal number to their Radical opponents. The Radicals, if we
include under that term the Radicals of Great Britain and
O ConnelTs followers, had doubled their representation, and
mustered some 160 votes in the Parliament of 1835. From this

point ofview the result of the London elections was sensational.

Not only did the Conservatives fail to gain a single seat in the

metropolitan area, almost all the seats were won by the Radicals.

Their success placed Lord Melbourne in an extremely difficult

position.
He had precipitated the November crisis to render his Radical

allies more amenable; he had now good reason to fear that they
had returned to Parliament in 1835 in a mood even more un

compromising than that which they had displayed in 1834. The
decrease in the Liberal majority and the increase in their own
representation had made their support indispensable ifthe Liberals

were to have a majority.
1 Peel therefore, ifonly the Ultra Tories

would accept his leadership and refuse to ally themselves with the

revolutionaries, was in a position to continue the policy which had

proved so successful during the past two years. Either the Liberals

would maintain a coalition with the Radicals, and the moderate
Liberals would be driven sooner or later into the Conservative

party. Or they would attempt to break with the Radicals and
would be dependent on the support of Peel. In what respect

1 See two contemporary estimates of the numerical composition of the reformers.
Estimate of the conservative Annual Register: 80 Radicals, English and Irish, 100 Liberals,
152 Whigs, total 332; by SirJohn Walsh, Chapters ofContemporary History, 1836, p. 184:
170 Radicals (in place of 100 in the Parliament of 18-33), 1 80 Ministerials, total 350. If
these figures are so uncertain it is because there was no clear-cut demarcation between
&quot;Whigs and Liberals, Liberals and Radicals. Each group was divided from its neighbour
by indefinable shades ofopinion. And ifwe regard the ministerialists as already the main
body ofthe Liberal party, it is by a deliberate anachronism and for the sake ofconvenience.
In reality the Liberals were at present only ministerialists too advanced to be classified as
&quot;Whigs, but not sufficiently advanced to be classified as Radicals. As a party the minis
terialists were called and called themselves Reformers. The designation signified either
the party which in the past had carried out the Reform of 1832 or the party whose pro
gramme for the future was a programme of reform. It was still the official designationof the party at the General Election of 1837 and 1841, although in newspaper articles
the term Liberal tended to supplant the term Reformer. But the designation was not
adopted officially until the election of 1847.
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indeed did their policy differ from his own? In the end both parties

would be fused in the great party ofmoderate reform, which it

was Peel s ambition to erect in opposition to the Radicals upon
the ruins of the two traditional parties.

From another point ofview the composition ofthe new Liberal

majority requires analysis. When in February the two parties

contested the choice of a speaker, it was remarked that tie

majority ofEnglish members voted for the Conservative candi

date, the retiring speaker, Sir Charles Manners Sutton. As the

division revealed, the majority of the county members were

Conservatives, eighty-eight as against fifty-three. The price of

corn was falling and Lord Chandos had taken advantage of the

farmers discontent to organize an agrarian party to defend the

Conservative interest in the rural districts. In the boroughs to be

sure the Liberals were still a majority; 171 borough members

voted for Abercromby as against 159 who voted for Manners

Sutton. But such a majority was clearly very small and in the

urban as well as in the rural constituencies the Conservatives had

secured many gains. Both members for Bristol were Conserva

tives, at Liverpool a Conservative headed the poll, and the

Conservatives won seats at York, Leeds, Newcastle, Exeter, Hull,

and Halifax. To prepare for the next election they had founded in

every constituency, whether urban or lural, under the powerful
stimulus communicated by the Carlton Club ofLondon, active

Conservative Associations .
1
They had taken full advantage of

the influence which a system ofpublic voting placed in the hands

ofthe wealthy and had made use ofthe complicated qualifications

ofthe new franchise to establish a vigilant control over the annual

composition of the registers. At present when the revolutionary
movement had spent its force, trade was prosperous and hatred of

Ireland was proving more potent than the passions ofparty strife,

they were reaping the fruit oftheir hard work.

Of the English votes Manners Sutton received 247 as against

224. And even when the Scottish votes were added the Conserva

tive candidate for the position ofspeaker still possessed a majority

often votes from the representatives of Great Britain. It was Ire

land with a Liberal majority of twenty votes which turned the

1
Edinburgh Review, October 1835, Tory and Reform Associations (vol. bdi,

pp. 167 sqq.). M. Ostrogorski, La Democratic et VOrganisation des Partis Politiaues (vol. i,

pp. 234-5)-
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scale against him.
1 The party led by Peel had been known hitherto

as the party of the Crown and the Peerage. It was now also the

party ofEngland. In that character it stood opposed to a combina
tion ofheterogeneous groups in which the English Radicals and
Dissenters were dependent even for their slight and precarious

majority upon the support of the Scotch Presbyterians and the

Irish Catholics. The Church, so unpopular only two years before,
was now in the eyes of the nation the symbol ofits order and its

unity.

1 Annual Register, 1835, p. 35. Cf. Greville Memoirs, February 20, 1835; Quarterly Review,
Sir Robert Peel : In the question of the speaker there were of English members for Sir
Charles Sutton 248, against him 228 ; but this majority ofEnglish members was overthrown
by a majority of 30 Scotch and Irish who, voting for a Scotchman at the nod ofan Irishman,
have left England in the strange predicament of giving its tide and supplying in a tenfold
its resources to a government in which it is the insulted minority (vol. liii, p. 564).
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THE YEARS OF LORD MELBOURNE
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CHAPTER I

Home and Foreign Policy

I THE PARTIES AND THEIR LEADERS

i

EVEN
after the House of Commons had shown its

hostility
towards the Conservative government by electing a Whig
Speaker, Peel considered himselfjustified in retaining office.

He saw how small and how heterogeneous was the majority
which had just elected Abercromby. And what after all was the

grievance brought against him by this weak and disunited body?
That he had accepted office in November under conditions

alleged to be unconstitutional since the King had taken upon
himself to dismiss a Cabinet which enjoyed the confidence ofthe
Commons and replace it by a Cabinet of his personal choice? In

that case let the Opposition have the courage to attempt a formal

vote of no confidence in his administration ! He refused to con
sider as such an amendment to the address drawn up by the

Opposition leaders in terms purposely vague and passed by the

insignificant majority of seven votes.1 Or was it his policy that

was disliked? Let his critics wait until they knew what it was.

He asked for nothing more than a fair trial.

He began with the ecclesiastical question. On March 17 the

Royal Commission appointed in December produced its first

report,
2 in which the commissioners recommended the creation

oftwo new bishoprics at Manchester and Ripon, the suppression
of two existing sees, an alteration of the boundaries of several

dioceses, the reduction of episcopal incomes, and the division of

parishes at present too large. The stipends of the new parish in

cumbents were to be obtained by reducing the Cathedral

Chapters. Peel proposed at the same time to settle the question of

Nonconformist marriages by introducing civil marriage of
which anyone who desired could make use.

3 He introduced a bill

1R of C., February 26, 1835 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxvi, p. 410).
2
First Report from the Church Commission, as finally settled, March 17 (Annual

Register, 1835, Public Documents, pp. 302 sqq.).
3 H. of C., March 17, 1835: Sir Robert Peel s speech (Pad. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. sxvi,

pp. 1073 sqq.).
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to reform the ecclesiastical courts; four hundred, of these were to

be replaced by one whose jurisdiction moreover was narrowly
circumscribed.1 He proposed a complete system of tithe com
mutation in England, optional, however, not compulsory.

2 The
Irish question remained to be dealt with. The Government

adopted a scheme for the commutation oftithes in Ireland which

both in its general principle and in its details closely resembled

the bill introduced the year before by the Liberal Government.3

Thus the question of appropriation ,
in other words ofapplying

to secular purposes a portion of the endowments of the Irish

Church was again brought forward. The previous year Ward as

the mouthpiece ofthe Radicals had used it as a weapon against the

Whigs in die Cabinet. Now LordJohn Russell, who had become
the official leader ofthe Liberal Opposition, took the proposal out

ofWard s hands and used it as a weapon against the Conservative

administration. Without waiting for the report ofthe committee

which the Liberals had appointed in 1834 to inquire into the

endowments of the Church of Ireland, he invited the Commons
on March 30 to consider the Temporalities of the Church of

Ireland and to lay down the principle that any surplus which may
remain after fully providing for the spiritual instruction of the

members ofthe Established Church in Ireland ought to be applied

locally to the general education of all classes of Christians. 4 On
its first introduction his motion obtained a majority of thirty-
three votes,

5 reintroduced a few days later a majority of twenty-
five. 6 When in spite of this defeat Peel was preparing to ask the

House to continue the discussion of his bill for the commutation
oftithe in Ireland, LordJohn formally moved a further resolution

which categorically declared that no proposal dealing with the

tithe in Ireland could be considered a final or satisfactory solution

which did not accept the principle of appropriation . The
Government was again defeated, by 285 votes against 258, that is

1 H. of C., March 12, 1835: Sir David Pollock s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd
Series, vol. xxvi, pp. 908 sqq.).

2 H. of C., March 24, 1835: Sir Robert Peel s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxvii,

pp. 170 sqq.).
8 H. of C., March 20, 1835: Sir Henry Hardinge s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxvii,

pp. 13 sqq.).
* H. of C., March 30, 1835: Lord John Russell s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxvii,

pp. 361 sqq.).
5 H ofC April 2, 1835 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxvii, pp. 770 sqq.). There was a majority

ofnine English members against the motion (Annual Register, 1835, p. 221).
6 H. ofC . April 7, 1835 (ParL Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxvii, p. 861).
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to say was in a minority oftwenty-seven.
1 At last Peel resigned.

It was with no light heart that the leaders of the Whig party

prepared to resume office. From the very outset of the session

Lord Stanley had acted as the leader of an independent group
in contemporary parlance a section 2 which comprised some

forty members and was the potential nucleus of a centre party,

sufficiently strong to govern the country after the fall of the

Conservative Cabinet without the support ofthe Tories or Radi
cals. Lord Melbourne and LorcUGrey were probably in favour of
Lord Stanley s project,

3 for they loathed the alliance with the

Radicals and O Connell. Lord Grey s son, Lord Howick, when
ever he was obliged by party discipline to vote against the Govern
ment was careful to state that his vote was not due to any desire

to overthrow Peel.4 And there were many members of the party
who shared the sentiments of Lord Melbourne, Lord Grey, and
Lord Howick.

But the Russells and their friends adopted a far more aggressive

policy. When O Connell made overtures to Lord John he was
received with open arms.5 Invited to a meeting of the Liberals

held on March 18 at Lord Lichfield s, the Irish leader attended

with his followers and offered bis unreserved allegiance to the

leaders of the party. And when a few days later a banquet was

given to celebrate LordJohn s appointment as leader ofthe Oppo
sition, O Connell was again present and declared at his departure,
it was the most delightful evening he ever passed in his life .

6

Those who recollected the abuse with which he had so lately

loaded the Whig ministers were amused or indignant at this

recantation. They were soon to discover behind the exterior ofa

noisy demagogue a past master of political intrigue. O Connell s

advances left die Liberal leaders defenceless against the Radicals.

Lord Stanley s section melted away and Lord Stanley himselfand

Sir James Graham, soon the sole members of their group, were

1 H. of C., April 7, 1835 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxvii, p. 969).
2
[J. Grant] Random Recollections of the House ofCommons, pp. 152-3.

3 There is even reason to believe that negotiations took place about this time between
Lord Melbourne and Sir Robert Peel himself (W. F. Monypenny, Life of Disraeli, voL i,

pp. 278-9).
4 H. of C., February 26, March 30, 1835 (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxvi, pp. 375 sqq.;

vol. xxvii, pp. 454-5).
5 O Connell to Lord John Russell, February 13, 1835; LordJohn Russell to O Connell,

February 20, 1835; Lord Grey to Lord John Russell, February 23, March n, 1835 (Early

Correspondence ofLordJohn Russell, vol. ii, pp. 92, 97, 98, 103).
6 Greville Memoirs, March 31, 1835.
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thrust gradually into the ranks of the official Conservatives. The
Liberal combination was reconstituted; it comprised the great

Whig families, the Nonconformists, the Radicals, and O ConnelTs
Irish party.
Lord Melbourne reconstructed the administration whose fall

he had himself so skilfully manoeuvred : for he was the only
Liberal Prime Minister whom William IV would accept. There
were two Whig leaders whose collaboration he desired, namely
Lord Grey and Lord Althorp, now Lord Spencer. Both however
refused and made it plain that they had retired for ever from active

politics. There were two statesmen with whom Melbourne and
with him the entire Whig aristocracy were anxious to dispense.
One of these was Brougham who had sinned beyond pardon by
his intrigue ofthe previousJune and by the incredible eccentricity
of his language and behaviour during a tour he had made two
months later in Scotland. The other was Palmerston.1 In August
1834, immediately after the signature ofthe final articles appended
to the Treaty ofthe Quadruple Alliance, Talleyrand had asked for

a holiday and the rumour immediately spread that he would
never return since he did not wish to have anything further to do
with Palmerston. Thus the entire diplomatic body, not only the

representatives ofRussia, Austria, and Prussia but the ambassador
ofLiberal France had so to speak gone on strike against him, as a

dangerous mischief-maker. But if Melbourne managed to get
rid ofBrougham, Lord Grey s refusal2 compelled him to put up
once more with Palmerston. By his success in forcing himselfon
his recalcitrant colleagues, Palmerston began to justify the con
fidence reposed in him by a small group of admirers, who in

spite of his unpopularity with the Press and the public appear to

have already divined his future greatness.
3

1 ElHce to Lord Durham, March 21, 1836: We did all we could to throw over both
the worthies ... at least, to oblige them to change characters, for the unpopularity of the
one and the indolence and indecision of the other were admitted on all hands and they
have not hitherto changed their habits* (St. Reid, Life of Lord Durham, vol. i, p. in).
Lord Melbourne to LordJohn Russell, April 12, 1835: The questions ofBrougham and
Palmerston are of the utmost importance, fully as much as any question of principle can
be (Early Correspondence ofLordJohn Russell, vol. ii, p. 108).

2
Ibid., vol. ii, pp. 107-8.

3 William Russell to LordJohn Russell, April 24, 1835 : Whatever you do, let me begof you not to ask Palmerston for anything for me neither directly nor indirectly, don t
even name me to him. He has his own corps of favourites to which I don t aspire to

belong (ibid., vol. ii, pp. 108-9). GreviUe, who on January 20 had written, Palmerston
is beaten in Hants, at which everybody rejoices, for he is marvellously unpopular, theywould have liked to illuminate the Foreign Office , wrote on February 17: The other
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Spring Rice replaced Lord Althorp at the Exchequer; Charles

Grant, now Lord Glenelg, succeeded Spring Rice at the Colonial

Office and Grant s place at the Board ofControl was taken by Sir

John Hobhouse. LordJohn Russell became Home Secretary with

the leadership of the Commons. Lord Lansdowne and Lord

Holland returned to their former positions. Lord Duncannon as

Lord Privy Sealwas deputed to maintain relations withO Connell ;

Lord Howick at the War Office with Lord Grey. Poulett Thom
son once more, as during the previous year, President of the

Board ofTrade, had a seat in the Cabinet and Sir HenryParnell at

last entered the Government. On the whole the ministry of 1834
returned to office without any considerable change ofpersonnel.

When these ministers returned to power did they feel that they
had achieved a decisive victory or that their return was merely
a halt in the decline of their party? In the House of Commons

they disposed only of a little over half the votes and even this on

sufferance of Irish support, and the by-elections which were often

defeats rendered their position more precarious every month. The

Tories were still supreme in the Church and the Army. According
to constitutional custom military promotions were made by the

Commander in Chief, who was immediately responsible to the

Crown, not by the Secretary of State for War, a member of the

Cabinet and responsible to Parliament. It was in vain that Lord

Melbourne s Government attempted in 1837 to take advantage of*

the accession of a new Sovereign to reform this abuse. They were

obliged to abandon the project before it was even debated in

Parliament, and after, as before, 1837, a recommendation from the

War Office damaged an officer s prospects at the Horse Guards.1

In Parliament the coming men, Gladstone since 1833 and

night I met some clerks in the Foreign Office to whom the very name of Palmerston is

hateful, but I was surprised to hear them (MelHsh particularly, who can judge both

from capacity and opportunity) give ample testimony to his abilities, etc.

1 For this question, see H. ofC, April 5, 6, 1837 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol.

xxxvii, pp. 791 sqq., 813 sqq.). Lord John Russell to Lord Melbourne, October 8, 1837

(Early Correspondence ofLordJohn Russell, vol. ii, p. 205). September 13, 1839 (ibid., vol. ii,

p. 266). Queen Victoria s Diary, January 4, 9, 1838 (Girlhood of Queen Victoria, vol. ii,

pp. 252, 254). The Times, February 8, 1838 : Turn over the Horse Guards to Lord Howick
and we know whose cousins, to the tenth degree, will fill each successive promotion/
Cf. February 10, 1838, Queen Victoria to Lord Melbourne, December 29, 1837; Lord

Melbourne to Queen Victoria, December 30, 31, 1837; February 10, 1839 (The Letters

of Queen Victoria, a selectionfrom Her Majesty s Correspondence between the years 1837 and

1861, vol. i, pp .128-9 184).
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Disraeli since 1837, called themselves Conservatives, and even

that title was not sufficiently Tory for their -sentiments. The
numbers of the Whig gentry were decreasing. If the father was

loyal to the old family tradition, his sons were deserting it. Even
the urban middle class was beginning at last to take alarm at the

Radicals, and detested O ConnelL Moreover, the Conservative

leaderwas theveryman to win their sympathy, forPeelwas the son

ofa cotton manufacturer, whosewealth almostvied with the enor

mous revenues enjoyed by the leaders ofthe British aristocracy.
1

It was Peel who in spite ofhis defeat in Parliament was the true

conqueror. He had scarcely resigned when he began to receive

petitions despatched by hundreds from every part of the King
dom, alike from the agricultural districts of the south and from

the n^anufacturing towns of the north, assuring him that he

possessed the confidence of the nation; and when a Httle later the

University of Glasgow elected him Chancellor, the demonstra

tions were renewed. Several municipalities sent him addresses,

and when the municipality of Glasgow refused to confer upon
him the freedom of tihe City 3 ,000 working men of the district

combined to purchase it for him.2 He was a man of strangely

tempered character, cold and disdainful, yet with a morbid sensi

bility to affronts real or imagined, ready at the least provocation
to send a challenge or demand an apology, consistently presenting
an appearance of philosophic detachment, but all the while

devoured by ambition. By imperceptible degrees until the autumn
of 1834, then blazing out with a sudden splendour during his

hundred days in office, he had achieved a position ofwellnigh in

credible importance. Suspected for many a weary year of trickery
and duplicity, he was now the object of universal respect. His

stature dominated the statesmen ofhis party, indeed of all parties.

He styled himself a Conservative ,
and it was under his guid

ance that the Tories had abandoned their old designation in

1 The seventh, wealthiest man in England (C. S. Parker, Sir Robert Peel, vol. i, p. 371).
He was believed to possess an income of 40,000, half of which was derived from real

estate, half from investments (Lord Broughton s Recollections, May 14, 1830. Croker to

Lord Hertford, January 19, 1831; Croker Papers, vol. ii, p. 101). According to Greville

(Memoirs, March 5, 1831) his father, the first baronet, who had begun his career without
a halfpenny, with two partners who possessed between them a capital of .6,000, left

at his death 250,000 to each of his younger sons, 60,000 each to his three daughters,
and to Sir Robert, his eldest son, real estate which produced an income of 22,000
and 450,000 in personal estate.

2 Graham to Stanley, January 15, 1^37 (C. S. Parker, SirJames Graham, vol. i, p. 251).
Cf. C. S. Parker, Life of Sir Robert Peel, vol. ii, pp. 327 sqq.)
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favour of this new name: Conservative , but not reactionary*

nor even opposed to change
9

. For he believed that in a society in

process of continuous change the traditional institutions of the

country, monarchy, aristocracy, an established Church, could be

conserved only if they were continually adapted to a changing

society and therefore continually reformed.

At this price and by the unremitting application ofthis maxim
of government the Radical party, whose progress excited such

alarm, could be isolated and paralysed. This extraordinary Con
servative was therefore an innovator and moreover, an innovator,

not only on principle, but by temperament. He had begun his

political
career by the restoration of specie payment, and had

proceeded to reform the penal code. He had then committed a

disastrous blunder. To justify his refusal to serve under Canning,
he had pleaded an uncompromising hostility to Catholic emanci

pation. For four or five years he paid the penalty of his mistake.

He got no thanks for carrying through the Commons in 1829 the

measure he had condemned two years earlier, and his reputation

suffered so seriously that he was unable to take charge of the

movement which led to the reform ofthe franchise. The credit of

that measure therefore fell to theWhig aristocracy. But conditions

were now more favourable and he declared himself ready to

reform, to perfect, every national institution in a conservative

spirit
and assisted by moderate men of all parties with the sole

exception of the democrats and the revolutionaries. His pro

gramme encountered an obstacle in the ranks of his own party.

Those who persisted in calling themselves Tories and whom the

public termed Ultra-Tories were ready to employ any means to

overthrow the Liberal administration. They therefore attempted
an alliance with the Radicals against the Whigs and, though Peel

was not prepared to purchase office at such a price, the interest

of his party compelled him from time to time to gratify their

wishes. On the questions ofthe PoorLaw for example and Factory
Acts the Tories were able to carry with them besides the revolu

tionaries the main body ofthe Conservatives. Nor did the Ultra-

Tories shrink from contemplating wilder projects. Incredible

though it may seem, there can be little doubt that their leader,

the Duke of Cumberland, the King s brother, believed it possible

to set aside by a military coup d etat his litde niece the Princess

Victoria, who was a devoted Whig, and seize the succession of
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William IV.1 It was no light task for Peel to keep a firm hand on
these wild men among his own followers and extenuate the

scandal caused by their antics. Fortunately, in a country where

parliamentary traditions were rooted so deeply this faction was
weak and unable to equip itself with a definite organization. In

the Commons it had not a single leader worthy of the name. In

the Upper House Lord Lyndhurst, who had been Lord Chancellor

in Peel s administration, attempted a few intrigues, but he was

far too small a man for the task. The Tories it is true appeared to

possess in the House of Lords the leader ofwhom they were in

search, namely Wellington. Since he had fought the Reform Bill

so energetically they had forgiven him the apostasy of 1829 and

he was once more their idol. But he turned a deaf ear to their

offers.

The old nobleman and old soldier for whom the age of con

quests whether in love or war had gone by had determined to

retire from public life. He had received too many insults, had been

exposed too often to the hoots of the mob in 1831 and 1832 and

in spite of the modesty he had shown when he yielded the

first place to Peel and withdrew into the background, he had

nevertheless been compelled at the close of 1834 to endure more
innuendos and further suspicion. He now adopted a new attitude,

the attitude ofthe sage and the counsellor; he would no longer be

Achilles but Nestor, would belong in future not to a party but to

the entire nation. And he had the pleasure ofseeing his programme
successful. In clubs and drawing-rooms the young men thronged
and pressed around the aged hero to listen to the story of his

battles, and, as he rode through the streets, the crowd saluted and

cheered. Moreover, since the passage of the Reform Bill he had
become a convinced pessimist. He did not believe it possible to

govern the country under the new system. But that was another

reason to shrink from office. He was delighted to leave the

responsibility ofgovernment to theWhigs, ready to support them
in their resistance to the demands of the Radicals and do all he
could to retard what he regarded as the inevitable march of the

nation towards the pit of democratic anarchy. His pessimism
therefore produced the same line ofaction as had Peel s optimism.

Wellington smoothed the path ofthe ministry because he believed

the days of a Conservative administration had gone by for ever,
1 Glare Jerrold, The Early Court of Queen Victoria, p. 114.
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Peel because lie was convinced that, ifhe could only persuade his

party to adopt for a sufficient period his cautious strategy, the

day would infallibly come when office would fall into his lap like

a ripe fruit.

3

It was only the consideration shown by the two Conservative

leaders which enabled the administration ofLord Melbourne and

Lord John Russell to survive. For although those two statesmen

differed so widely in character and endowments, neither possessed
the qualities necessary to arouse the enthusiasm ofthe country for

the Liberal cause.

All contemporary witnesses combine to give the impression
that in 1835 the Liberal Prime Minister was an old man. In reality

Lord Melbourne was only fifty-five. But ifnot yet old in years,

he was and always had been temperamentally old. Sceptical and

disillusioned he was convinced that life is short, statecraft difficult,

human nature unchangeable. To this strange leader of the re

formers reform of any kind seemed impossible or dangerous.

Intellectually, as all his ecclesiastical appointments prove, he was

extremely Liberal. But politically he was an aristocrat and a

Conservative. So long as William IV lived, he contrived by his

unyielding opposition to prevent the creation ofnew peerages to

strengthen his own party in the Lords, and in consequence of his

attitude, for four years the Upper House tended to return to the

eighteenth century ideal and become once more an exclusive

aristocratic club.1 He brought himself, however, to endure the

1 Lord John Russell to Lord Melbourne, 1836 (Lord Melbourne s Papers, p. 495). On
October 7, 1835, LordJohn Russell had expressed his approval ofthis conservative policy.

&quot;The Pitt party, he wrote, has been weakened, not strengthened, by making so many dull

country gentlemen, duller peers . . . Two or three now and then may be useful, but I

should regret any large creation. The best stuffwould be Liberal Irishmen* (Sp. Walpole,

Life ofLordJohn Russell, vol. i, p. 250). Ten months later he had changed his mind: It

appears to me . . . that this opportunity should be taken for the creation of eight, ten,

or twelve peers, and that the Ministry be prepared to advise a similar creation whenever

it is provoked* (to Lord Melbourne, June 5, 1836: Sp. Walpole, Life ofLordJohn Russell*

vol. i, p. 266). But he was defeated by Lord Melbourne s opposition. The following is a

list of the peerages created during the eleven years during which the Liberals were in

power. (No account is taken of promotions within the peerage, promotions of Irish or

Scotch peei;s to peerages of the United Kingdom, or the summons to the Lords of eldest

sons before their normal succession.) 1831: thirteen peerages, of which eight were made
at the Coronation, also the bestowal ofa peerage on an illegitimate son of the King, who
became Earl of Minister; 1832: one peerage; 1833: one peerage; 1834: one peerage

(ChiefJustice Denman); 1835: three peerages made by Peel s government (two of the

new peers, Scarlett and Pratt, were law lords), also four peerages made by the WHgs
on their return to office; 1836: two law lords; 1837: four peerages; 1838 : four Coronation
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alliance of the Radicals and die Irish in die belief that under the

circumstances he had only one duty to perform, to do his utmost

to render the coalition as far as possible innocuous, until the

inevitable and no doubt desirable day came when he could restore

to the Conservatives the trust committed to his charge. As far as

it lay in his power he was determined to restore it intact. 1 like/

he said, what is tranquil and stable.
1

LordJohn Russell was a man ofvery different stamp. He was a

man of principles, the doctrinaire principles ofWhig liberalism.

His convictions were quite as much an ancestral heirloom as a

personal possession: the honour of the family demanded that the

Russells should remain what they had been for the past century
and a half, leaders of die popular party. Though he was a writer

ofmediocre ability, and his oratory lacked brilliance, he enjoyed
an increasing popularity in Parliament. The explanation is simple.

For we love those who love us and the Commons could not help

feeling gratitude towards a man who took seriously all the forms

and fictions of Parliamentary procedure and party government.

Nevertheless, his position was not easy. Inveterately opposed to

any reconciliation with the Tories, even as regenerate tinder their

new appellation of Conservatives, and convinced that there was

no salvation for the country save in the rule of the great Whig
families and no salvation for those families unless they kept in

touch with the groups which represented Liberal opinion, he was

soon to feel the difficulty of devising a programme which would

peerages; 1839: ten peerages; 1840: one peerage; 1841: six peerages (of these one peer
was a law lord and four were created by the

&quot;Whigs
on quitting office). All these new

peers belonged to the gentry, with the exception ofthe law lords and C. Poulett Thomson,
who was created Baron Sydenham in 1840 on his appointment as Governor-General of

Canada. On this occasion the insistence ofLord John Russell overcame, for the first and

only rime, Lord Melbourne s repugnance to the step (Greville Memoirs, August 24, 1840).

Wealth was also required as a qualification for a peerage. See ibid., March 25, 1834:
Denman s peerage is much abused : it is entirely the Chancellor s doing. Denman has no
fortune and a feeble son to succeed him. Lord John Russell to Lord Melbourne, Septem
ber 30, 1838: *. . . Pepys is, I believe, rich, and so far would be a good new peer (Early

Correspondence ofLordJohn Russell, vol. ii, p. 126). Edward Bulwer Lytton, England and

the English, vol. ii, p. 193 .: The sordid and commercial spirit of our aristocracy may be
remarked in the disposition of its honours. It is likely enough that there will soon be a

numerous creation of peers; in France, such a creation would be rendered popular and

respectable, by selecting the most distinguished men of the necessary politics; here

neither the minister nor the public would ever dream of such a thing; we shall choose

the richest men. For Lord Melbourne s determination to create as few peers as possible,
see Queen Victoria s Diary, May 31, 1838 (Girlhood of Queen Victoria, vol. ii, p. 334).
For the creation of thirty-eight baronets in 1838 at the Coronation, see a letter from
Disraeli to his sister, July 4 (W. F. Monypenny, Life of Disraeli, vol. ii, p. 33); also an
article in The Times, July 13.

1 Queen Victoria s Diary, September 28, 1838 (Girlhood ofQueen Victoria, vol. ii, p. 35).
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express this coalition between the Whigs and their more advanced

allies. He had accepted the responsibility for the Reform Bill, he

urged that the municipal corporations should be transformed into

democratic bodies, and his schemes of Irish Church reform pro
cured him the support ofthe Radicals on his return to office in the

spring of 1835. Nevertheless, he was neither a Radical nor,

strictly speaking, a democrat. And in his capacity as leader he was

constantly obliged to impose moderation on the Radicals. But a

doctrinaire is ill adapted to play the part of an opportunist. His

uncompromising language irritated those whom it was important
to appease. Rightly or wrongly he gave the impression that te

lacked Peel s sense of the plasticity of political institutions, and his

language seemed at times to imply that on slight provocation he

would maintain after the Reform Bill what Wellington had

maintained in 1830, that if the constitution of Great Britain in its

actual form were not already perfect it wanted very litde to

achieve perfection.

The great problem which both the sceptic and the doctrinaire,

alike cautious though from different motives, must solve if they

wished to remain in office was the management of the Radicals.

The general election of 1835 had doubled their strength in the

Commons, and ifthey continued to progress at the same rate and

won, ifnot all, at least the majority ofthe English boroughs, the

moderate section of the Liberal party would be placed in the

precarious position of a centre party threatened on either flank.

Many prophets foretold this fate, and as we have just pointed out,

Peel, who shared this belief, was awaiting the daywhen the present

distribution of the Liberal forces would be upset to the advantage

of the Radicals, and the Conservatives would again become the

normal government of the country. The forecast however, was

mistaken. At the election of 1837 tie Radicals made no progress

and even lost many important seats. Indeed, the account we have

given of the first reformed Parliament should enable the reader

to discern the reason of their weakness.

They were a hybrid party which professed religious neutrality

and a liberal code of morals, yet were obliged to rely in every

constituency on the support of the lower middle class which was

everywhere Nonconformist, pietist,
and puritan. From another

point of view they were also a hybrid party, composed of

Englishmen yet voting in the House with O Council s Irish

195



HOME AND FOREIGN POLICY

followers, and therefore condemned to share to the full the un

popularity of the Irish. And from yet another standpoint they
were a hybrid party. Among their members were the humani

tarian Radicals, who were led solely by their dictates ofthe heart,

were ready to accept without criticism every popular claim,

lamented the harshness of the new Poor Law, and asked for a

minimiim wage fixed by law for the cotton weavers, and a ten-

hours day for every class ofworker in the factories. Among these

were Fielden, the manufacturer, and Duncombe, the eccentric

man of fashion. But it was also among the Radicals that the

Government found allies against this group. They were the more

practical and the more intellectual Radicals, disciples ofBentham,
the authors of the new Poor Law, men who were opposed to

legal protection of adult labour, boasted that they were no

demagogues and even appeared to take a positive delight in

preaching to the working classes with a self-satisfied assurance

the most unpalatable truths.

The natural result ofthis internal disunion was that the Radicals

never succeeded either in the constituencies or in Parliament in

becoming a definite party with a distinctive organization. Within

the ministerial party there was a gradual progress from the

moderate Whigs to the ordinary Liberals, from the ordinary to

the advanced Liberals, from the advanced Liberals to the philoso

phic Radicals, and from the philosophic Radicals to the Ultra-

Radicals. But the groups were distinguished by shades ofopinion
so fine as to be scarcely perceptible. Nor did any great man come
forward to unite under his personal ascendancy the scattered

fragments of the democratic party. Roebuck and Sir William

Molesworth in the Commons were theorists oftoo narrow a cast

to assume such a position. Brougham and Lord Durham in the

Lords were too hot headed and too eccentric. Moreover, the

House ofLords was not the field for a Radical leader. And ifin a

sense die English Radicals may be said to have possessed a leader

in Parliament, that leader unfortunately for them was O Connell,

who was neither a genuine Radical nor an Englishman.

4

We have remarked O ConneU s efforts for the return of the

Whigs to power. The Conservatives maintained, that at the

meeting ofMarch 18, a formal pact had been concluded between
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O Connell and the Liberal ministers, the so-called Lichfield Con
federacy. O Connell and the ministers disclaimed any such, pact,
but there can be no doubt that an alliance existed, whether formal
or tacit matters little. O ConneU was no longer a revolutionary.
The General Association, which he founded in 1836, was a

perfectly legal organization whose object was the same as that of
the Conservative associations, to prepare for elections by superin

tending the composition of the registers. The Society of Precur

sors, founded for the repeal ofthe Act ofUnion, became dormant
and showed only an occasional sign of life by a demonstration in

support oftheWhig ministers. In the matter ofreform O Connell

became the most opportunist of politicians. His new attitude did

not lack its reward. The Cabinet left the Government of Ireland

in his hands. The Lord Lieutenant systematically asked his advice

on all matters concerned with the policing of the country and on
all appointments. On two or three occasions he was within an

ace of receiving himself a high administrative position as Master

of the Rolls for Ireland. But he was too prudent to commit the

Government to a rash step, and contented himselfwith securing
the appointment ofa Catholic barrister, a friend and political ally,

David Richard Pigot, first as legal adviser to the Irish government,
then as Solicitor General and finally as Attorney General for Ireland.

How did this new policy affect the condition of Ireland? The
statistics which should answer the question are not easy to

interpret. Agitation which can be termed in the strict sense

revolutionary ceased altogether. But it is not so certain that the

number of agrarian outrages decreased to any appreciable extent.

The ministers asserted that this was the case and adduced statistics

to support their contention;
1 but the Opposition speakers disputed

their figures not without weighty arguments
2 and with consider

able bitterness and pertinacity. Irish questions continued to occupy
the greater part ofevery session, and the Protestant gentry refused

to accept this new system by which Ireland was governed against
their interest by agreement with the Catholics. The mysterious
assassination ofLord Norbury, at the beginning ofJanuary 1839,

occasioned such an outburst of indignation that Lord Mulgrave,
now Lord Normanby, judged it prudent to hand over to a

1 H. of C., February 7, 1837: Lord John Russell s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd

Series, vol. xxxvi, p. 220). H. of L., March 21, 1839: Lord Normanby s speech (ibid.,

3rd Series, vol. xlvi, p. 1007).
2 H. ofC, February 7, 1837Jackson s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxxvi, pp. 246 sqq.).
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successor his position ofLord Lieutenant. He went to the Home
Office and his place was taken by Lord Ebrington, who, however,
continued to follow the same policy ofco-operation with O Con-
nell. It was indeed inevitable; for the very existence of the

Government depended on the support of the Irish members.

In the House ofCommons O Connell most successfully tamed

and curbed the Radicals. If they introduced a motion calculated

to endanger the Government O Connell himself with two or

three of his friends voted for it. In this way appearances were

saved, for he still professed himselfa Radical. But he ordered the

rest of his followers to vote against it, as his new opportunist
tactics of co-operation with the Government demanded. His

power in Parliament continued to increase. At the election of

i837&amp;gt; when the English Radicals suffered so many defeats,

O ConnelTs Irish phalanx doubled its numbers, and when Joseph
Hume was defeated in Middlesex O Connell made him a present
of an Irish seat. In the long run this intimate alliance with the

Irish demagogue tended to discredit the Cabinet. It undoubtedly
lowered the level of English politics since every question was
reduced to a question of patronage.

1 But it suited the immediate

parliamentary interests of the Liberal party and it kept the Con
servatives in awe; for they knew that the moment the Liberals

quitted office, O Connell would return to his old part, would be
once again the agitator he had been until 1834 and raise the

standard of revolution. Thus a curious spectacle was witnessed in

the House; the three leaders ofthe Commons, LordJohn Russell,

Peel, and O Connell, all parading as moderates. Protected by
Peel against the Ultra-Tories and by O Connell against the Ultra-

Radicals the Government survived.

It survived for six years. At first it attempted numerous and

important measures of legislation. The ministry had scarcely
taken office befoie two bills were introduced, one to reform the

municipal corporations in England, the other to solve the question
oftithes in Ireland. But at this juncture Peel intervened, and while

expressing himself prepared to accept the first in an amended
form, condemned the second unconditionally since its funda
mental provision was the famous appropriation clause. In conse

quence the first bill was carried, the second after it had passed the

1
TheTimes,March 16, 1838 : Itwas to be &quot;Government withoutPatronage&quot; forsooth! Its

proper name is&quot;Patronage without Government&quot;, for they do not govern the Kingdom.*
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Commons was dropped. Within a few weeks of his fall, Peel was
arbiter of Parliament.

In 1836 important reforms were effected by agreement between

the parties. The Church of England was reformed, and the

questions of English tithe and Nonconformist marriages settled.

During the four years following the Irish question to the great

discredit of the ministry absorbed the attention ofParliament and

paralysed its activity. Ireland was given a Poor Law copied from

the English model. The question of municipal corporations and

the question of the tithe were debated at great length and once

more Peel imposed his will. He permitted the passing of an act

to reform the municipal corporations on condition the Govern

ment abandoned the attempt to settle the tithe question on Radical

lines by a partial confiscation of the endowments of the Church.

Thus two men led Parliament, the Irishman O Connell and the

Conservative Peel. Meanwhile the Liberal Cabinet dragged out

a humiliating existence. We do not propose to relate, year after

year, the tedious story of this Parliamentary bargaining. It will

suffice to give an account of the measures which had been passed

before the six years ofLiberal government came to an end in 1841.

n ECCLESIASTICAL QUESTIONS
i

The first question to be settled was the question of die Church

both in England and in Ireland. &quot;We have seen how powerful, in

appearance at least, had been the anti-clerical movement in

Britain at the beginning of 1832. We have also seen how soon the

real weakness of anti-clericalism had been revealed and how by

compromising the Liberal party it had contributed to its decline.

Nowwhen the crisis had passed itwas once more possible to settle

the practical questions which demanded solution in a spirit not

ofwar but ofcompromise, and in accordancewith the programme
which Peel had formulated when he was Prime Minister but had

lacked the time to carry out.

The Dissenters obtained access to University degrees. The

Liberal Cabinet revived the plan which had been suggested and

postponed in 1834, and which Peel had just attempted with con

siderable hesitation and without success to postpone still further,

the foundation of a new undenominational University furnished
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with the right to confer degrees. But the privilege was not granted
as had been originally intended in 1834 to the University of

London, founded by Bentham and his friends. Two charters of

incorporation were simultaneously conferred in 1837, ne upon
this University which under the tide University College was to be

a teaching body without the right of granting degrees, the other

upon a University ofLondon which was not a teaching body but

a mere jury empowered to grant degrees to the students of

University College and such other teaching bodies as might here

after be set up. The charters were temporary and were made

permanent in 1838 after die accession of a new sovereign. It was

in vain that the Protestant party attempted to make the University
ofLondon a denominational body or even to permit it to assume

a denominational character at the choice of its members.1 In

London the question was settled as the Liberals desired. In future

there would be a University in the capital open to all without

distinction , to quote the language of the charter of 1838 and free

to compete with Oxford and Cambridge. But although the

solution seemed to satisfy everybody, it was nevertheless only a

half-measure, a compromise. For in the two great historic

Universities the Established Church kept her monopoly ofdegrees
and fellowships.

2

The Dissenters were also released from the necessity of being
married in Anglican churches. There was a simple method of

solving a problem, which for years had proved a stumbling-block
to the English legislator, to copy the French model and institute

a civil marriage, which any one who chose might complete by a

religious ceremony but which alone would possess legal validity.
This solution might have been expected to have been less offensive

to Christian sentiment in a Protestant than in a Catholic country,
since Protestants do not regard marriage as a sacrament. Neverthe

less, English public opinion was hostile to the idea. When Lord

John Russell made the suggestion in 1834 to Lord Melbourne, the

latter took alarm. What would the Wesleyans say?
3
Accordingly

1 Harriett Martineau, History of the Thirty Years
9

Peace, Book V, chap. i.

2 Lord Melbourne to Lord John Russell, December 15, 1836: Rice tells me that you
want a bill for the admission of Dissenters to the universities. Is this absolutely necessary?
Is not the charter of the new London University enough for the present? If it is not

absolutely necessary, I am sure that it is not prudent to stir this question. There is none
upon which prejudice is stronger and more violent. Many ofour own friends are in their
hearts against it* (Spencer &quot;Walpole, Life ofLordJohn Russell, vol. i, p. 260).

3 Lord Melbourneto LordJohn Russell,August i&amp;lt;5, i^(Lord Melbourne s Papers,?. 209).
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although an approach was made towards the French solution it

was indirect and complicated and accompanied by constant dis

claimers that the Government intended anything of the kind.

Peel had proposed to permit all who did not wish to be married

by an Anglican clergyman to contract a civil marriage before a

Justice of the Peace. But the banns must always be published in

the parish church and the rector or vicar of the parish would

continue to have charge of the register in which every marriage,

Anglican or otherwise, would be entered. Lord John Russell

adopted and extended Peel s proposal.
1 A civil register of births,

deaths, and marriages was introduced for the whole ofEngland.
2

For the celebration of marriages the following provisions were

adopted. The civil officials, the registrars, were empowered to

receive the preliminary notice of all who intended to be married,

twenty-one days before the marriage was celebrated. This notice

was optional in the case ofAnglicans (it dispensed them from the

publication of the banns), obligatory for all who were not

Anglicans. Three methods ofmarriage were permitted. Marriage
in church before a clergyman ofthe Establishment, in which case

the old usages were retained but the officiating clergyman would

in future be obliged to transmit to the civil registrar a dupli

cate of the entry in the marriage register. Marriage in a place of

worship other than an Anglican Church, which was duly licensed

for the celebration ofmarriages, in which case the presence ofthe

registrar was required. And finally as a provision for exceptional

cases civil marriage before the registrar.
3

By a statute of 1836* the question of the tithes was settled as

far as Englandwas concerned. In this matter itwould appear at first

sight that the initiative lay with the Liberal ministers. For the bill

which Peel had introduced in March 1835 was content to laydown

rules for the commutation oftithe, whereasLordJohn Russell s bill

prescribed compulsory commutation. But on closer inspection the

difference between the two measures appears less considerable. In

many respects the Act of 1836 followed the bill of 1835.

1 H. of C., February 12, 1836: Lord John Russell s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd

Series, vol. xxxi, pp. 367 sqq.).
2 6 and 7 Will. IV, cap. 86.

* 6 and 7 Will. IV, cap. 85.
4 6 and 7 Will. IV, cap. 71. Cf. 5 and 6 Will. IV, cap. 84 (for the more easy recovery

of tithes), cap. 85 (for the amendment of the law as to the tithing of turnips in certain

cases), I Viet., cap. 69 (Act to amend the Act passed the previous session). For the explana

tion of the Government s measure, see H. of C., February 9, 1836: Lord John Russell s

speech (Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxxi, pp. 185 sqq.).
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In 1835 Peel proposed to follow the example set by the

Poor Law Amendment Act and establish in London a central

commission for tithe commutation to consist of four members,
a cleric, the Archbishop ofCanterbury and two laymen appointed

by the Crown. The commissioners were to appoint assistant com
missioners to represent them in the provinces. This provision was

incorporated in the statute of 1836. Though Peel desired commu
tation to be a matter of private arrangement between the parties

concerned, he proposed to lay down definite rules according to

which it should be effected. The tithe instead ofbeing an annual

toll of the year s crops would in future be a money payment,
an addition to the rent, that is to say a rent charge whose

amount would be calculated upon the average price of corn

during the previous seven years. On this matter Lord John

copied Peel s bill, with the further provision that the amount

of the tithe after commutation should never exceed seventy-

five per cent, nor fall below sixty per cent of the value of the

tithe before commutation. Peel had provided that whenever

one or more tithe-payers the value of whose tithe was not less

than two-thirds of the tithe of the parish concluded an agree
ment with a tithe owner the agreement, if sanctioned by the

central commissioners, should be binding upon all the tithe-payers

ofthe parish. The Act of 1836 preserved this provision, or at least

contained a provision to the same effect, to be operative for one

year after the Act came into force. After the expiration of that

period the commissioners were authorized on the request of even

a single tithe-payer to enforce the commutation ofthe entire tithe

of any parish in the Kingdom. This was an obvious departure
from the bill of 1835. Nevertheless the statute of 1836 did not

make commutation altogether compulsory, since the commis

sioners could take action only at the request of a tithe-payer, and

on the other hand the bill of 1835 did not leave commutation

purely optional since it obliged the minority in a parish to accept
the decision ofthe majority. Moreover, the Act of1836 effected by
a quicker method the same object and embodied the same principle

as the bill of the previous year. Peel was fully justified when in

opening the debate he claimed that he had inspired the Govern

ment s bill.
1 The statute was a Conservative measure. It proved

1 H. ofC., February 9, 1836: Sir Robert Peel s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. xxxi, pp. 192 sqq.).
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successful. Soon nothing more was heard of the Radical demand
for the abolition of tithe.

In Ireland the tithe question was far harder to solve. For this

was an issue which the two parties had contested in the spring of

1835, and it was because he had refused to yield to the Liberal

demands as formulated by LordJohn himself that Peel had found

himself obliged to resign. That is to say if the Liberal ministers

wished to settle the problem amicably in agreement with the

Conservatives they must give way on the matter of appropria

tion*, which the Radicals demanded so insistently. They gave

way, and Peel won a further success.

In December 1836 O Connell, in pursuance of his new policy

of opportunism, informed the English Radicals that he was not

prepared to endanger the existence of the Cabinet for the sake of

the appropriation clause.
1 After this LordJohn was in no position

to resist the King on the one hand,
2 and Melbourne on the other

when they pressed him to abandon it; nor could he afford to

neglect the lesson he was soon to be taught by the Radical losses

at the election of 1837. The Irish Tithes Act of i838
3 without

appropriating a possible surplus to secular purposes, commuted

the tithe from a toll upon die annual produce to a rent charge

whose amount was fixed and guaranteed by die state at 75 per

cent of the value of the uncommuted tithe. For all practical

purposes it was the same measure which Peel s Cabinet had intro

duced in 1835. LordJohn explained to his constituents that he had

been obliged to adopt the course he had taken in view of the fact

that the Government possessed a very weak majority in the

House, that the English public was hostile to appropriation, and

the Irish indifferent.4 Possibly he was right. But in that case why
had he driven Peel from office in 1835?

1 O Connell to Warburton, December 29, 1836: I wish with all my heart that the

Ministry were decently freed from that dilemma. If there were a proper deduction from

the tithe, there would for the present be no surplus, and it is really too bad to risk on such

a point a Ministry who are for the first time in history conquering the anti-Saxon spirit

of Ireland and adding 8,000,000 to the King s subjects (Sp. Walpole, Life of LordJohn

Russell, vol. i, p. 273).
2 Sir H. Taylor to Lord John Russell, January 2, 1837 (ibid., vol. i, p. 274).
3 i and 2 Viet., cap. 107.
4 Letter to the Electors of Stroud on the Principles of the Reform Act, 1839, ed. 2, p. 42.

See especially pp. 30-1: *. . . The efforts of the Clergy to persuade the country that the

measures ofthe present Ministry respecting the Church of Ireland and respecting Church

Rates would shake and ultimately destroy Church property have had a considerable

effect on the public mind/
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The measures of which we have just spoken may be regarded
as steps in the direction of the purely secular State and the dis

establishment of the Church.1 But they went a very litde way.
If the Church wished to put a final end to the Radical campaign
and once more make the Establishment popular, she must have

the courage to undertake that work of Church Reform which

was the desire ofall her worthiest sons. Important steps were taken

in this direction during these five years, and once more it was

Peel who took the initiative. The new Government desired the

commission he had appointed to continue its labours. The Con
servative ministers serving on the commission were replaced by
their Liberal successors: but in other respects the commission was

for all practical purposes the same body. It issued three further

reports during the first six months of i836,
2 and three important

measures of reform were passed, in 1836, in 1838, and in 1840.

They gave effect to the recommendations of a commission on

which the ecclesiastical element predominated.
The act of 183 6

3 altered the diocesan boundaries and redistri

buted the income ofthe episcopate. Six sees were united into three

but on the other hand a new see was created at Ripon to provide
for the recent growth ofpopulation in Yorkshire. That the trans

lations which for years past had caused such scandal and protest

might lose their former attraction, the glaring inequality of

episcopal incomes was considerably reduced. The Archbishop of

Canterbury was to receive an income of .15,000, the Arch

bishop of York an income of .10,000 a year; the Bishop of
London .10,000, the Bishop ofDurham ^8,000 and the Bishop
of Winchester .7,000. The other bishops were to be paid
between .5,000-^4,500 a year. If the new scale of incomes

diminished in some cases the income ofan archbishop or bishop, it

raised the income of other sees. In future no bishop could plead

1 For the sake of completeness mention must be made of certain statutes restricting the

jurisdiction of the ecclesiastical courts over the laity, 6 and 7 Will. IV, cap. 19. An Act
for separating the Palatine Jurisdiction of the County Palatine of Durham from the

Bishoprick of Durham, 6 and 7 Will. IV, cap. 87. An Act for extinguishing the Secular

Jurisdiction of the Archbishop of York and the Bishop of Ely in certain liberties in the

counties of York, Nottingham and Cambridge.
2
Second, Third, Fourth Reports of Commissioners on the State of the Established Church

with reference to Duties and Revenues, May 4, 13, June 24, 1836. A fifth and final report

appeared 1837-8.
3 6 and 7 Will. IV, cap. 77 (Established Church Bill).
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the insufficiency ofhis income as an excuse for holding a number
of benefices in conjunction with his bishopric. The practice was
indeed expressly forbidden by a statute of I&36

1 which thus paved
the way for die Act of 1838 which dealt with the entire question
ofpluralism.

2 Members ofchapters were forbidden to hold more
than one benefice or to belong to more than one chapter and it

became illegal to hold two benefices if they were more than ten

miles apart, if the population of either benefice was above 3,000

or the combined stipends exceeded .1,000.

Finally the statute of i84O
3 settled the question of the cathedral

chapters. The number ofcanons was limited to six at Canterbury,
Durham, Ely, and Westminster, five at Winchester and Exeter,

two at Llandaff and Saint David s, four everywhere else. The
reduction was considerable and was expected to save -130,000
a year. This sum was to be utilized to raise the stipends of the

poorer clergy. A minimum stipend was fixed for all livings in the

gift ofthe Crown. When the number ofparishioneis was less than

1,000 it was 180, and rose with the increase in their number
until it reached the sum of^400 when the number ofparishioners
exceeded 5,000.

These drastic reforms aroused the protest of several High
Churchmen, for example, Sir Robert Inglis in the Commons and

the Bishop of Exeter in the Lords.4 They maintained that the

State as represented by Parliament had no right to treat the posses
sions of the Church as a fund it could distribute at its pleasure.

Every bishop, every chapter, every dean, every canon, and every
incumbent possessed an income it was not entitled to touch.

Otherwise a priest would become a government official paid by
the State and the entire constitution ofthe Church be destroyed.

1 6 and 7 Will. IV, cap. 77, sec. 19.
2 I and 2 Viet., cap. 106.

3
3 and 4 Viet., cap. 113 (Ecclesiastical Commissioners Act). This Act, on which the

leaders of both parties were agreed, was passed amidst universal indifference. (See Baron

Bunsen, Memoirs, vol. i, pp. 509-10: letter ofFebruary 27, 1839.) Two stalls* were added
to the chapter of Christ Church College, Oxford, to be attached respectively to the chair

of ecclesiastical history and the chair of Biblical criticism* (H. of C., April 6, 1839;

Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. liii, p. 59). For the establishment of these stalls, see

Bunsen s letter to his wife, April i&amp;lt;5, 1839 (Memoirs, vol. i, p. 517). Alternative plans were

proposed by Sydney Smith (see Second Letter to Archdeacon Singleton, subfinem), and by
a committee representative of the cathedral chapters (H. of C., April 6, 1839, ParL Deb.,

3rd Series, vol. liii, pp. 590 sqq.). On November 25 Peel showed impatience and warned
Goulburn that unless the chapters proposed an acceptable scheme without further delay,
he should act independently (C. S. Parker, Sir Robert Peel, vol. ii, pp. 411-2).

4 See especially H. of C., March 10, 1836: Sir Robert Inglis speech (ParL Deb., 3rd

Series, vol. xxxii, pp. 162-3). H. ofL., July 29, 1836: the Bishop ofExeter s speech (ibid.,

3rd Series, vol. xxxv, pp. 6613).
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They also protested against the machinery set up to execute the

act of 1836. They objected to this permanent corporation of

ecclesiastical commissioners , in which the two Archbishops and

the Bishop of London sat , with a majority of laymen for the

purposes of confiscating the surplus income of stipends they con

sidered excessive, granting a subsidy to poorly paid sees or

benefices and drawing up regulations which when approved by
the Crown and published in the Gazette came into force without

even the sanction ofParliament.

No doubt the legislature had endeavoured to allay the anxiety

of the High Church Party. The administration of the revenues

of his see remained in the hands of the bishop, who was merely

obliged to declare the amount ofhis income to the commissioners

and in certain cases hand over to them the sum prescribed by the

Act. The following year, however, to settle the complicated

question of the Church Rates the Government attempted a

further step.
1 It proposed to place the administration of the entire

endowments of the Church in the commissioners hands. They
would administer the possessions ofthe Church more competently
than the clergy, would pay the latter their usual stipends, and

employ the surplus for the upkeep of the churches. The Church

Rates being thus rendered superfluous could be abolished; it was

in this fashion that the church cess had been abolished in Ireland

in 1833. The plan failed. England was not Ireland and since 1833

the Church had realized her power. The outcry of the clergy

against this disguised confiscation was so violent that the Cabinet

retreated, shelved tbe bill, and contented itself with instituting

an inquiry into the present management ofecclesiastical property.

It was not until 1840 that the bill for the reform of the chapters

adopted but this time explicitly the principle of entrusting the

administration ofchurch property the income ofdie suppressed

canonries to the commission , a body which was admittedly a

creation of Parliament and the State. Were not the fears of the

High Churchmen justified? Ifthe measure was not the separation

of Church and State, was it not at least the subordination of

Church to State?

Despite appearances this was not yet die case. The composition
1 H. of C., March 3, 1837: Spring Rice s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol.

xxxvi, pp. 1207 sqq.). For the protests of the clergy who regarded Spring Rice s proposal
as a breach of faith with themselves, see Sp. Walpole, Life ofLord John Russell, vol. i,

p. 278 .
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of the body of commissioners, which had originally contained

more laymen than ecclesiastics was radically changed in 1840
when its competence was extended. In future all the bishops
would be members of the commission, which therefore would be

in the strict sense a clerical body entrusted with the administration

of the temporalities of the Church. And in any case the proposal
to reduce the endowments of the Church was explicitly aban

doned by the new statute; it was simply a question ofredistribut

ing property whose amount was left untouched. The Govern
ment did not even dare to make the income of the bishops
contribute to the stipends of the poorer clergy, and the Act of

1836 had not only left a considerable inequality between the

incomes of different sees, it had also maintained them at a high

figure. This is not surprising; for in accordance with the method
ofreform devised by Peel the ecclesiastical legislation was actually

the work ofthe episcopate. And for the same reason the effect of

reforms against which the more intransigent clergy protested so

loudly was to strengthen the bishops authority. The Act of 1836
extended the bishop s power to dispense an incumbent from the

obligation ofresidence.
1 The Act of 1840 placed the appointment

ofthe canons in his hands whereas the chapters had hitherto been

chosen by co-optation. And a Church Discipline Bill passed the

same year strengthened the control of the bishops over their

clergy.
2

3

In short the same thing happened again now which had hap

pened when the Church Reform Bill was passed in iSiy.
3 The

Evangelical party had initiated the movement for reform, the

High Church had benefited by it. But it would be truer to say
that on this occasion a compact had been concluded between the

two parties against the unholy alliance of Catholics and infidels.

It bore fruit. The Church manifested her vitality by reforming
herselfand by reforming herselfgrew stronger. Her position had

never seemed more powerful than on the morrow ofthe election

of 1837 when for the first time since 1830 the progress of the

Radicals was definitely checked.

To be sure the success won by the Church ofEngland shortly

1 In its original form the bill had extended still further the authority ofthe bishops, but

its provisions were modified during the debates. See S. Smith, Third Letter to Archdeacon

Singleton (Works, vol. ii, p. 287).
2
3 and 4 Viet., cap. 86. 3 See vol. i., pp. 390-401.
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before 1840 was not a final victory which achieved permanent
results. The sciences continued their irresistible progress, and gave
birth to a new view ofthe origins ofthe world more difficult every

day to reconcile with the biblical cosmogony. Geology in parti

cular had for the past decade caused grave difficulties to orthodox

Christians, and when geological questions were discussed at the

annual summer meeting of the British Association, the wrath of

the religious press broke out anew. And even inside the Church

the zeal of the Evangelicals and High Churchmen was held in

check by the Liberalism ofthe statesmen. Melbourne liberalized

the episcopate by a series ofappointments which scandalized the

orthodox, Maltby to Chichester and later to Durham, Whately
to Dublin, Butler to Lichfield, Stanley to Norwich, and Thirl-

wall to St. Davids. The appointment of Hampden in 1836 as

Regius Professor of Theology at Oxford provoked a rebellion

among the clergy memorable in the history of the Church. Nor
was it only Whig statesmen who made a point of using their

patronage to restrain the excesses of Anglican orthodoxy. Peel

during his brief tenure of office had taken Milman, the historian

of the Jews, who was held suspect by the orthodox, under his

protection, and made him a Canon ofWestminster. But when all

this has been said and due account taken ofthe extremely compli
cated and indefinite character of British institutions, it remains

true that the period we are now studying witnessed a marked
revival of orthodox Christianity in its most uncompromising
form.

The blasphemous anti-Christian propaganda which had en

joyed a superficial vogue in the period immediately following

1815 seemed altogether discredited. To perceive this we have only
to compare the tone in which Owen conducted his propaganda
on behalf of a purely secular society, with the language of

Bentham, Hone, Carlile, and even Byron fifteen or twenty years
earlier. When Bowring published his edition of Bentham s

complete works, he entirely omitted his attacks upon Christianity.
German criticism was very little known and regarded with

suspicion. Strauss Life ofJesus which had already been translated

several times into French still awaited an English translator. The
attacks made about 1832 against the Anglican liturgy had been

defeated. The Church had reformed her organization and retained

her creed in its integrity.
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As has just been pointed out this victory of the Church was in

many respects precarious, and threatened by many dangers. Under
the leadership of&quot;Wiseman, a skilled controversialist, the Catholics

were making numerous converts, and before many years had

passed the adherents of the Oxford movement would join them
in large numbers. But at present Newman had no inking of his

destiny and it was in reply to Wiseman that he published at the

beginning of 1837 his book on The Prophetical Office of the

Church viewed relatively to Romanism and Popular Protestant

ism .
1 It remains to this day the classical defence ofthe Church of

England as the Via Media between Catholicism and the Protestant

sects. Moreover, the Scottish Evangelicals disgusted by their

failure to effect that reform ofthe national Church which in 1834

they had regarded as assured would shortly decide under the

leadership of Chalmers to separate from her communion and

form a schismatic body. But at present Chalmers was still a

supporter ofestablishment and hadjust come to London to defend

the Established Church in a series of lectures which created no
little stir.

2 The youthful Gladstone published a treatise on the

relations between Church and State, and the fact that the book

seems a poor performance to-day only makes its success when it

first appeared the more significant.
3
Sydney Smith, now a Canon

of St. Paul s, disappointed ofthe bishopric he had expected from

his Whig friends, took his revenge by coming forward in defence

of the Cathedral Chapters threatened by the bill which was to

become law in 1840. Never had his vein been richer or his manner

more youthful than in his three Letters to Archdeacon Single
ton .

4 Even the Dissenters or at least their most prominent

representatives, Baines in the House ofCommons5 and Vaughan

1 In 1836Wiseman published his Lectures on the doctrines ofCatholicism.ButNewman
appears to have begun as early as 1834 the book which he published in 1837 (Apologia pro
Vita Sua, Part IV, ed. 1913, p. 164).

2 Rev. W, Hanna, Memoirs ofThomas Chalmers, vol. iv, pp. 345 sqq. John Motley, Life

ofW. E. Gladstone, vol. i, pp. 17? sqq.
3 The State in its Relations with the Church, 1839 [1838]. See Macaulay s article on

Gladstone s book in the Edinburgh Review, April 1839, Church and State* (vol. box,

pp. 231 sqq.). Cf. Bunsen to his wife, December 13, 1838: Last night at eleven, when
I came from the Duke, Gladstone s book was on my table. ... It is the book of the

time, a great event. . . . The first book since Burke that goes to the bottom of the vital

question, far above his party and his time. . . . Gladstone is the first man in England as

to intellectual power* (Memoirs ofBaron Bunsen, vol. i, pp. 489-90).
* First Letter to Archdeacon Singleton on the Ecclesiastical Commission, 1837. Second Letter

. . 1838. Third Letter . . . 1839 (Works, vol. ii, pp. 255 sqq.).
5 H. of C., May 22, 1837 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxxviii, p. 232).
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in print,
1 disclaimed any wish to attack the principle of establish

ment. All alike Newman and Chalmers, Gladstone and Sydney
Smith, Baines, and Vaughan were zealous in defence of the

Church.

m ADMINISTRATIVE QUESTIONS

While the question of Church Reform was thus settled by

agreement between the two parties and in concert with the

Bishops, what was the fate of those comprehensive measures of

administrative reform conceived by Bentham and his disciples

whose adoption seemed the logical consequence of the Reform
of the franchise in 1832? The Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834

had been the first victory of the Benthamites, and the Liberal

Government now took the paradoxical step of introducing the

Poor Law into Ireland where hitherto there had been no system
of poor relief. It was paradoxical because it had been Michael

Thomas Sadler and the Tory publicists who had originally

proposed to extend the English Poor Law to Ireland whereas the

orthodox Liberals had declared themselves opposed in principle

to the step. And even when their reform ofthe English system of

poor relief had reconciled them to a law which they could now

regard as their own work, the difficulty was not at an end. The
Cabinet governed Ireland in concert with O Connell, and O Con-

nell, an uncompromising disciple of Ricardo, was opposed to a

Poor Law in any shape or form. 2
They appointed a commission

to examine the question of poverty in Ireland, and the com
mission, which included Whately, an ardent Malthusian, reported

against any grant of relief to able-bodied paupers. Nevertheless,

1 R. Vaughan, Thoughts on the Past and Present State ofReligions Parties in England, 1838,

p. xvi: It may be strictly lawful that there should be no Established Church; but in the

state of society existing in England it may be far from expedient. The whole question,

though truly one of principle, is also one to be determined in a great degree by circum
stances. While the social system ofEngland shall be what it is, and while the prevalent

feeling in favour of an Established Church shall be what it is, there ought, as I conceive,
to be such a Church. P. xviii: My own conviction, in regard to the Church ofEngland
and that, as I believe, of Dissenters generally, is not that she should be demolished or

despoiled, but that she should be regarded as pertaining to the religion of the majority,

according to the real state of things in England.
2 H. of C., February 13, 1837 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxxvi, pp. 485

sqq.); April 28, 1837 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxxviii, pp. 360 sqq.); February 9, 1838 (ibid.,

3rd Series, vol. xxxviii, pp. 947 sqq.); April 30, 1838 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xlii, pp. &amp;lt;58i

sqq.).
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it was imperative to provide relief for the Irish poor in their own

country, otherwise die influx of Irish immigrants into England
would be a source of constantly increasing disorder.

The Government then sent to Ireland one of the three Poor

Law commissioners, George Nicholls, with instructions which

amounted to orders. After travelling about the country for six

weeks he drew up a report in which he recommended that the

principle of the new Poor Law should be applied to Ireland.

Relief must be given only in workhouses, and the system
administered by the ratepayers under the supreme control of the

three commissioners in London. His recommendations were

embodied in a bill introduced in 1837 and finally passed in 183 8.
1

Thus the principle which the Whig ministers under the influence

of the Benthamites had introduced four years before into the

administration ofEngland won a further triumph. It seemed only

logical to extend to the other branches of local government the

new system whose application to the Poor Law had received the

sanction of Parliament. Such was the desire of the philosophic

Radicals. But insurmountable difficulties stood in the way.
In the first place, as was only to be expected, when public

opinion became once more favourable to the Church, it became

at the same time favourable to the entire body of local traditions

ofwhich the Church was in a sense the symbol. The upheaval of

1832 once passed, not alone in the province of religion, but in all

matters whatsoever England had ceased to be revolutionary. And
on the other hand the Poor Law which might have served as the

foundation of an entire edifice of local administration was the

object of a formidable movement of popular hostility. We must

return later to the agitation against the construction of work

houses which, springing up about this date among the lower

classes in the manufacturing districts, presented a further obstacle

to the reformers of local government. The fashion in which they

had dealt with the Poor Law had made their principles suspect.

Only one attempt was made by the Government to utilize for

other purposes the machinery set up by the new system of poor
relief. When in order to settle the question of Nonconformist

marriages a civil register was set up, the framework of the Poor

Law was employed. The three Poor Law commissioners were to

appoint in every union registrars who were to be co-ordinated

1 1 and 2 Viet., cap. 56.
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by a central board for every county (district)
and these in turn

would be under the control of a national board. The scheme was
excellent and destined in the long run to prove successful. Indeed
Chadwick even secured a provision by which the new officials

would register not only deaths but their causes, a provision which

paved the way for the ultimate adoption of that service ofpublic
health which Southwood Smith and himselfnever ceased to advo
cate.1 But it was some time before the new system could function

insome districts ofthenorth. Thepopulace regarded it as an indirect
method of forcing upon them the hated Poor Law.2 The politi
cians took the warning. They abandoned the idea ofconsolidating
local government on the basis ofthe Poor Law. They were content

to tinker at the old system by piecemeal reforms introduced from
time to time, gradually replace the old anarchy which prevailed
in local government by a new system equally chaotic and continue

as in the past to trust the working of the administrative machine
to public spirit rather than legal enactment.

The first obstacle to be overcome, if the centralized system so

dear to the Benthamites was to be introduced, was the traditional

separation between the towns and the rural districts, the boroughs
and the counties. Even in that more unstable period when the

franchise was reformed, the reformers had not dared to abolish

an arrangement hallowed by immemorial antiquity. It was there

fore out of die question to contemplate the abandonment of the
dual system when the storm had been succeeded by calm and
even by apathy. Separate legislation was therefore introduced for
the boroughs and the counties.

The reform of the Scottish corporations had been effected

quietly and almost without debate by the first reformed Parlia

ment in 183 3.
3 The commission appointed the same year to

1 The Health ofNations. A Review of the Works ofEdwin Chadwick. With a biographical
dissertation by Benjamin Ward Richardson, 1887, vol. i, pp. xliii-xlv. For the use which
Chadwic made ofthe commissioners in 1839 to prepare by the provision ofthe necessary
statistics for the final introduction of a service of public health, see Gilbert Skter, The
Making ofModern England, pp. 165-6. It need hardly be said that it was upon the registrars,
that the task devolved in 1841 of carrying out the census and the Registrars Districts

provided the necessary framework.
2 See especially in the Appendix to Third Annual Report of the Commissioners under the

PoorLaw Amendment Act 1837, the Report from the Commissioners to the Right Honour
able Lord John Russell relative to proceedings in the Huddersfield Union, June 21, 1837
(pp. 71 sqq.).

3
3 and 4 Will. IV, cap. 76, 77.
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advise upon the reform of the English Corporations issued its

report in I835.
1 Lord Melbourne s Cabinet had barely returned

to office when it decided to give effect to the report. The bill,

whose first reading was passed by the Commons on June 5,

finally became law on September p.
2

It had involved serious

conflict with the House of Lords which at one moment had
believed that by introducing amendments which restricted very

considerably the scope of the measure they had succeeded in

making it unacceptable to the Liberals and had thus secured its

abandonment. But Peel had found a way out of the impasse.
The Irish Corporations were still to be reformed. It was a heavy
task which occupied the attention of Parliament during five

successive sessions.3 And the bill which was finally passed in i840
4

after lengthy debates contained many concessions to the objections
and prejudices of the Conservative and Protestant party. A
reform of some kind had now been effected throughout the

United Kingdom. In what did it consist?

To discover the general character of the reform we will

examine the most important of the three statutes, the Act passed
in 1835 for England and Wales. Before the passing of the Act
there had existed 184 close corporations, appointed by co-opta
tion, citadels of nepotism and religious intolerance, whose prin

cipal function was to administer a number of charitable or pious
foundations. These were suppressed and replaced by the same

number of elected bodies. The competence of these new corpora
tions was minutely prescribed by law and narrowly restricted. On
the one hand they lost the right to administer the religious trusts.

But on the other hand they received powers to provide for the

lighting and safety of the streets on the lines laid down by the

Lighting and Watching Acts which during the past half century
Parliament had been in the habit of passing from time to time in

favour of a particular locality. The revenue which had belonged
to the old corporations was handed over to their successors to

meet the local expenditure and, if that expenditure should exceed

the revenue thus provided, they were empowered to levy a rate

1 First Report of the Commissioners appointed to inquire into the Municipal Corporations in

England and Wales, 1835, followed the same year by an Appendix consisting of five parts

dealing respectively with the different circuits* into which the Commissioners had
divided the country.

2
5 and 6 Will. IV, cap. 76.

3 Annual Register, 1836, pp. 21 sqq.; 1837, pp. 40 sqq.; 1838, pp. 126 sqq.; 1839, pp. 81

sqq.; 1840, pp. 105 sqq.
4
3 and 4 Viet., cap. 108.
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on the inhabitants of the borough, a rate which those who passed
the statute of 1835 no doubt expected would in all cases be very
moderate. The corporations were to be elected by all the house

holders of the borough who were liable for poor rate, and a third

part of the council was to be elected annually. These provisions
were a partial realization of the double programme of the Radi
cals: universal suffrage and annual elections. The Conservatives

were obliged to be content with securing several provisions of a

less democratic character. To qualify for the vote three years
residence was required. No one was eligible who did not possess

a certain income. And a body of aldermen was added to the

councils, equal in number to a third ofthe entire body and elected

by the councils themselves for a term of six years. Moreover, the

statute only applied to corporations already in existence. Such

important towns as Manchester and Bkroingham which returned

members to Parliament did not receive the right to elect a muni

cipal council because hitherto they had not possessed a corpora
tion. The sole concession made by the Act was that householders

might petition for a council and the Crown if it thought fit was

empowered to grant their petition.

We shall understand the new statute better if we compare it

with the Scottish and Irish Acts.

The Scottish Act began by bestowing an elected council on all

the royal burghs with the exception of nine whose size was

regarded as too insignificant. And a council was also granted to

thirteen other towns which had not been royal burghs but which
had received the parliamentary franchise in 1832. In this respect

therefore, the Scottish measure was more liberal than the English
statute of 1835. But on the other hand it restricted the municipal
vote to those inhabitants who already possessed the parliamentary
vote, that is to say to the occupiers of a tenement whose rental

value was 10. Since it was the intention ofthe statute to bring
the municipal franchise into harmony with the parliamentary, it

could not be more democratic than the Reform Bill of 1832. In

this respect the English Act was the more liberal.1

The Irish Act of 1840 was in every respect more Conservative

1 A bill introduced by Brougham in the House of Lords during the session of 1833 to

reform the English municipalities proposed a system akin to that which was actually

adopted the same year for the Scotch burghs. (H. of C., February 27, 1835 : Peel s speech,

Hamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxvi, p. 424. The Reform Ministry and the ReformedParliamentary Defa

Parliament, 1833, p. 75.)
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than the Scottish and English. The Tories resigned themselves to

the unqualified suppression ofthe old corporations constituted by
co-optation; for the scandal of corporations restricted to Protest

ants in a Catholic country was too glaring to be any longer
endurable. But they resisted the proposal to replace them by
elective councils on which the Catholics would always have an

overwhelming majority. Their opposition was partly successful.

Ofthe forty-eight corporations suppressed, only ten were replaced

by elective councils. They also demanded that in the new muni

cipalities the franchise should be restricted within the narrowest

possible limits. Finally a qualification of -10 was adopted that

is to say, apparently the same qualification as in Scotland, but

which would in reality produce a far narrower franchise. For the

country was far poorer.
1

Thus were formed in Scotland and even in Ireland, but above

all in England, what were nothing less than islands ofrepresenta
tive democracy. Three months after the English Act of 1835
came into force the first municipal elections under the new
statute took place. They were a victory for the cause of reform.

They amounted in fact to a social revolution. In the local govern
ment ofthe boroughs the clients ofthe nobility were replaced by
merchants and shopkeepers. And to a religious revolution also,

for the Dissenters were strongly represented on all the new
councils, sometimes were actually in the majority. In some towns

the Mayor was a Nonconformist.2 The Liberals drew a favourable

presage from these elections. Their position in Parliament, which
had been extremely precarious during the first six months after

their return to office, had improved. They even ventured to hope

they were disappointed by the event that the new general
election would compensate them for their poor success at the

election of 1835. O Connell declared that the new municipal
councils would be normal schools for democratic agitators.

1 The thirty-eight boroughs which were deprived ofcorporations by the statute of 1840
could manage their local affairs under the system set up by the General Lighting and

Watching (Ireland) Act of 1828 (9 Geo. IV, cap. 82). By a statute passed in 1842 they
received the right, in common with every Irish borough, of petitioning for a charter of

incorporation. The procedure to be followed in making a petition was subjected to com

plicated regulations, more complicated than the similar regulations prescribed for English
towns by the Act of 1835 (3 and 4 Viet., cap. 108, s. 14).

2 See especially Bunce, History ofBirmingham, vol. i, pp. 153 sqq. Clause 50 of the

Statute of 1835 imposed on municipal counciJlors the oath prescribed by 9 Geo. IV,

cap. 17. For the difficulties felt by Dissenters in regard to the oath, see E. Baines, Life

ofEdward Baines, p. 223.
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In addition to its direct operation, the Municipal Corporations
Act affected indirectly the local government ofthe country. In its

original form the bill had proposed to place the appointment of

the magistrates in the hands ofthe municipal councils. The House

of Lords rejected a provision which revolutionized the national

institutions. But to persuade die Radicals to accept the amend

ment Lord John had promised that in the appointment of magi
strates for the boroughs he would take account of the council s

recommendations.
1 The Liberal party finally came to regard this

verbal undertaking as a statutory provision, and Lord John con

sidered that he was carrying out the spirit, if not the letter of the

law, by systematically appointing the Justices of the Peace on the

recommendation of the new councils. In this he did but carry

further the practice he had already adopted in his appointments of

neglecting to consult the lord-lieutenants. Since the Justices of the

Peace were always taken from the gentry and the clergy, it

necessarily followed that they were all or almost all Tories. To
restore the balance Lord John appointed Whigs on his own
initiative.

There were, therefore, towns in which the established tradition

was reversed and all or almost all the magistrates were
&quot;Whigs.

And even in the country districts, to Lord Melbourne s disgust,

Dissenters and manufacturers found places on the bench.2 Two
X H. of C., September I, 7, 1835 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxx, pp. 1221

sqq., 1405-6). Clause 98 of the Act of 1835 provided for the appointment of an indeter

minate number of magistrates in every borough to which His Majesty may be pleased

upon the Petition ofthe Council thereofto grant a Commission ofthe Peace
1

. This power
conferred upon the borough councils to ask for magistrates without the specification of

any person in particular seems to have been interpreted by the Liberals as empowering
them to recommend individuals by name (Morning Chronicle, December 28, 1835). Cf.

Greville Memoirs, July 22, December 31, 1839; also H. of L., February 9, 1836: Lord

Salisbury s motion (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxxi, pp. 177 sqq.).
2 Lord Melbourne to Lord John Russell, October 6, 1835: &quot;... It is certainly true that

I always admitted a man s being a Trader to be an objection to his becoming a Magistrate,

and I believe it is upon this principle that the commissions have been constituted generally,

and particularly in the manufacturing Counties. The notion was that Manufacturers would
not be considered impartial Judges in cases between the workmen and their employers.
You may certainly say the same with respect to country gentlemen in disputes between

farmers and their men, and also upon the Game Laws, but after all country gentlemen
have held, and do hold, a higher character than Master Manufacturers. . . . You must

also bear in mind that the majority of Master Manufacturers are Tories, particularly, for

instance, in this very town of Wolverhampton . . . (Early Correspondence of Lord John
Russell, vol. ii, pp. 138-9). Lord John Russell to Lord Melbourne, October 9, 1835:

. . . You must recollect the power of a Magistrate does not begin and end with sending
a sheep-stealer to jail. The county purse is in a great degree under his control, roads are

turned, bridges made, the poor relieved by his decisions, and in this county our Whig
magistrates have reduced the expenses 50 per cent by economy and honesty. The landed

gentry are very respectable, and I have always found them kind and humane, but they
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lord-lieutenants resigned rather than countenance what they con

sidered a usurpation of their functions.1 The scandal reached its

climax when there was an outbreak of rioting, and it became

known that two notorious agitators were or had been LordJohn s

magistrates. Not only in the towns, but in the country also, a

silent revolution had occurred in the appointment of the men
entrusted with the local government.

2 Was it an adequate
solution of the question? Or would the ministry dare to take the

step which logically followed the reform of the borough corpora

tions, and reform the administration of the country districts by
abolishing the aristocratic method ofco-optation in favour of the

principle
of election? For a measure so revolutionary Lord

Melbourne s Cabinet possessed neither the courage nor the power.

A commission which had been appointed to inquire into the

management of the county finances3 issued a first report in

are certainly the class in this country most ignorant, prejudiced, and narrow-minded of

any. The uneducated labourers beat them hollow in intelligence* (ibid., pp. 143-4). The
Liberal party chafed at the consideration for the Tories which the Government had dis

played between 1830 and 1834. See Morning Chronicle, May 5, 1834: What can be expected
when Tories are not only continued in every office ofpower and authority, but when they
share equally with the Liberals in all vacant patronage. General Jackson s sweep is prefer

able to this silly game of attempting to catch enemies by putting salt on their tails/

1 The Duke of Newcastle in Nottingham shire (see Greville Memoirs, May 2, 1839) : he
would not accept the appointment of a Nonconformist Radical, and the Marquis of

Queensberry in Dumfriesshire from feeling it incompatible with his sense of honour to

continue to the Lord Melbourne Ministry the benefit of His Lordship s support* (The

Times, July 4, 1838). Tojudge by Lord Melbourne s letter to LordJohn Russell ofJanuary
20, 1839, some Liberals seem to have urged the ministers to go further and dismiss Tory
lord-lieutenants who proved recalcitrant (the letter is, however, concerned with Ireland) :

*. . . There is nothing so bad as a bad precedent. Everybody condemned the dismissal of

the Duke of Norfolk and Lord Fitzwilliain, and yet everybody has it always running in

his head to do the same. I know that, if we continue in office, I shall be overruled and

made volens nolens a party to some folly of this kind (Lord Melbourne s Papers, p. 390).
2 H. ofL., February 9, 1836: Lord Salisbury s motion (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. xxxi, pp. 177 sqq.); July 5, 1838: Lord Harewood s motion (ibid., 3rd Series, vol.

xliii, pp. 1267 sqq.); July 17, 1838: Lord WharnclifFe s motion (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xliv,

pp. 1 122 sqq.). Cf. The Times, August 31, 1838. Unfortunately, the three returns published
in 1836 give only the names ofthe magistrates with no indication of their profession, and

are therefore useless to the historian. Of greater interest are the returns published on

August 16, 1833, of the magistrates appointed since January I, 1831, and distinguishing

the Number of Clerical and Lay Justices, and those who have qualified . But it is earlier

than the period with which we are concerned.
3
It was the country gentlemen who, alarmed by the increase of the rates, sought a

remedy from Parliament and thus had a very large part in initiating the reform of the

county administration. This was equally true of the reform of the Poor Law in 1834. See

Lord Chandos s speech, May 25, 1835 (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxviii, p. 86); April 27,

1836 (ibid., 3rd Series, voL xxxiii, pp. 337-8). Cf. First and Second Reportsfrom the Select

Committee ofthe House ofLords to inquire into the Charges of the County Rates in England and

Wales, 1834; also H. of C., Reportfrom the Select Committee on County Rates with Minutes
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August 1835 and a second in June, I836.
1
Joseph Hume came

forward in the Commons to demand that the magistrates should

be deprived oftheir financial functions retaining only the judicial.
The counties also must participate in the reform which the statute

of 1835 had effected for the towns and the ratepayers be given
control over local administration.

Hume did not follow those who proposed to confer on the

Poor Law Guardians the right to determine, collect, and ad

minister the County Rate. He disliked the system by which the

Guardians were elected, since the number of votes possessed by
each elector was determined by his wealth.2 He proposed that in

every county a County Board should be set up, elected by every

ratepayer with the same procedure and franchise with which the

urban ratepayers had just elected their municipal councillors in

the 184 English boroughs. The bill was accepted by the Govern
ment and passed the first reading, but at the second reading it was

opposed by the county members and thrown out. It was in vain

that Hume renewed the attempt in 183 p.
3 Each time he was

thwarted by the opposition of the gentry and the apathy of the

Government.

ofEvidence, 1834. The Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834 was not only a measure of
administrative centralization, but also a measure of financial relief to the agriculturalists.

Nevertheless, the most powerful motive with the country gentlemen was the desire to

retain their control of local government. It is of interest to recall that in 1829 Peel had
introduced an important bill for the reform of the county administration to which he
seems to have attached considerable weight, but had finally been content to consolidate

in one statute all the existing statutes respecting the Justices of the Peace, extend while

more accurately defining their authority, and make it more difficult to join the bench

by raising the qualification from 100 to ,300 (H. ofC, March 25, 1829, Parliamentary

Debates, N.S., vol. xx, pp.1445 sqq.).
1
Preliminary Report of the Commissioners appointed to inquire respecting County Rates,

August 12, 1835. Report ofthe Commissionersfor inquiring into County Rates; and other matters

connected therewith, June 16, 1836. The Report recommends a mixed system of financial

administration in the counties: . . . no reason is apparent why persons elected by boards

of guardians should not satisfactorily conduct the affairs of the county in conjunction
with a limited number of magistrates (p. 50).

2 Hume brought other objections against the proposal to entrust the administration of
the counties to the Boards ofGuardians. The area of the Unions was too small, one Union
often belonged to two counties, and the Poor Law had hitherto been enforced only in

about one-half of the kingdom. These reasons do not appear to have been unanswerable,
since before the year had ended the framework ofthe Poor Law was employed for another

purpose and co-ordinated with the county organization. See Hume s speech, H. of C.,

June 21, 1826 (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxxiv, pp. 680 sqq.).
3 H. ofC., August 21, 1839 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. 1, pp. 465, 471). An opponent objected

to Hume s bill on the ground that the existence of boards of guardians . . . rendered
the formation of such bodies as these councils unnecessary* (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. 1,

pp. 4&amp;lt;55-&amp;lt;5).
It was on this occasion that the term County Councils* appears to have been

employed for the first time (cf. Report of Commissioners on County Rates, p. 51). la 1836
Hume spoke of County Boards .
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If, with a caution pardonable under the circumstances, the

Cabinet shrank from adopting Hume s proposal to deal with the

administration of the counties as a whole, it could hardly avoid

dealing with special problems which clamoured urgently for

solution. What solution would the ministers adopt since they were

afraid ofthat proposed by the Radicals? The administration ofthe

roads was sheer chaos. There were turnpike roads controlled by
trusts, corporations which enjoyed the legal right to levy a toll on
those who made use of the road. But since the introduction of

railways had dealt a fatal blow to the stage-coaches and had thus

deprived the turnpike trusts of the most productive source of

their revenue, they were all bankrupt.
1 Besides these there were a

host of by-roads left to the uncontrolled and unco-ordinated

management of the parochial authorities, and therefore in a

disgraceful condition. The Cabinet proposed to settle the question
of the turnpike trusts by abolishing them entirely and to replace

them by a special department to operate throughout the country-

tinder the supreme control of a board sitting in London. But tfye

private interests threatened by the reform were too powerful,
and found it an easy task to intimidate the Government by de

claiming against the danger of a centralized bureaucracy.
2 The

remaining roads, however, were dealt with by the Highway Bill

of 1835.
3 It was a voluminous enactment whose 119 clauses gave

it the appearance ofa complete code. But on detailed examination,

it proves a feeble measure. The parishes were to elect a surveyor

annually. Ifthey refused to do so the magistrates were empowered
to interfere and appoint one themselves. But this merely optional

sanction was the sole sanction imposed. The parishes were

further empowered to call upon the magistrates to unite them in

groups each ofwhich would be placed under a district surveyor.
But within the district, were it ever formed, the financial inde

pendence of each parish was jealously safeguarded. The district

must be re-erected every three years and any parish might with

draw from its district by giving a year s notice. Thus the Parish

and theJustices ofthe Peace remained the sole permanent admini

strative authorities recognized by a law which was throughout

1 For the ruin of the Turnpike Trusts, see S. and B. Webb, The Story of the King s

Highway, pp. 215 sqq.
2 H. of C., March 2, 1837 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxxvi, pp. 1196-8);

May 10, 1837 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxxviii, p. 789); June II, 1839 (ibid., 3rd Series, voL

xlviii, pp. 149 sqq.)
*
5 and 6 Will. IV, cap. 50.
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merely optional. Indeed, the bill was so ineffective that the

Government attempted to replace itby a far more drastic measure.

It proposed to identify the districts throughout the country with
the Poor Law Unions and place them under the jurisdiction of
the Boards of Guardians.1 But the bill was dropped in the course

of debate.

Another problem which had long demanded solution became

urgent in 1839. That year the entire north of England was the

scene of riots against which in the absence of a local police force

the supporters oforder had no other resource than to call out the

troops. How should the necessary police be provided? Should
a national force be instituted, under the exclusive control of a

central department in London? In 1829, Peel had established a

force of this kind in the metropolis, but a Tory government
could afford a step too daring for a Liberal administration. Were

they then to wait until the County Boards urged by Hume and
his friends had been set up and entrust them with the control of
the country police? It was impossible to adjourn to the fulfilment

of that Utopia the solution of a problem so pressing. Lord John
decided to place the local police force under the control of the

Justices ofthe Peace, the Home Secretary reserving only the right
to prescribe uniform regulations for the management of the

police throughout the Kingdom.
2 The Justices received the right

to increase or reduce at their discretion the number of constables,

the right to appoint the chief constables one for every county or

constituency who in turn should have full power to appoint or

dismiss the constables under his authority. The effect of the

statute was no doubt to centralize local government and it was

violently opposed by Disraeli, Fielden, Attwood, and a handful

of extreme Radicals.3 But the centralization was confined to the

county areas and unlike the Poor Law was not effected at the

expense of the country gentlemen. On the contrary it operated
to their advantage and was carried out under their control. After

1 H. of C., March 6, 1839. The bill had already been amended the Board ofHighways
was no longer the Board of Guardians (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xlv,

pp. 1319 sqq.); also April -24, 1839 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xlvii, pp. 499 sqq.).
2 2 and 3 Viet., cap. 93. The tide ofthe statute is characteristic, An Act for the establish

ment of County and District Constables by the Authority of Justices of the Peace . A
statute had been previously passed (5 and 6 Will. IV, cap. 43) for enlarging the powers
of magistrates in the appointment of special constables*.

3 H. of C., July 24, 1839 (Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xlix, pp. 731, 738; August 7,

1839, vol. 1, p. 6; August 8, 1839, vol. i, p. 116).
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nine years ofWhig rule the aristocrat Justices of the Peace had

actually strengthened their hold upon the government of the

country districts.
1

4

There was, however, in the programme of reform, an article

on which the Radicals could not honourably retreat from the

position they had taken up. The question of public education

raised by Roebuck in the first Reformed Parliament could hardly
remain in suspense. The system of grants in aid which had been

inaugurated in 1834 had failed to satisfy the Dissenters, for after

the first year, it had become evident that on the system by which
the grants were allotted, not only would the Catholics receive

nothing, but the Anglican schools, the schools founded by the

National Society would be automatically favoured to the detri

ment of the Nonconformist schools, founded by the British and

Foreign School Society. But unfortunately whenever the Radicals

raised a protest against the practical monopoly ofpopular educa

tion enjoyed by the Church ofEngland the same conflict always
arose between the Evangelical Protestants of the sects who were
ardent supporters of religious instruction and the free thinkers

who, faithful to the doctrine of Bentham, demanded a purely
secular system of education. After 1835 Roebuck ceased to put
forward his programme ofcompulsory eduction on the Ameri
can or Prussian model.2

Moreover, he was not returned in 1837,

and his place was taken by an Irish Catholic, Thomas Wyse, who
had taken the initiative in setting up the Irish system of national

education3 and was conducting by means of the Central Society
for Education a campaign for the establishment of a similar

system in England. He also thought it more prudent to limit his

demands in view ofthe fact that the popularity ofthe Church was

plainly increasing. He therefore decided to support
4 the more

moderate schemewhich inDecember iSsyBrougham put forward

in the House ofLords.5

1 The statute was amended in 1840 (3 and 4 Viet., cap. 88). The debates on the new bill

afford interesting information as to the application of the Act of 1839 (H. of C., February
1 8, March 24, 30, June 18, 26, July 16, 1840, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. Hi,

pp. 387 sqq.; vol. iii, pp. 19 sqq., 50 sqq,; vol. liv, pp. 1269 sqq.; voL Iv, pp. 109, 762 sqq.).
2 H. of C., March 3, 1835 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxvi, pp. 495 sqq.).
*H. of C., February 12, 1839 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xlv, p. 289).
*H. of C., June 14, 1838 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xliii, pp. 710 sqq.); February 12, 1839

(ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xlv, pp. 289 sqq.).
6 H. of L., December I, 1837: Lord Brougham s speech (ibid, 3rd Series, vol. xxxix,

p. 432). Cf. A Letter on National Education to the Duke ofBedfordfrom Lord Brougham, 1835.
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In the first place Brougham proposed that a department of

public education should be set up in the form ofa board consisting
of two of the principal secretaries of state together with three

members appointed for life. It would control the allocation of

grants to the schools founded by private charity. It would also

control the management ofthe numerous religious foundations of

extremely ancient origin, which were at present administered

with a laxity shocking to the radical reformer, who was convinced

that ifthey were well managed under state control their revenues

might possibly suffice to provide for the entire education of the

poorer classes. And it would be empowered to take more direct

measures and found schools wherever private enterprise proved

inadequate. Brougham disclaimed, as he had disclaimed all along,

any desire to introduce into British legislation the tyrannical and

Prussian principle of compulsory education.1 He did not even

suggest that the State should compel the provision of a school in

every locality, he merely proposed that the inhabitants should

have the right to obtain a school, ifthey made the request accord

ing to specified legal forms. It was frequently suggested that the

framework ofthePoorLaw should be utilized for the organization
of this voluntary system. Brougham, however, rejected the

suggestion. He did not wish to involve his schools in the un

popularity which rightly or wrongly attached to the new system
of poor relief.

2 He proposed that the local administration of his

education bill should be entrusted to the new municipalities
wherever they existed, and elsewhere to local committees elected

on a very broad franchise. Not only would every ratepayer vote

This is the place to mention the suggestion made by Peel in 1841 to utilize the machinery
of the Poor Law for the furtherance of popular education. He proposed to make use of
certain schools set up under the Act of 1834 those which were attached to a workhouse

to educate the children of the neighbourhood on payment of a trifling fee. A member
urged that the scheme should be extended to all the workhouses of the kingdom. *In

each workhouse a school must be maintained, and by adopting the right hon. Baronet s

suggestions, this school might be rendered available for the education of the independent
poor of the neighbourhood. This arrangement would at once give to the country the

advantage of schools of the best kind in about six hundred unions (H. of C., April &amp;lt;5,

1841: W. S. O Brien s speech, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. Ivii, p. 946).
1 H. of L., November 27, 1837: He did not believe that the conduct of the German

princes would be recommended for imitation in this country, with reference to education

by the Central Society (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxxix, p. 211).
2 H. of L., December I, 1837, Lord Brougham s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, voL xxxix,

p. 452) : He might be asked, as he had been frequently asked out of doors and once or
twice asked by one for whom he had the greatest possible regard he meant a noble
friend in the other House of Parliament he might be asked why he did not take the

machinery that was in existence, *You have, it is said, the machinery ofthe newPoorLaw/
Who was the friend towhomLord Brougham referred ? Lord Milton ? Or Lord Morpeth?
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but everyone who could prove that he had received even an

elementary education. In these schools the reading of the Bible

would be compulsory except for Jews and Catholics.

Brougham s bill passed the first reading for form s sake, but

nothing further was heard ofit. Nevertheless, a heated controversy

continued between the Anglicans and their opponents. The

former urged on behalf of the existing system the fact that their

enterprise had, with the assistance of the Government grants, pro

vided for the education of more than 1,000,000 children. What
of the 3,000,000 children, was the reply, who need to be taught

to read and write? 1 In the matter of primary education England
took the last place among the Protestant countries. In 1839 the

Cabinet yielded. But it lost credit by pursuing the tortuous and

timid methods characteristic ofLord Melbourne s administration.

Lord John
2

proposed the nomination of a board closely

resembling that for which Brougham had asked. It would be a

committee of the privy council and be composed of five coun

cillors and the president of the council. Its functions would be to

allocate the grants and establish a normal school (training

&quot;college).
This was very little when compared with Brougham s

scheme which was itself a modification of Roebuck s original

project. But it was sufficient to alarm the supporters ofthe Church

and denominational -education.3

When the committee which was appointed by an Order in

Council began its work, it protested at once against the proposed
foundation of a training college. For the normal school which

was planned on the pattern of the normal schools already set up
in Ireland would be a model school, where future teachers would

learn their profession by actual practice in teaching and the

1 The Reportfrom the Select Committee on Education of the Poorer Classes in England and

Wales, 1838, contains the following estimate: Recent statistics proved that the number

of children between five and fifteen years of age amounted to a quarter of the entire

population: roughly speaking, that figure could be taken to represent the number of

children in need of primary education. Deduct the children in easy circumstances for

whom no provision was necessary and the children working in factories who from the

age of nine were employed for eight hours a day. It would follow that an eighth part of

the population ought to be attending school. But at &quot;Westminster only a fourteenth part

were receiving education, at Bethnal Green a twentieth, and in five other metropolitan

parishes a twenty-seventh. At Leeds, Birmingham and Manchester respectively, a forty-

first, a thirty-eighth, and a thirty-fifth part.
2 H. of C., February 12, 1839 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xlv, pp. 273 sqq.).

3 See the debates, H. of C, April 30, 1839, Lord Stanley s question; June 4, 14, 19, 20,

24, 27, 1839 (ibid.; 3rd Series, vol. xlvii, pp. 680, 1378; voL xlviii, pp. 227 sqq., 5^9 sqq.

and 578 sqq., 73 1 sqq., 967 sqq.); H. of L., July 5, i39 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xlvui,

pp. 1234 sqq.).
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instruction given would be undenominational.1 The Cabinet

gave way and abandoned the project of founding a normal

school under State control. Then the new committee claimed the

right to depart from the rules which had been followed during
the previous five years in allocating grants. Moreover, they
declared their intention to apply a portion of the funds at their

disposal to setting up a body ofinspectors, and announced that in

future no school would receive a grant which refused to conform

to the rules laid down by the committee and accept the permanent
control of the State inspectors. In terms of contemporary legisla

tion the Cabinet no longer sought a model in the Poor Law of

1834, but turned instead to the Factory Act of 1833 thatis to say,

abandoned the principle of direct intervention for the principle of

inspection and control.2 Even this was too much for the clericals.

Once again the Government was made to feel the power of the

Church. The alliance concluded in 1834 between the Evangelicals

and the High Churchmen was drawn closer. The Wesleyans

placed their powerful organization at the service of the anti-

liberal propaganda.
3 Over 3,000 petitions against these new

measures were received by Parliament and when the question
was debated in the Commons the Government s majority was so

weak that an agreement with theBishops became inevitable. They
were to be consulted in the appointment of inspectors, and the

inspectors were to report to them as well as to the committee of

the privy council.

1 Education Commission, 1861. Appendix. Minutes of Evidence: evidence of Sir J. K.

Shuttle-worth, January 26, 1860 (vol. vi, pp. 300-1). Finally, in 1841 three training

colleges were opened, but they were all denominational (ibid., p. 304).
2 The same principle had been applied to the reform of the prisons. See 5 and 6 Will.

IV, cap. 36, 38 : An Act for effecting greater Uniformity of Practice in the Government of

the several Prisons in England and Wales and for appointing inspectors of Prisons in

Great Britain. Introducing on February n, 1839, a bill for the better ordering of Prisons*

(2 and 3 Viet., cap. 56), LordJohn explained as follows the rejection of that very measure

by the Lords in 1838, he could only suppose that it was on account ofsome misconception
on the part of their Lordships as to the nature of the powers proposed by the bill to be

given to the Secretary of State which might have been imagined to have been powers
for enforcing rules for the separate confinement of prisoners . In fact the powers of the

Justices of the Peace were not touched. To remove all doubt on the point, the clause to

which exception had been taken was redraughted (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. xlv, p. 220).

&quot;

3 Minutes of the Methodist Conferences, vol. viii, pp. 514-5 (Liverpool Conference, July

31, 1839). The attitude of the Conference is pre-eminently anti-Catholic. The attempt
to allow the introduction of the Roman Catholic Version of the Scriptures into the

Normal School . . . could not but appear eminently calculated to afford facilities and
means for the ... propagation of the ... tyrannical system of Popery.* The Christian

Advocate accuses the Wesleyans of a design to lay hands on a portion of the property of
the Canadian clergy, possibly even become a state-endowed church.
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IV COLONIAL QUESTIONS
i

All this work of reform, whether the reform of the Church or

of local government occasioned lengthy debates in Parliament.

But nobody was really anxious as to the result, not even the

members who kept the debate going. For the vast majority both

ofParliament and the country without distinction ofparty agreed
in approving the compromise which was always adopted in the

end, and the conservative spirit in which the reforms were

effected: Melbourne and Lord John merely carried out Peel s

programme. Ifduring these six years the existence ofthe ministry
was several times imperilled, itwaswhen altogether different ques
tions were under discussion. England was beginning to awake to

the fact that she was a colonial power and her colonies nothing less

. than a new world in process of birth, and she often found herself

in difficulties when faced by the novel and complicated problems
involved in the government of these subordinate States.

It is not our intention to undertake a detailed history of the

British colonies. For the object ofour study is not that vast Anglo-
Saxon world in which perhaps Great Britain is destined one day to

be absorbed, but simply Great Britain. Nevertheless, a brief

account of colonial history is indispensable in so far as it was

bound up with the history ofthe mother country and influenced

its course. At this date, the morrow of the election of 1835 and a

critical moment in the history of die British colonies, we must

once more study the doctrine ofthe Radicals ofBentham s school.

To that doctrine indeed we must constandy return, for it was the

standard with reference to which every British party must be

described whether as accepting, modifying or rejecting it. What
then was their view of the colonial question? For on this as on

every other they possessed a fixed and clearly defined belief.

It was this. Two distinct systems of government prevailed in

the British possessions overseas. In some a handful of British

officials governed as despotic lords in the name of the home
Government. The extreme instance ofthis was British India with

a native population of 100,000,000, in which the British Govern

ment had taken the place of the Great Mogul.
1 In others the

1 We must, of course, bear in mind that since British India was governed by an im

portant company under the control of a special department, the Board of Control, it was

not in the technical sense a colony.
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colonists formed an independent society democratically governed.

They thus approximated to the extreme case ofthe United States

ofAmerica which had broken away from the empire and formed
with its 10,000,000 inhabitants a powerful nation, noisy, hard

working, prosperous, and animated by an aggressive hostility
towards the mother country.

1 For the philosophic Radical the

American Republic was the ideal British colony. It fulfilled the

two essential purposes ofa colony. It absorbed the surplus popula
tion and the surplus products of toe mother country.

2 And if

America were hostile to England, it was because she had been

compelled to seize by armed revolt an independence which
should have been freely given as her right. And if she erected a

tariff wall against British goods, it was by way of reprisals

because Britain refused to admit the produce of American agri
culture. Let England take the advice of Bentham3

, James Mill,

and Joseph Hume, emancipate her colonies and at the same time

introduce a system of complete free trade. The colonies would
cease to be a burdenwhen they ceased to be dependencies. Instead,

they would become so many free and friendly nations.

The doctrine aroused no opposition from a party ofenthusiastic

imperialists. During the years which followed the Reform Bill

there were very few in England who dared to dream of empire.
Empires were too expensive and too uncertain: Spain and Portugal
had just lost their colonies, and old men still retained vivid

1 H. ofC., March 6, 1838 : Sir William Molesworth s speech: The saying &quot;Emancipate

your colonies
*

means with those who employ it, most emphatically, a great deal more
than the mere words convey. . . . What I are we to repent ofhaving planted the thirteen

English colonies of North America, which have expanded into one of the greatest, most
prosperous, and happiest nations that the world ever saw (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd
Series, pp. 476 sqq.). The entire speech is devoted to a criticism ofthe colonial administra
tion and therefore gives an excellent picture of the colonial empire at this date. It may be
found among the Selected Speeches of Sir William Molesworth on questions relating to
Colonial Policy, ed. H. E. Egerton, 1903. For another picture of the empire sketched in
the same spirit by another Radical writer, see Westminster Review, January 1836, &quot;The

Colonial Expenditure* (vol. xxiv, pp. i sqq.). A detached statement of facts which, more
over, is concerned only with legal matters, will be found in Clark (Charles), A Summary
ofColonial Law, the practice ofthe court ofappealsfrom the Plantations and ofthe laws and their

administrations in all the colonies; with Charters ofJustice, Orders in Council, etc., 1834.
2 H. of C., January 25, 1838: Warburton s speech: It was not to our colonies that

emigration was chiefly directed At present the amount ofemigration to the whole of
our North American colonies was not more than 30,000 persons annually: whereas the

emigration to New York alone exceeded 60,000. So that in the event ofour emancipating
the North American colonies, there would be no diminution, but, on the contrary, a
considerable increase ofemigration* (Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xl, pp. 481-2).3

Emancipate your Colonies! addressed to the National Convention of France, Anno 1793.
Showing the uselessness and mischievousness ofdistant dependencies to an European State (Works,
ed. Bowring, vol. iv, pp. 407 sqq.).
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memories of the loss of the American colonies, so soon after the

victory which concluded the Seven Years War.1 But it was too

blankly negative, too radical
5

to please moderate opinion. Nor
did even the Radicals venture to push it to its logical consequences.
They admitted that their programme of emancipation was not

applicable to all the colonies. Indeed, at this very time an entire

group of Bentham s disciples was putting forward a positive

programme of organized emigration and colonization and thus

assisting the growth of the British Empire.

2

In Asia, Englandwas extending her sphere ofinfluence. Alarmed

by the attempt of the Russian Emperor to establish a joint
Russian and Persian protectorate in Afghanistan, the Governor
General, Lord Auckland, despatched an expedition across the

Himalayas under the command of SirJohn Kean, which marched
to Kabul and set up a newAmir. In 1840 it seemed that Afghani
stan had become another dependency of the Indian Government,
and on its march the expedition had finally established British

rule throughout the entire Indus valley. Aden, the gate of the

Red Sea, was occupied in January 1839. Moreover, when the
Chinese Government forbade the English merchants to import
opium into China, they appealed for help to the Indian govern
ment and demanded that reparation should be exacted from the

Chinese for the humiliations they had suffered at their hands. A
fleet was despatched in consequence to Chinese waters, which

1 A French publicist, the Abb6 de Pradt, was perhaps the first to foretell at the opening
of the nineteenth century the future importance ofwhat contemporary Englishmen love
to call *the British Commonwealth of Nations . But what Englishman entertained such

thoughts, out ofharmony with an age in which imperialism was so discredited, when in

1823 M. de Pradt published his Parallele de la Puissance anglaise et nt&e relativement a
VEurope? See the curious chapter (X) entitled &quot;The Six Englands . These are England
properly so called, the United States ofAmerica, Canada and British North America, the

Cape ofGood Hope, British India, and New Holland. It is plain, wrote M. de Pradt, that

England by the multiplication of her family, the manner in which she is scattered over
the entire face of the globe, the attraction ofher perfect institutions, is destined without
force of arms to impart a new aspect to the world. In the course of the debate on the
Reform Bill, Hume expounded in detail a scheme for the parliamentary representation
of the colonies (H. of C., August 16, 1831, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. vi,

pp. no sqq.), and a Conservative speaker could complain a little later that the new
franchise had proved detrimental to the virtual or indirect* representation the colonists

had possessed under the old franchise through their ability to purchase rotten boroughs
(H. of C., May 30, 1833, Sir Richard Vyvyan s speech, ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xviii, p. 113).
But Hume s scheme was too inconsistent with his own colonial policy. His aim was not
to tighten the bond which united the colonies with the mother country, but on the

contrary to relax it.
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twice occupied the Chusan islands, anchored in the gulf of
Pe-tchi-li and from there sailed to Canton where tne British flag
was hoisted in January 1841. For all these military undertakings
the Government ofCalcutta was responsible. We might therefoie

have expected that the Radical opponents of colonial expansion
would have attacked the evil at its source. On the contrary their

organ, the Westminster Review, that severe critic of all established

institutions, was careful not to offend the susceptibilities of the

East India Company, indeed even spoke in its praise.
1

Their attitude is explained by the fact that the disciples of
Bentham were all powerful in the Company s offices. James Mill,

who had entered its service in 1819 through the influence of

Ricardo, was receiving a salary of .2,000 a year when he died in

1 836,2 and his son John Stuart Mill, who worked with him,
continued in the Company s service after his father s death.3

When at the end of 1827 Lord William Bentinck left London to

become Governor General in India he went to receive Bentham s

philosophic blessing. I am going to British India, he told the old

man, but I shall not be Governor General. It is you that will be

Governor General. 4 And when at James Mill s advice the

government of India was committed to a legislative council of

four members, he persuaded the directors to appoint Macaulay
legal adviser. Indeed, two currents ofinfluence converged to make
the appointment. Charles Grant, the President of the Board of

Control, was an Evangelical and although Macaulay s creed was

distinctly latitudinarian, he belonged to an Evangelical family. He
had, it is true, attracted attention by the lively criticism of the

Utilitarian philosophy he had published in the Edinburgh Review.

ButJames Mill had sufficient insight to perceive the close affinities

which united him with the Utilitarians. Before embarking for

India Macaulay was a frequent visitor at the house ofthe man who
was at once the oracle of the Utilitarians and the acknowledged
authority on Indian affairs. At a moment when his head was full

1 London and Westminster Review, January 1837, Fallacies on Poor Laws* (vol. xxvi,

p- 367): *The offices of the Poor Law Commission and of the India House are the only
exceptions with which we are acquainted where a large proportion of the officials seem
to have anything to do beyond giving trouble to every person requiring information or
other service at their hand. Cf. Bentham, Emancipate your Colonies, post scriptum ofJune
24, 1829 (Works, ed. Bowring, vol. iv, p. 418).

2 A. Bam, James Mill, p. 185.
3 A. Bain, ibid., p. 207; John Stuart Mill Autobiography, pp. 81-2.
4 Bentham to Col. Young, December 28, 1817 (Works, ed, Bowring, vol. x, p. 577).
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of schemes for Indian legislation, James Mill was lavish of his

counsel. Keep, was his emphatic advice, to the line ofan honest

politician/
1

Macaulay was able to do useful work in a position which might
have been a well paid sinecure. His sojourn in India was marked

by reforms. Freedom of the Press. Equal treatment ofEnglishmen
and natives in the Indian courts oflaw. Encouragement ofeduca

tion by the foundation of schools. The success of his educational

policy was direct and speedy, and might be regarded from the

Evangelical standpoint as a victory of the Christian religion or

from the standpoint of the Utilitarian Enlightenment as a victory
of western rationalism. *No Hindoo/ wrote Macaulay, who has

received an English education ever remains sincerely attached to

his religion/
2 His work was crowned by the compilation of a

penal code based, as he explained in the language ofunadulterated

Utilita ianism on two great principles the principle of suppress

ing crime with the smallest possible amount of suffering, the

principle ofascertaining truth at the smallest possible cost oftime

and money.
3 The code, completed by 1837, abolished the death

penalty except for aggravated treason and wilful murder ,

tended indirectly to get rid ofevery Indian institution which bore

a taint of slavery, and was free from legal jargon, written from

beginning to end in the language of every-day life. Thus the

codification which Bentham had desired in vain for England and

the republics of America was fully carried out4 by the Govern

ment of Calcutta. How could the Benthamites do otherwise than

wink at the faults ofthe instrument by which their ideas were put
into practice? 1 am convinced/ declared Sir William Molesworth,
that the form ofgovernment which a colony should possess must

depend upon the special circumstances of the case. . . . Certain

colonies absolutely require a despotic authority . . . our Govern

ment of 100,000,000 of people in India ... is anything but

democratic. Yet I know not if a better could be devised for the

people who are subject to it/ 5

1 A. Bain, James Mill, pp. 369, 3?o.
2
Macaulay to Zachary Macaulay, October 12, 1836 (Sir G. O. Trevelyan, Life and

Letters ofLord Macaulay, Popular Edition, 1901, p. 329).
8 Sir G. O. Trevelyan, ibid., Popular Edition, 1901, p. 299.
4 But not immediately applied. Since James Mill was dead, the Directors hesitated for

over twenty years before they enforced the new code (Bain, James Mill, p. 356).
6 H. of C., March 6, 1838 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xli, p. 484).
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3

To the south ofBritish India a group ofcolonies surrounded the

southern Pacific. To the north were the colonies ofthe Australian

continent,
1 to the south-east New Zealand, to the south-west

Cape Colony. All alike could be colonized and cultivated by
Europeans. A governor appointed by the Crown was assisted by a

legislative council, whose members were also appointed by the

Crown. &quot;Would the Colonists submit much longer to this

despotism?
Australia, discovered by Captain Cook in 1770, had taken the

place of the lost American colonies as a convict settlement to

which English criminals were transported. There was a lack of

women and to restore the balance of the sexes the Government
raided the London streets and despatched batches ofprostitutes to

the Antipodes. Gradually-, however, the convicts were joined by
free emigrants, and the former, who were placed under conditions

which differed according to their offences, could themselves

become free citizens on die expiration of their sentences.2 Even
under these circumstances New South &quot;Wales, favoured by the

excellent climate which was admirably adapted to the raising of

sheep, became rich by exporting wool; and as her commercial

prosperity increased a semblance of civic life came into existence,

and the wealthier colonists began to demand political rights. But
on what basis should they be granted? To refuse or to grant civil

rights to the ex-convicts, the emancipists , was equally difficult.

Even the London Radicals though disposed to adopt an extremely

1 New South Wales; 27 Geo. n, cap. 2; 4 Geo. IV, cap. 96; 9 Geo. IV, cap. 83. Van
Diemen s Land, 4 Geo. IV, cap. 96; 9 Geo. IV, cap. 83. &quot;Western Australia, 10 Geo. IV,

cap. 22; 5 and 6 Will. IV, cap. 14; 6 and 7 Will. IV, cap. 68; I and 2 Viet., cap. 46.
South Australia, 4 and 5 Will. IV, cap. 95.

2 Some figures will give a more definite idea of the society which occupied the colony
at this period. Porter gives the following immigration statistics for the years preceding
1834. Transported convicts: 1825, 1,916; 1826, 1,815; 1827, 2,587; 1828, 2,712; 1829,

3,664; 1830, 3,225; 1831, 2,633; 1832, 3,ii9&quot;&amp;gt; 1833, 4,151; 1834, 3,161; Freeirninigrants:
829, 564; 1830, 309; 1831, 457; 1832, 2,006; 1833, 2,585; 1834, 1,564 (Porter s Tables,

Supplement to Part V, Colonies 1834), The Annual Register (1837, p. 251) gives the

results of the census of 1837: 77,096 inhabitants, of whom 27,831 were convicts; Free
colonists males over twelve years of age, 23,121; females over twelve years of age:
11,973. Protestants: 54,621; Catholics (in other words Irish): 21,898. Then the propor
tions changed. In 1838 and 1839 Canada passed through a period of disturbance and

emigrants went to Australia instead of America. In 1838 and 1839, according to the cal

culation of Ch. Buller (H. of C., May 5, 1840, Parliamentary Debates^ 3rd Series, vol. liii,

p. 1301), there were 10,000 tree emigrants to 5,000 convicts. For the social conditions

obtaining in New South Wales, see an excellent article in the Quarterly Review, October
1838, New South Wales (voL Ixii, pp. 475 sqq.).
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indulgent attitude towards the emancipists considered the problem
in this form insoluble. They condemned the entire system of

Australian colonization as fundamentally vicious.

They demanded that the transportation of criminals should

cease. Bentham, indeed, had never ceased to attack the system
from its first introduction. But since in Australia the harm was

already done, they urged that measures should be taken to swamp
the criminal population in a vast mass of free immigrants.
Edward Gibbon Wakefield, a Quaker by birth, who had been

sentenced to imprisonment for abduction, employed his three

years of enforced idleness in Newgate to elaborate an entire

scheme of systematic emigration and colonization. Land societies,

furnished with a government Charter should put up to sale the

unoccupied land and thus obtain sufficient funds to finance the

immigration of the labour needed to cultivate this virgin soil.
1

Bentham approved the scheme.2 The opinion of his disciples was

divided. The section represented by the Westminster Review con

demned it
3 and not without reason. For ifin the intention oftheir

founder Wakefield s colonies were to become in the long run

independent democracies after the American pattern, that did not

alter the fact that they could begin their career only under the

control and protection of the State. But James Mill, John Stuart

Mill, and Sir William Molesworth, in short the entire group
which in 1833 founded the London Review in opposition to the

Westminster were keen supporters of Wakefield.

In this way the philosophic Radicals contributed directly to

the growth ofBritain s colonial empire. It was on their initiative,

ifnot altogether in conformity with their ideas, that the colony of

South Australia was founded in 1834 between the older colonies

ofNew South Wales and Van Diemen s Land. 4 And it was also

at their initiative that the Government made up its mind to a

further step. Some 1,200 miles to the south-east of Australia the

English had discovered a group of islands which enjoyed a very
J R. Gamett, Edward Gibbon Wakefield, The Colonization ofSouth Australia and New

Zealand, chaps, iii and iv, pp. 50 sqq. R. C. Mills, The Colonization of Australia, 1829-

1842, 1915-
2 See my Formation du Radicalisme Philosophise,

vol. iii, pp. 380-1, also me note to

p. 484: A Proposal for the formation of a joint stock Company by the name of the

Colonization Company on an entirely new principle: The Vicinity-m aYTmi/ing or

Dispersion-preventing principle, August 11, 1831.
3 See especially Westminster Review, October 1834, New South Australian Colony

1

(vol. xxi, pp. 441 sqq.)-

&quot;

_

4 4 and 5 Will. IV, cap. 95, amended by i and 2 Viet, cap. 60.
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favourable climate, delightfully tempered by the surrounding sea,

yet free from fogs. A British resident had been sent to New
Zealand in 1832. But the step had been taken only to guard against
the danger ofFrench annexation, and the home Government was
so afraid ofbeing involved in a colonial enterprise that the resident

was expressly forbidden to exercise judicial authority over
British subjects. New Zealand therefore remained for several years
a den of pirates among whom were many convicts who had

escaped from Australia. Then the philosophic Radicals, Sir

William Molesworth and Wakefield, took action and in despair
of overcoming official apathy formed in 1839 without a charter

from the Government a New Zealand Colonization Company .

A ship was chartered and Sir William s brotherjoined the expedi
tion. In 1840 the Cabinet at length decided to appoint a Governor
and the colony ofNew Zealand was founded.1

To complete our account of the group of southern colonies,
we must speak ofSouth Africa, where entirely different problems
awaited solution. Here the philosophic Radicals counted for

nothing, it was the Evangelicals and emancipationists who pressed
the Government to extend its control. Officially the Cape Colony
consisted only of the town and harbour at the Cape itself, which
was a useful port ofcall on the route to India. In reality the Colony,
before its conquest by Great Britain a portion of the former
colonial empire ofHolland,

2 was something entirely different, an
enormous pastoral territory settled by the Boers. Since the close

of the Napoleonic war, and especially during the long crisis

of unemployment which followed it, the Government had

encouraged British immigration to the Cape. In consequence
there were now in the colony two hostile communities, one

speaking Dutch, the other English. The English colonists among
whom were a large number ofEvangelical ministers denounced
the harsh treatment ofthe natives, the Hottentots and the Kaffirs,

by the Boers. Powell Buxton championed their cause and secured
an order in council emancipating the slaves. Whereupon the

Boers trekked en masse towards the interior to escape British
1 H. of C., June 20, 1838 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xlui, pp. 871 sqq.).

Annual Register, 1839, Chron., p. 162. R. Garnett, Edward Gibbon Wakefield, pp. 142 sqq.2 Since the Colony had been obtained by conquest its status was that of a Crown
Colony*. Other Crown Colonies at this date were British Guiana, Mauritius, Ceylon,
Gibraltar, Malta, and Heligoland (C. Clark, A Summary ofColonial Law . . . 1834, p. 23).
The title was apparently regarded in certain quarters as unconstitutional (Reflections on
. . .policy ofGreat Britain. By a British Merchant, 1833, pp. 113-14).
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rule.1 The Evangelicals at once demanded that the trekkers be

pursued and thus prevented from abusing their independence to

enslave the native population a second time. For the moment the

Governmentreturnedanuncompromising refusal.Thepoor success

of the establishment ofSierra Leone, which philanthropic motives
had founded somewhat earlier on the West African coast, as an

asylum for the negro, did not encourage a second experiment
There was no telling where the Government would be led ifonce

it began to pursue a policy of this nature. For Powell Buxton
invited Great Britain to strengthen her fleet on the African

coast, employ steamers to ascend the great rivers into the heart

ofthe continent, and conclude treaties with the negro chiefs both
on the coast and in the interior until finally the whole of Africa

had become one vast British dominion cultivated by the free

labour of the native inhabitants.2

4

We must not however imagine that the birth ofthis new world
on the coasts ofthe Pacific engaged to any considerable extent the

attention ofParliament. Nor was any more time bestowed on the

tiny dependencies sprinkled over the seas ofthe world, Gibraltar,

Malta, Heligoland, the Ionian Islands, St. Helena, and Mauritius.

There were many who wished to see the Ionian Islands handed
over to Greece. And in regard to the others, which were mere

military stations, the sole complaint raised was that their govern
ment was too costly since the aristocracy, it was alleged, too often

made use ofthem to give employment to relatives and dependants.
We may pass to the consideration ofthe long-established colonies

J I. O
in North America and the West Indies, which were further

developed than the colonies newly born in the South Seas but

where just on that account the problem of home rule was far

more urgent. In North America, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick,

X H. of C., March 6, 1838: Sir W. Molesworth s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd
Series, vol. ili, pp. 498 sqq.). H. M. Egerton, A Short History ofBritish Colonial Policy,

pp. 336 sqq.
2 T. F. Buxton, The African Slave Trade, 1839, p. 240: It is earnestly to be desired that

all Christian powers should unite in one great confederacy, for the purpose of calling
into action the dormant energies of Africa; but if this unanimity is not to be obtained,

there are abundant reasons to induce this nation alone, if it must so be, to undertake the

task/ The Remedy being a Sequel to the African Slave Trade, 1840, pp. 5, 171, 236. The

African Slave Trade and its Remedy, 1840, fused the two preceding volumes in a single
work. Cf. the alarmed letter from Lord Melbourne to Lord John R.ussell, September 3,

1838 (Lord Melbourne s Papers, pp. 376-7).
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Newfoundland, Upper and Lower Canada, not to mention the

small colony of the Bermudas, were governed by a system of

partial home rule. A Governor appointed by the Crown and
assisted by his executive council nominated the members of a

legislative council which ruled the country in conjunction with a

legislative assembly elected by the inhabitants on a franchise

usually very wide.1 The character of these constitutions was

disputed. Did they reproduce the three elements of the British

Parliamentary System King, Lords, and Commons? In that case

the Governor was an irresponsible monarch and his executive

council a ministry in the true sense ofthe term responsible to the

council and the assembly. Or was he a Prime Minister presiding
over his executive council, as over a Cabinet, and himselfrespon
sible to the Parliament of the Colony? The Governor accepted
neither view. He regarded himself as responsible, but only to the

King who had appointed him.

Since the constitution of the legislative council/ which was

composed entirely of the Governor s nominees made it easy for

the latter with the support of the council to resist a less pliable

assembly, the colonists demanded that the council should be made
elective and elected on the same franchise as the assembly. The
effect ofthe change would be to assimilate the constitution ofthe

colony to that ofthe United States. This was another reason why
both the governors and the ministers at home were opposed to

the reform. For the United States was in a position to exercise a

dangerous fascination over the colonial malcontents. Moreover,
the attitude of the States towards Great Britain was brutally
insolent. For years past a frontier dispute had raged between the

State ofMaine and the Colony ofNew Brunswick, and American

obstinacy had always postponed the settlement the British Cabinet
wished to reach. Would not the dispute be settled at some future

date by incorporating the British colonies on the continent of
America into a vast federal republic? There were 10,000,000
American citizens, and scarcely 1,000,000 British; and the latter

were faced with the unwelcome fact that the development of

Electoral qualification in Canada: the occupation ofland of the annual value offorty
shillings, or in the towns, of a tenement of the annual value of 5 or at a rental of 10
a year (Annual Register, 1831, p. 3). In Newfoundland, since 1832, the franchise belonged
to any male inhabitant who had occupied a tenement of whatever value for at least a
year before the election (Royal Proclamation, July 26, 1832; C. Clark, A Summary of
Colonial Law, 1834, p. 449).
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their own territory was almost at a standstill, whereas the re

sources ofthe United States were increasing by leaps and bounds.

The difficulties we have described were practically the same in

all the English colonies in North America, but they came to a

head in the two Canadas, and finally in Lower Canada. These

provinces demanded that their Parliaments should be given

complete financial control, and when in 1831 restrictions were
attached to the concession1 Lower Canada refused every year to

pass the budget. Upper Canada asked that the revenues of the

Anglican Church should be applied to national education of an
undenominational character. Lower Canada protested against the

use the Government made of the revenue obtained many
years before by confiscating the property of the Jesuits. Upper
Canada asked for a responsible Cabinet, Lower Canada for the

election of the legislative council. During Lord Grey s admini

stration, when Lord Stanley was Colonial Secretary, his harsh

government welded the discontent in both provinces into one

solid body of opposition. But under Lord Melbourne s second

administration, Lord Glenelg s more adaptable, or perhaps merely
weaker, methods revealed the gulfwhich divided the agitation in

Upper from the agitation in Lower Canada. When in 1837 an

armed rebellion broke out in Lower Canada it was evidently not

a rising ofthe British colonists against refusal ofthek constitutional

rights, but of the French habitants against British rule, in other

words, a national conflict. The French Canadians numbered
some 450,000, the British I50,ooo.

2 The French complained that

they were oppressed by a minority. The neighbouring colonies

reconciled with the home Government by their fear ofdie French

peril, made haste to settle their differences with the mother

country by accepting a temporary compromise,
3 and in Upper

Canada the Governor, Sir Francis Head, after putting down,
without the least difficulty, an insignificant attempt at insurrection

which lasted only a few hours, was able to dispatch all tne troops
at his disposal to the assistance of Sir John Colbourne, the

Governor of Lower Canada. He trusted the patriotism of the

civil population to repel the American raids on the southern

frontier.

1 1 and 2, Will. IV, cap. 23.
2 Lord Durham s Report, ed. Lucas, vol. ii, p. 397.

* Annual Register, 1838, pp. 338-9 (New Brunswick, Nova Scotia).
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5

To cope with the situation in Lower Canada, now the sole seat
of

disaffection,
the Cabinet called upon Parliament to suspend its

constitution and despatch a high commissioner to govern the
province and take all the measures necessary to restore order
throughout the North American Colonies. To conciliate Liberal
opinion, liable to take alarm at these dictatorial methods, the
Cabinet chose LordDurham to fill the post ofhigh commissioner 1

He took with him an official staffwhich included two philosophic
Radicals, a member of Parliament named Charles Buller, and
Edward Gibbon Wakefield. The report he drew up in collabora
tion with Charles Buller and published in 1839 on his return to

England, is still esteemed a classic.
2 To settle the problem presented

by French Canada, he proposed the repeal of the statute of 1791,
which had constituted Upper and Lower Canada separate pro
vinces. Ifthere were only one Canada, theFrench Canadianswould
be a minority in the United Canada, 450,000 to 500,000. And that
were minority would be further reduced ifWakefield s method
applied and British immigration to Canada systematically
fostered.3 On the other hand, he proposed a radical solution of
the constitutional question, to recognize the principle of mini
sterial

responsibility. It was
definitely incorporated in the measure

which Lord John Russell introduced in 1839, and which was
passed in 1 840.&quot; It was as colonial

secretary that Lord John
introduced the bill and the fact that the leader of the Commons

1 It was the choice of Lord Durham which won Lord John Russell s consent to the
th* &amp;lt;mfan - Canada ofjanu

~
3 8 also

ii and 12 Viet, cap. 56 OBourinot; 4 Mamw/ o/fo Constitutional History ofCanada, p. 36)!
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thought it incumbent upon him to assume that office, shows the

anxiety which the problem of colonial administration caused the

Government at this time.

The concession to the legislative assembly of Canada of full

control over the administration of the colony was undoubtedly
a triumph for the disciples of Bentham. During the two years,

however, which preceded the passage of the bill, the Utilitarians

had by no means smoothed the path ofthe Cabinet and its agent,

Lord Durham. If the latter had hoped to win their support by
taking with him one of their number in the person of Charles

Buller, he was quickly undeceived. For he was violently attacked

in Parliament by Leader, who was supported by Grote and Hume.

Roebuck, a Canadian by birth and the paid advocate of the

French Canadians, was not then a member ofParliament. But he

supplied his political friends with information, warned them of
the sinister design which lurked in the suspension ofan assembly,
whose rights they had so long defended against the colonial

office in London, and put them on their guard against a policy
whose manifest aim was to destroy the liberty ofFrench Canada.

It mattered nothing that these Radical malcontents were a mere

handful, for the defection of four or five members sufficed to

transform into a minority the precarious majority which kept
in office the Governmentrepresented in Canada by Lord Durham.
The Conservatives were alive to their opportunity and delivered

a frontal attack upon the Government. After three years* tempor

izing Peel began to envisage the possibility ofdefeating the mini

stry and taking office himself. In the House ofLords he found an

invaluable ally in Brougham, a liberal freelance, who bore a

grudge against the Cabinet, against the freetraders, and against

Lord Durham, whose overthrow he made it his object to bring
about. Peel demanded that the high commissioner s powers
should be strictly defined and the Government was compelled to

accept his amendments.1 Besides Wakefield, Lord Durham had

taken with him to Canada a man named Turton, who, like

Wakefield, had formerly been found guilty ofabduction, and the

choice occasioned lively incidents in the House. On his arrival, he

surrounded himself with royal state, and behaved as though

1 H. of C., January 17, 1838: Sir Robert Peel s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd

Series, vol. ad, pp. 149 sqq.); January 26, 1838: LordJohn RusselTs speech and Sir Robert

Peel s reply (ibid., 3rd Series, voL ad, pp. 543 sqq.).
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invested with sovereign power. He issued an ordinance in which
he condemned to death without trial those rebels for whose arrest

a writ had been issued but who had not yet been captured.

Those already in prison he transported to the Bermudas. The Ber

mudas, however, had not been included in his jurisdiction, and he

was plainly exceeding his powers.
1 The ordinance was attacked

in the Lords by Brougham, and when Lord Melbourne was

placed in a minority on the question, he announced on the follow

ing day that the Cabinet had decided to cancel it.
2 On October 9,

1838, Lord Durham published the cancellation in Canada. But at

the same time he issued a proclamation which was nothing short

of a diatribe against the British Government.3 To close his

theatrical career by an impressive gesture, he had already notified

his resignation. He sailed on November i, landed at Plymouth on

the 26th and at once plunged into a campaign ofpublic speeches
in the towns of the south-west. Since he had quarrelled with the

Cabinet, the Radicals rallied to his support. Sir William Moles-

worth came to meet him.4 John Stuart Mill pronounced his

panegyric in a lengthy article in theLondon and WestminsterReview,

ofwhich5 he was editor. At this juncture the provinces were the

scene of disturbances which recalled 1816 and 1819. During these

critical months Lord Durham seemed disposed to come forward

as a popular leader. Though his proposals would be adopted and

prove successful, his administration had been a complete failure.

He had failed to restore order in Canada, where the rebellion had

broken out afresh. He had not even strengthened the Cabinet

against the Radical attack.

6

The breach with the Radicals was intensified when on April 6,

1839, the Government asked Parliament to suspend for five years
the constitution ofJamaica. And in truth the colonial policy ofthis

Whig Cabinet was, to say the least, disconcerting. It seemed as

1 See the text ofthe ordinance datedJune 28, 1838 (Annual Register\ 1838, pp. 304 sqq.).
2 H. of L., August 10, 1838 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xliv, pp. 1127 sqq.).
8 See the full text of the proclamation (Ann. Reg., 1838, pp. 311 sqq.).
4 It was only with considerable reservations that he had associated himself with the

protests of his Radical friends against Lord Durham s dictatorship. See his speech, H. of

C., January 23, 1838 (Parl Deb.
r 3rd Series, vol. xl, p. 358).

6 London and Westminster Review, December 1838, Lord Durham s Return (vol. xxxii,

pp. 241 sqq.). Cf. April 1839, Reorganization of the Reform Party (vol. xxxii, pp. 475

sqq.).
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though despotism had been erected into a principle of govern
ment. To suspend the constitution of some colony or other was
an annual event.1

What was taking place in the West Indies?

The reader will recollect that when slavery was abolished, the

West Indian negroes had been placed under a provisional system
of apprenticeship intermediate between freedom and slavery, to

continue for a period of six years. The negroes bore this legal

purgatory with impatience, and complained that the planters
refused to carry out the rules laid down for their protection. They
were supported by the governors, the Methodist and Baptist

missionaries, and the magistrates to whom the mother country
had committed the task of securing obedience to the statute. At
home they were supported by the abolitionists whose power was

always considerable. In 1838, the anti-slavery group in Parliament

led by Brougham had proposed that emancipation should be

conceded immediately without waiting until it fell due in 1840.

When a motion to this effect was introduced in the Commons on

May 22, the Government, in spite of Conservative support, was

defeated by a majority of three votes. The matter was carried no
further. But the colonists in the West Indies, the Windward

Islands, the Leeward Islands, and British Guiana, understood the

gravity of the warning. All these colonies possessed constitutions

of the same type as those we have just described in the North

American colonies, but fax older, since they dated from the

seventeenth century. The colonial &quot;assemblies decided to wind up
the situation and release the planters from the inextricable diffi

culties in which they would be involved ifthe negroes were kept
two years longer in the state of apprenticeship. They proclaimed
immediate emancipation.

This was the solution adopted by the large island ofJamaica,
which, with its 30,000 British colonists and its 350,000 slaves,

equalled in importance all the other West Indian colonies together.

The planters hoped to be rid at this price ofthe interference ofthe

mother country in their affaiis; where there were no more slaves,

the emancipationists would have no concern. But they were

speedily undeceived. Though the House of Commons had not

adopted the motion in favour of immediate emancipation, a

1 H. of C., May 3, 1839: Sir Robert Peel s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. xlvii, p. 766).
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statute had been passed giving the colonial governors supreme
control over the administration of the prisons.

1 And even after

theJamaica Assembly had accorded immediate emancipation, the

Governor announced his intention to apply the new law, which

had been passed to protect the negroes against the brutality of

their former masters. Then the Assembly revolted. On October

30, it declared that the prison Act, since it had been put into

operation without their consent, was illegal and infringed the

rights of the colonists, whom it treated as British subjects , and

decided to suspend the exercise of its functions until it had been

repealed. In short it followed the example set by the Assembly of

Lower Canada. Two alternatives were before Lord Melbourne.

He might yield to the colonists and wait until the working ofthe

constitution had given the negroes sufficient voting strength to

assert their rights. Or he might resist them and set up a dictator

ship over the recalcitrant island. He chose the latter course. A
bill was introduced in the Commons suspending the constitution

ofjamaica for five years. During that period the colony would be

ruled by the governor with the assistance of a council on which

a number of commissioners should sit appointed by the Home
Government. When the difficulties attendant upon emancipation
had been settled, the constitution would be restored with the

necessary modifications .

Like the Canadian troubles in 1838, the Jamaican crisis in 1839
came as a thunderbolt upon the Radicals. For ifthey were patrons
of the slaves, they were also defenders of constitutional liberty.

Charles Buller, Lord Durham s secretary, was the solitary Radical

who supported the Jamaica Bill. On the opposite side of the

House the Conservatives under Peel s leadership opened an attack

upon the ministry. They hoped either to compel the ministers to

alter the bill in accordance with their wishes, as they had consented

to do with the Canada Bill the previous year, or defeat them if

they refused to give way. Peel without expressly espousing the

cause of the colonists objected to the harsh character of the

measures proposed to be taken immediately against them and

urged that the bill should make provision for a final attempt to

conciliate the Assembly before the dictatorship came into force.

On May 6, the defection often Radicals reduced the Government

majority to five. Lord Melbourne and LordJohn Russell decided
1 1 and 2 Viet., cap. 67.
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that under these circumstances they could not honourably remain
in office and the Cabinet resigned. But Sir Robert s hour had not
yet struck. Once more the Liberal party was saved, in curious

drcumstances, by what amounted to a court intrigue.

V QUEEN VICTORIA

i

Two years earlier King William IV had died. He had been
succeeded by a young girl, his niece Victoria, who scarcely a
month before her accession had been proclaimed of age on

reaching her eighteenth birthday. A daughter of the Duchess of
Kent, she had spent her childhood at Kensington Palace in a
circle more German than English, which was at open war with
the Court of St. James, and professed Liberal opinions. It was
therefore a little devotee of Whiggery, who became Queen of

England for the greater good ofthe Liberal party. Lord Melbourne
attached himself to the young Queen. Since the distant period
so distant that it was all but forgotten ofhis unhappy marriage,
he had lived in town the life ofa gay bachelor moving constantly
in society, free in speech and morals. The Queen s friendship
made him a changed man. He became her elderly friend, her
careful guardian. The world saw him give up his life ofpleasure,
spend entire days at Windsor, and submit to the tiresome eti

quette of the Court, delighted to have a place always reserved,
whether at the dining-table or in the drawing-room, at the right
hand of this little princess, who to the charm of youth added a

precocious gravity which was not a litde entertaining and an
admirable commonsense, though she was narrow minded and

wholly uncultivated.1

The Whigs made the most of this revolution at Court. Con
stitutional custom required that the accession of a new sovereign
should be followed by a general election, and during the cam

paign diey made free use of the Queen s name to win the favour

of the electorate. They accused the Tories of conspiring to place
on the throne the former Duke of Cumberland, now King of
Hanover. They accused Peel of having threatened the young
Queen with the fate ofMarie Antoinette. Then the time came

1 Greville Memoirs, September 12, December 15, 1838. Creevey to Miss Ord, October

9, 1839 (Creevey Papers, voL ii, p. 323).
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to arrange the Coronation festivities, and the Liberal Cabinet

decided to alter the traditional usage. The Whitehall banquet to

which it had been the custom to invite a few guests, the princes
of the blood royal, and a certain number of Peers, was replaced

by a popular demonstration. The Queen drove in procession
from Buckingham Palace to Westminster Abbey along a route

oftwo miles before the gaze of a million spectators. The Tories

now began to speak in insulting terms ofthe Court and professed
alarm at this alliance between the Crown and Democracy,

1

which, they complained, had destroyed the balance of the Con
stitution. Radical orators, on the other hand, displayed an unusual

attachment to the throne, and in his professions of loyalty
O Connell was louder than the rest.

The young Queen, however, was by no means her minister s

captive, nor, as the Tories maintained, had Lord Melbourne

become a sort ofmayor ofthe Palace.2 She had a will ofiron, and

no sooner had she ascended the throne than she astonished every
one by the firm exercise ofher authority. Her mother had been

impatiently awaiting her accession, to govern England herself.

She was treated with the affection and respect which were her

due, but was strictly excluded from politics.
3 Her intimate friend

and adviser, Sir John Conroy, expected the Garter and an Irish

peerage; Victoria informed him he would have neither but must
be content with a baronetcy and a pension.

4
Leopold, the King of

the Belgians, who had taken the position of an adoptive father

since her infancy, and by frequent letters had supervised from
Brussels her political education, also hoped, through her, to

influence English politics. The moment she became Queen she

discouraged his advances and their correspondence slackened.

Towards Lord Melbourne she did not act otherwise. She sup

ported his policy because she was a Whig and so ardent a Whig
that she often found the attachment of the Prime Minister to

Whig principles too lukewarm for her taste. 5 But she kept a close

1 SirJames Graham to Croker, May 22, 1839 : The Crown in alliance with the Democ
racy baffles every calculation on the balance ofpower in our mixed form ofGovernment.

Aristocracy and Church cannot contend against Queen and people united* (Croker Papers,
vol. ii, p. 356).

2 Croker to Peel, August 15, 1837 (C. S. Parker, Sir Robert Peel, vol. ii, pp. 320-1).
Greville Memoirs, June 29, 1837.

9 Greville Memoirs, June 29, 30, 1837. S. Lee, Queen Victoria, pp. 66 and 81.
4 Greville Memoirs, August 28, 30, 1837. Creevey to Miss Ord, January 3, 1838 (Creevey

Papers, voL ii, p, 332). S. Lee, Queen Victoria, pp. 63-4.
5
Diary, August 28, 1839: account of a conversation with Lord Melbourne. They
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watch over all his actions, and called him to order whenever he

presumed to take any decision without consulting her.1 If, in

May 1839, she kept Peel out of office she acted entirely on her

own initiative, unasked by Melbourne, and in opposition to the

wishes of several of his colleagues.
When Melbourne informed the weeping Queen2 that his

Cabinet had decided to resign, he gave her both verbally and in

writing the advice for which she asked.3 She must first send for

Wellington and do her best to persuade him to become Prime

Minister, or at least to join the Cabinet if Peel, that close stiff

man ,

4 were Premier. Melbourne shrank from the prospect ofthe
encounter between Peel and the Queen, and counted on Welling^
ton s diplomacy to smooth over many difficulties. Then the

question of the Royal Household was raised.

On several occasions in the past the question had caused diffi

culty to the Whigs when the Court was Tory, and they had made
it the custom to demand that those Gentlemen ofthe Household
who were also members ofParliament should be asked to resign
their posts. The Conservatives were now faced with the same

difficulty when the Court was Whig. The position was rendered

even more difficult by the fact that the sovereign was a Queen and
her Household, Ladies. Should the Tories require the dismissal of
those Ladies whose husbands were members of Parliament? It

was possible by insisting upon a literal interpretation of the

existing usage to maintain that there was no precedent for the

demand. Nevertheless, it was amply justified. The government
of Ireland, for example, was a permanent source of anxiety to

the Conservatives. Would it be prudent to leave in immediate

attendance on the Queen, Lady Normanby, the wife ofthe states-

man who had just been governing Ireland by agreement with

O Connell, while the Conservative party was attempting to

(the Tories) ought to help and not to oppose every reasonable measure, as they had done,
and not behave as they had done in the House of Lords. &quot;They didn t behave so badly
in the House of Lords,&quot; said Lord M. (This is admirable fairness), &quot;they

didn t throw out

many bills.&quot; &quot;But altered a good many,&quot; I said. &quot;But I didn t know that those alterations

didn t do them good,&quot; said Lord Melbourne* (The Girlhood of Queen Victoria, voL ii,

p. 242).
1 The Queen to Lord Melbourne, August 26, 1859 (Tfe Letters of Queen Victoria, vol.

i, p. 233).
2
Diary, May 7, 1839 (The Girlhood of Queen Victoria, vol. ii, pp. 159-150). The Queen

believed she saw tears in Lord Melbourne s eyes also.

3 Lord Melbourne to the Queen, May 7, 1839 (Tfte Letters of Queen Victoria, vol. i,

p. 195. Diary, May 7, 1839 (The Girlhood ofQueen Victoria, vol. ii, p. 161).
4
Diary, May 8, 1839 (ibid., vol. n, p. 163).
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govern by totally different methods? Melbourne advised the

young Queen to make a strong stand for her rights in the matter
but not to hold out obstinately; she must reserve her determina
tion for the moment when Sir Robert would raise another

question of far more serious political importance, and ask her to

dissolve Parliament immediately.
1

The Queen sent for Wellington, who referred her to Peel, then
for Peel who never had the opportunity even to raise the question
ofdissolution. Was he too stiff, too formal? On the real issue, the

question of the Ladies of the Bedchamber, the Queen did not
allow him to explain his position. She began by telling him
bluntly she could not give up any of her Ladies and never had

imagined such a thing . Peel asked her if she meant to retain

all
9

. All, was her answer. The Mistress of the Robes [Lady
Normanby] and the Ladies of the Bedchamber? All, she

replied.
2 An interview with Wellington failed to settle the diffi

culty. Melbourne was recalled. After a protracted discussion, his

colleagues with the exception of two who, however, yielded to

the opinion of the majority, gave their opinion in favour of

supporting the Queen.
3 The Cabinet accordingly remained in

office.

The immediate effect of the incident on public opinion was
favourable to the Queen. Peel had claimed the right to impose
conditions upon her, settle the details of her private life, and

separate her from those whom she had chosen to be her daily

companions. There was an outbreak of popular indignation

1 Lord Melbourne to the Queen, May 9, 1839 (The Letters of Queen Victoria, vol. i,

p. 201). Without wishing to enter into the details of this affair we must call attention to a
point which unfortunately is involved in considerable obscurity. The letter we have just
quoted was written by Melbourne after the Queen at her first interview with Wellington
and Peel had already raised the question of the Ladies of the Bedchamber (the Queen to
Lord Melbourne, May 8, 1839). What advice had Melbourne given before that first
interview? Queen Victoria in her Diary for May 7 states that he presented to her a written
note in which he advised her to request that none of her Ladies except those who had
concerned themselves with politics should be dismissed (The Girlhood of Queen Victoria,
vol. ii, p. 161). But the note, reproduced in The Letters of Queen Victoria (vol. i, p. 195),
contains neither this advice nor any mention of the Queen s Household. The speech
which Melbourne delivered in the House ofLords on May 14, 1839 (Parliamentary Debates,
3rd Series, vol. xlvii, pp. 10-13), adds to our perplexity. He there stated that he gaveH.M. no advice whatever as to the Ladies of the Household, for he fairly declared that
he did not expect, that he did not anticipate that he could not conceive that this pro
position could be made to H.M. . But he is speaking ofwhat passed on Wednesday, May
8, not of Tuesday, May 7, and he had, in fact, an interview with the Queen at eleven
o clock on Wednesday morning (Diary, May 8).

2
Diary, May 9, 1839 (The Girlhood ofQueen Victoria, vol. ii, p. 171).8 See the minutes of the Cabinet Council (The Letters ofQueen Victoria, vol. ii, p. 215).
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against his brutality, of sympathy with the young Queen so

grossly insulted, and it was sedulously nursed by the Liberal

politicians.
The Queen was cheered when she went to Church on

Sunday morning and the same evening at the Opera.
1 O Connell

was remarkable for the exuberant loyalty of his speeches. From

Birmingham, where the working class was in a state of almost

open rebellion, the Cabinet received information that preparations
were being made to assassinate Peel if he dared to take office.2

But the truth was not long in coming to light, and well-

informed persons changed their opinion. It was evident that the

Queen had been very stupid and very obstinate, Melbourne very
dishonourable or very weak, his colleagues too eager to resume

office at any cost. Extenuating circumstances were pleaded for

Peel s conduct. Perhaps he was a poor courtier. Possibly also his

reputation as a man at once proud and shy had created a prejudice

against him. But it could not be denied that Melbourne s resigna
tion had placed him in an extremely awkward position and he

could not reasonably be expected to take office under humiliating
conditions. In any case his influence in the House was unimpaired.
The position of die Liberal party which by a freak offortune had

become the court party was as precarious as ever. When in July
the Jamaica Bill was reintroduced, it had undergone the drastic

amendments for which Peel had asked in May and which the

Government had then refused.3 Things had always ended in this

way since 1835.

Though she had come triumphantly through the late crisis the

Queen had littlejoy ofher victory. She detested the Tories more

than ever and Melbourne was obliged to calm her by his paternal

admonitions.4 And it was no doubt at his instance, that in August
an empty place in the Household was filled by her first Tory

Lady-in-Waiting, Lady Sandwich, the wife ofa Tory Peer.5 But

she felt less sure of herself than she had been during the first two

years of her reign. The unfortunate business of Lady Flora

Hastings, one ofher maids ofhonour, who was accused of being

1
Diary, May 12, 1839 (The Girlhood ofQueen Victoria, voL ii, p. 177).

2 Lord John Russell to Sir Robert Peel, May 14, 1839 (C. S. Parker, Sir Robert Peel,

vol. ii, p. 401).
3 2 and 3 Viet., cap. 26.

4
Diary, September 23, 1839 (The Girlhood ofQueen Victoria, vol. ii, p. 253). C Greville

Memoirs, January 22, 1840.
5 Greville Memoirs, July 14,1839.

245



HOME AND FOREIGN POLICY

pregnant, was compelled by the Queen to undergo the humilia

tion of a medical examination and had returned to her home to

die ofa cancer, was notjust a passing vexation but left an enduring

impression on the Queen.
1 She was depressed

2 and nervous. She

clutched eagerly at every chance ofamusement,
3
delighted to find

herself in the company of young people and to remember that

she was herself very young,
4 and alarmed on the morrow of a

ball to find herself once more alone surrounded by aged states

men.5
Just then a letter arrived from the King of the Belgians

announcing the visit of two young princes of Saxe-Coburg-
Gotha. You wish them to come?

5

Melbourne asked the Queen,
and when she expressed a desire that the visit should take place,

he saw no objection .
6

The two princes were sons of the reigning Duke of Saxe-

Coburg, and the Queen s first cousins. Ernest, the elder son, was

heir apparent to the Duchy, and Leopold, their uncle, had long
cherished the idea of marrying the younger son Albert to his

niece Victoria. When in 1836 Albert had been presented to his

cousin he had made a favourable impression on her by his faultless

looks and distinguished manners. She had accepted him for her

future husband in preference to a Prince of the House of Orange
proposed by William IV. The King of the Belgians, acting in

concert with Princess Victoria, had chosen, to complete the

Prince s education, Baron Stockmar, a bizarre personage, well

known both at the Court of Brussels and at Kensington Palace,

Leopold s former doctor, a patriotic German and a devoted

servant of the Coburg family.
7 He had taken Albert to Brussels

to learn from Leopold the duties of a constitutional monarch, to

Italy to visit the museums and the churches. He sent excellent

reports of his pupil to London and Brussels, anxious only about

Albert s weak health, indifference to politics, and coldness towards

women. This precocious wisdom alarmed the old man, who had

1
According to Sir Sidney Lee (Queen Victoria, pp. 93-4), Melbourne was responsible

for this shocking blunder. This is difficult to believe. See, on the contrary, Grevttk

Memoirs, March 2, 1839.
2
Diary, June 12, 1839 (The Girlhood of Queen Victoria, vol. ii, p. 205).

3
Ibid., May 29, 1839 (vol. ii, p. 189).

4
Ibid., May 30, June 16, 1839 (vol. ii, pp. 191, 207).

6
Ibid., September 26, 1839 (vol. ii, p. 256).

e
Ibid., June 17, 1839 (voL ii, p. 207).

7
King Leopold to the Queen, June 30, 1837; the Queen to King Leopold, April 4, 1838;

King Leopold to the Queen, April 13, 1838 (Letters ofQueen Victoria, voL i, pp. 105, 141).
C Sir Th. Martin, Life ofH,R.H. the Prince Consort, vol. i, pp. 15 sqq.).
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been a doctor before lie became a courtier.1 In June 1839 Albert

returned to Coburg to be present at the celebration ofhis brother s

majority, in which indeed he had a personal share, for in virtue

of a special enactment his own majority had been anticipated by
more than a year, and he was proclaimed ofage the same day as

his elder brother.2 In other words he was officially declared of

marriageable age.
On October 10, both princes arrived at Windsor, Albert,

however, considerably out of temper. For he had received from

his uncle a letter written at Victoria s request to prepare him to

regard the engagement as broken off or at least postponed in

definitely.
3 Had the young Queen taken fright when she saw

herself obliged to take the decisive step in the absence ofthe man
chosen to be her husband? Did she feel that the proposed marriage
was disliked by Melbourne and unpopular with her people? Or
was it simply that this very self-willed young person revolted

against, a marriage arranged for her by others, and desired her

marriage to be her personal choice, a genuine love match?

A love match it was. Albert was excessively handsome*.4 He
danced beautifully .

5 Victoria was fascinated. Only four days
after his arrival she told Melbourne that her mind was made up
and Prince Albert became engaged to the Queen,

6
Immediately

his troubles began. For two whole months he was exposed to the

most ill-natured curiosity on the part of the British nobility.

Everything about him was made the object of their ridicule,

his taste for literature and metaphysics*, his good looks, his

virtue. By every class ofsociety, the aristocracy, the middle-class,

3 Stockmar Memoirs, vol. ii, p. 7.
2 Sir Th. Martin, Life ofH.R.H. the Prince Consort, vol. i, p. 32.
8 Prince Albert to die Prince of Loewenstein (Lieut-General the Hon. Ch. Grey, The

Early Years ofHis Royal Highness the Prince Consort, p. 246). The Queen to King Leopold,

July 15, 1839 (The Letters ofQueen Victoria, vol. i, p.- 223).
4
Diary, October 10, n : Beautiful ... so excessively handsome* (The Girlhood ofQueen

Victoria, vol. i, pp. 262-3). The Queen to King Leopold, October 12, 1839: Albert s

beauty is most, striking, and he so amiable and unaffected in short, vetyfascinating* (The

Letters of Queen Victoria, vol. i, p. 237).
5
Diary, October n: *I danced . . . with dearest Albert who dances beautifully (The

Girlhood of Queen Victoria, voL i, p. 263).
6
Ibid., October 13, 14, 15 (vol. i, pp. 264 sqq.). The Queen to King Leopold, October

15, 1839 (The Letters ofQueen Victoria, vol. i, p. 238). In order to avoid summoning Parlia

ment before the usual date, it was decided to keep the engagement secret. Only LordJohn
Russell was informed. And Melbourne and Lord John kept the secret so well that when

the engagement was at length published It was believed at court that once more the

Queen had acted entirely on her own initiative, and had become engaged without asking

anyone s advice or informing anyone (Greville Memoirs, November 27, 1839).
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and the people, this new Coburg was distrusted.1 And it did

indeed seem as though the chiefoccupation ofthe Coburg family
was to make brilliant matches, in England, in Portugal, and in

France. The Duke of Nemours had just become engaged to

Princess Victoria of Saxe-Coburg. And the family factotum, the

German Stockmar, was always to the fore arranging the marriage.
As soon as Parliament met, Tories and Radicals united to perse
cute the Queen s future husband, while the Whigs and Liberals

looked on with complete concern.

In the first place was he a Protestant? There seemed no doubt
that he was. Yet what trust could be placed in the Protestantism

ofa family, two ofwhose members had made Catholic marriages
in Belgium and in Portugal ?

2 And ifhe was, why had the govern
ment omitted deliberately omitted

3 to mention the fact in the

declarations the Queen read to the Privy Council and in Parlia

ment? In the House ofLords, Wellington carried an amendment
to add the word Protestant to the word Prince in drawing up the

Address.4 In the House of Commons Inglis and Sibthorpe

provoked unpleasant incidents;
5 and to answer ridiculous

questions of this kind, Palmerston found it necessary to ask

Stockmar, whether Prince Albert belonged to any Protestant

sect, the tenets of which could prevent him from partaking
of the Lord s Supper according to the rites of the Church of

England?
6

The dowry of 50,000 for which the Government asked was
denounced as excessive. Joseph Hume proposed to reduce it to

21,000. He did not succeed. But Conservatives and Radicals
1 Greville Memoirs, February 4, 1840 : There is no great sympathy for the lucky Coburgs

in this country.
2 Lord Melbourne to the Queen, November 27, 1839 (The Letters of Queen Victoria,

vol. i, p. 251).
3
Diary, December 6, 1839: . . . Lord Melbourne said he left it out on purpose, not to

attract attention, as else they would have said that wasn t true, and that many ofthe family
had collapsed into Catholicism, King Leopold also had severely blamed the omission (Sir
Th. Martin, Life ofH.R.H. the Prince Consort, vol. i, p. 57). It is interesting to recall that
in December 1831 William IV, from a Tory scruple, to conform to what he believed to
be the received usage, had omitted the word Protestant in his speech from the Throne.
See Sir Herbert Taylor to Earl Grey, December 3, 1831 : . . . Your Lordship will observe
the proposed substitution of the word Established for Protestant Church, which occurred
to H.M. from a belief that established has been the term generally used heretofore and that
the change of it, upon this occasion, might attract notice. If, however, H.M. be mistaken
in his recollection offormer usages, his objection will of course fall to the ground (Corre
spondence ofEarl Grey with William IV, vol. ii, p. 13).

4 H. of C., January i&amp;lt;5, 1840 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. li, pp. n sqq.).6 H. of C., January 16, 1840 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. li, pp. no, 114).6 Stockmar Memoirs, vol. ii, pp. 24-5.
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combined under the conduct ofPeel to reduce it to ^30,000 by
the large majority of262 to 158 votes.1

Was it the correct procedure to give the Prince, as the Natural

ization Bill proposed, precedence over everyone else, except the

Queen, both in and out of Parliament? The Queen, who would
have liked Albert to receive the title of King, like Philip and
William in the sixteenthand seventeenth centuries, had the passage
of this clause particularly at heart. She was defeated by the

uncompromising opposition of the Lords. If the Queen died,

ought die Prince Consort to take precedence over the heir to the

throne? Wellington wished to give all the Princes of the Blood

precedence over the Prince. Tired ofthe contest, the Government
decided to omit all mention ofprecedence from theNaturalization

Bill.
2

The marriage was solemnized on February 10 amid general

rejoicings. Four months later an attempt by a young madman on
the Queen s life restored the popularity of the royal couple. The

Queen became pregnant and Parliament passed without debate

an Act appointing Albert regent in the event of the Queen s

death. The Queen bestowed upon him by warrant the precedence
the House of Lords had refused;

3 and when Parliament was

adjourned the Prince presided seated in an armchair to the left of

the throne. In this way the humiliation which noble cliques,

political parties, and the jealous nationalism of the Press and

public opinion, had combined to inflict upon Prince Albert, was

in some degree removed. But in his own home he was still subject
to humiliations of a different kind, less public but no less galling.

The young Queen, who loved ruling, had taken a husband that

in the society of a young man of her own age she might find

distraction from political cares. Never for a single moment did

she dream, even when she desired the royal tide for him, of
1 H. of C., January 24, 27, 1840 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. li, pp. 554 sqq.,

584 sqq.). Cf. Stockmar Memoirs, vol. ii, p. 30: As I was leaving the Palace . . . Melbourne
used the following remarkable and true words . . . &quot;The Prince will doubtless be very

much irritated against the Tories. But it is not the Tories alone, whom, the Prince has to

thank for the curtailment of his appanage. It is the Tories, the Radicals, and a good many
of our own people&quot;

2 H. of L, January 27, February 3, 1840 (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. li, pp. 575 sqq.,

1079 sqq.).
3

&quot;Who first thought of settling the question of precedence by the use of the royal

prerogative? Lord Melbourne? Or Greville himself? See on the point Queen Victoria s

Diary, February 3, 1840 (The Girlhood of Queen Victoria, vol. ii, p. 313), also Creville

Memoir^ January 31, February 13, 16, 1840. Stockmar had suggested an Order in Council

(Memoirs, vol. ii, pp. 34-5).
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making him her master or even her adviser. She refused the

repeated request of the King of the Belgians, that she would give
him a seat in the House ofLords.1 She refused his personal request
to be allowed to choose the Gentlemen of his own Household,
and began by forcing upon him as Private Secretary an English
man named George Anson, a tried servant of the Whigs and

Melbourne s secretary.
2 He was not even allowed to set up a

non-political salon according to the custom which prevailed in

the German courts, at which he could receive men of learning,

professors, and artists. The Queen/ wrote Anson, has no fancy
to encourage such people. This arises from a feeling on her part
that her education has not fitted her to take part in such conversa

tions/3 In the end Anson took pity on the Prince and made

representations to Melbourne and Stockmar, who argued the

point with Victoria and persuaded her that she would not be

unfaithful to her duty as Queen if she took Albert into her con

fidence in matters of State.
4 From August onwards we find the

Prince taking an active part and to good purpose, so at least he

believed,
5 in the serious problems of foreign policy which

absorbed about this time the entire attention ofBritish statesmen.

3

Relations between England and France caused grave anxiety.
We have already spoken ofthe friction wHich almost unknown to

the general public had taken place between the two Governments

during the summer of 1834. Since that time Wellington had held

the Foreign Office for three months. He had attempted without

success to alter the line of action England had adopted in her

Spanish policy and had offered to act as impartial arbiter between

the factions contesting the rule ofthe Peninsula. He had offended

Liberal opinion by sending as ambassador to Saint Petersburg

1 The Queen to King Leopold, November 26, 1839; to Prince Albert, November 27,

1839 (The Letters of Queen Victoria, vol. i, pp, 250, 252).
2 The Queen to Prince Albert, December 8, 1839 (ibid., vol. i, p. 254).
3 Anson s Memorandum, January 15, 1841 (ibid., vol. i, p. 322).
4 See Anson s Memorandum, May 28, 1840 (ibid., vol. i, p. 283). Anson remarks that

in Stockmar s opinion the Queen s Lady-in-Waiting, Baroness Lehzen, was responsible
for her attitude.

5 To his father, August 1840:
*

Victoria allows me to take an active part in Foreign
Affairs, and I think I have done some good. I always commit my views to paper, then
communicate them to Lord Melbourne. He seldom answers me, but I have the satisfaction

of seeing him act entirely in accordance with what I have said&quot; (Sir Th. Martin, Life of
H.R.H. the Prince Consort, vol. i, p. 95 .).
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Lord Londonderry, the most aggressive ofTories. Would he Have

improved or rendered worse the relations between England and
France? He had been turned out of office and Palmerston had
returned. And there could be no doubt that ever since he became

Foreign Secretary, British relations with France had gone steadily
from bad to worse.

In every quarter of the globe conflicts had arisen between the

two nations. In America the French were very active, and in

Buenos Ayres and in Mexico in 1838 French admirals had

defended the interests of French subjects by the threat of bom
bardment. In 1839 the French fleet had blockaded the Mexican

coast and bombarded Vera Cruz, and when the Americans called

upon Palmerston to protect their natural rights , the British

Government had finally intervened between Mexico and France.1

The position was the same in the Old &quot;World as in the New,

though here the conflicts between France and England were in a

sense more direct. Wherever there was civil war, one of the two

contending parties was the French party, the other the English.

This was the case in Greece, where France was accused byEngland
of conducting revolutionary propaganda when the English party
was in power, and the charge was returned when the French

party had the upper hand.2 And it was also the case in Spain,
where opposition between French and English policy seemed to

be the established tradition.

The British Government found it no easy matter to carry out

the Quadruple Alliance. Article 3 of the Treaty bound the

British Government to assist by the employment of her naval

forces to drive out the Carlist and MigueHst armies, and the

further clauses added in August mentioned only arms, munitions,

and warships. But of what possible use was the British fleet

against the Carlist bands fighting in Navarre and the Basque

country? And how could the Government hope to obtain the

consent of Parliament to exceed the strict letter ofthe treaty and

shoulder the cost of a regular expedition? Like Canning before

him, Palmerston took refiige in halfmeasures.

A number of marines, out of all proportion to the size of the

fleet, were dispatched to Spanish waters. An Order in Council

1 Annual Register, pp. 496-7.
2
Duvergier de Hauranne, *De 1 alliance anglo-francaise et de Touverture du Parlement*

(Revue des Deux-Mondes, February 15, 1841, vol. xlvii, pp. 474-5)-
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suspended the Foreign Enlistment Act and authorized 10,000

British volunteers supplied with arms by the Government to

defend in Spain the cause ofconstitutional monarchy against Don
Carlos.1 De Lacy Evans, a Radical member of Parliament and a

Colonel retired on half pay, took command of this band of

adventurers, which, ill equipped and badly fed, decimated by
disease and flung into the horrors of a Spanish civil war, went
from one disaster to another.2 The English Cabinet might employ
another device by which to intervene in Spain without openly

violating the principle of non-intervention, and encourage the

intervention ofa third power, in this case, France, a course which
was in fact sanctioned by Article 4 ofthe Quadruple Alliance. But
other difficulties stood in the way ofthis plan. The Constitutional

ists in Spain were divided into two hostile factions. One ofthem,
the moderate party whose programme resembled that known at

Paris as the programme of resistance was led by Count Torreno

and took its orders from the French ambassador. The other,

more democratic and akin to the French party which went by the

name of the party of movement, worked in harmony with

Palmerston and his ambassador at Madrid. Therefore, when
armed intervention by France in Spain was proposed, agreement
between France and England proved impossible. If as happened
in 1 8 3 6 London asked Paris to intervene, Paris refused. Ifas in 1 8 3 5

and 1840 a French Government proposed to dispatch an expedi
tion, Palmerston threw cold water on the plan,

4

In such circumstances it might well seem that these clashes

between the two leading naval powers were unavoidable and the

understanding which had been reached between the two Govern
ments necessarily artificial and insecure. It would, however,
revive after 1840 and be transformed fifteen years later into an

active military alliance. It must be admitted therefore that during
the middle of the nineteenth century the understanding with
France in spite offrequent disagreements met a persistent demand

1 H. of C., February 26, 1836: Speeches by Lord Palmerston and Sir Robert Peel

(Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxxi, pp. 993 sqq., 1005 sqq.). H. of C., March 10,

1837: Lord Mahon s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxxvii, pp. 223 sqq.).
2 Annual Register, 1836, pp. 354, 399; 1837, p. 206. H. of C., April 17-18, 19, 1837;

H. of L., April 21, 1837 (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxxvii, pp. 1329 sqq., 1394 sqq.; vol.

xxxviii, pp. i sqq., 21 sqq.).
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of the situation, and that it was due only to accidental causes that

it was shaken about the year 1840. The immediate cause ofquarrel
was indeed a conflict which ever since 1834 had been in progress
between the self-esteem and vanity of two individuals, Louis

Philippe and Palmerston.

Pahnerston desired that in the agreement between France and

England, of which he was the author, England should as far as

possible take the first place, and that it should be made to appear
as though, by concluding the agreement, she had taken French
interests under her protection.

1
Talleyrand was by no means the

man to bow to Palmerston s arrogance or flatter his conceit. He
considered himself a person of sufficient importance to treat with
monarchs on equal terms. He may even have cherished in secret

the dream of repeating a second time his master stroke of 1815
and effecting an alliance between France, England, and Austria,

a dream he could never hope to realize so long as the Whigs and
Palmerston were in office. Hence the difficulties to which we
have already alluded and his departure in September 1834. He
had no difficulty in communicating to Louis Philippe the senti

ments of distrust and dislike he entertained for Palmerston. Both
on dynastic grounds and for other reasons the British alliance was
distasteful to the French King. He was weary of patronizing, at

Palmerston s beck and call, the revolutionaries who in Paris were

threatening his throne. He would have liked to reach an under

standing with the Northern Powers, and made advances to

Austria which Metternich, delighted to see the concert between
France and England weakening, was not slow to encourage.
Palmerston was therefore anxious to prove to the King, since he
was so blind to the advantages of British friendship, that he was

pursuing a chimera if he believed it possible to substitute an

understanding with Austria for the understanding with England
or even to complete the latter by the former or balance one against
the other.

He enforced the lesson with complete success. The memory of

the revolutionary crisis through which the two great western

1 Lord Palmerston to Lord Melbourne, March I, 1836: . . . When Ancillon and
Metternich complain of the division ofEurope into two camps, that which they really

complain of is, not the existence of two camps, but the equality of the two camps. The

plain English is that they want to have England on their side against France, that they

may dictate to France, as they did in 1814 and 1815, and they are provoked beyond
measure at the steady protection which France has derivedfrom us. But it is thatprotection which

has preserved the peace ofEurope (Lord Melbourne s Papers; pp. 339-40).
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nations had passed in 1830 and the following years had begun to

fade. The monarchy of Louis Philippe, which had now become

reactionary, no longer evoked the same instinctive sympathy
from British Liberals. England no longer absorbed by domestic

problems, was showing signs of anxiety lest French competition
should interfere with the growth ofher commerce. As time went

on, Palmerston came to love his work at the foreign office and

threw himself into it with increasing zeal. In the Commons he

renewed his rhetorical triumphs of 1829 and 1830 and Parliament,

impressed by his imperturbable self-confidence, became ac

customed to trust the foreign policy of the nation blindly to his

conduct. It is not surprising that so many years elapsed before he

entered upon the full exercise of his powers. In a democratic state

to climb the ladder of office a politician is obliged to exert all

his faculties at the beginning of his career. In an aristocratic state

like the England of the early nineteenth century, fortuitous

circumstances and the accident of birth have placed him from his

youth at the head of a government department and the practice

of office must be the school in which he learns the capacity to

fill it. The moment had now come when Palmerston had at

last completed his apprenticeship and mastered his profession.

He was growing old. In 1839 Cupid* took a wife. The age of

amusement yielded to the age of hard political work and lofty
ambitions.

The Belgian question gave him his first opportunity to teach

Louis Philippe a lesson. The treaty oftwenty-four articles of183 1,

which guaranteed the independence of Belgium, left to Holland

the greater part ofLuxemburg, the greater part ofLimburg, and

the town of Maestricht. Leopold had accepted the treaty under

protest, it was the King of Holland who had refused to sign. In

1838 the Dutch monarch suddenly changed his mind and

demanded the full execution of the treaty. Leopold again pro
tested, urging that the conditions were no longer the same as in

1831, since the King of Holland had allowed the treaty to lapse
and for six years the Belgian Government had administered the

disputed territory to the entire satisfaction of the inhabitants. He
therefore claimed that the treaty should be revised and felt con

fident of success since Louis Philippe with the loud approval of

the Parisian press had promised his support and his niece Victoria

hadjust ascended the British throne. But Victoria refused to allow
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her uncle to dictate her policy
1 and Palmerston decided in favour

of the Dutch claim, which was supported by the Northern
Powers. The French Government, left completely isolated, finally

gave way in December 1838.

Thus on the Belgian question, the very question whose settle-

ment in 183 1 had sealed die Anglo-French understanding, Palmer
ston separated himself from Louis Philippe and ostensibly sup
ported the Northern Powers against him. It was a return to 1815,
a triumph for the policy ofthe Holy Alliance and it was the work
ofa Whig administration. It was also the victory ofthe Protestant

party inEngland over the Catholic. It was remarked that by some

strange play of circumstance, all over the world, in Ireland,

Belgium,
2

Poland, Canada, and Newfoundland,
3 the mal

contents, the clients of the advanced Liberals, were Catholics.

In Rhenish Prussia the Archbishop of Cologne was at open war
with the King ofPrussia, and there was a party in Belgium which
advocated the formation of a Belgo-Rhenish Confederation

which would have united in a single State the Belgian Catholics

and the Catholics of the Rhineland.4 Even in France the whites
1 The King ofthe Belgians to Queen Victoria, November 24, 1838; Lord Melbourne to

Queen Victoria, December 2, 1838 ; Queen Victoria to the King ofthe Belgians, December
5, 1838; Queen Victoria to the King of the Belgians, February 7, 1839, April 9, 1839; the

King ofthe Belgians to Queen Victoria, April 19, 1839; Queen Victoria to the King ofthe

Belgians, April 30, 1839 (The Letters ofQueen Victoria, vol. i, pp. 170, 172, 183, 190, 192,

193).
- The Times, January 12, 1836: . , . &quot;Well, here are the three great strongholds ofPopery

surrendered [Spain, Portugal, France] : the West of Continental Europe is tree, save only
Belgium, where the priestly tyranny has been kept alive, as in Ireland it has been reinforced

and exalted. . . . Neither in Belgium nor in Ireland is die priest obstructed by the genius
of military government, which in France, Prussia, and Austria keeps him to his good
behaviour it is a worthy rival to its sister tyranny. Ifwe would promptly put down the

evil, brute force is, in such cases, a not unfit teacher ofbrute intelligence/
3 For the situation in Newfoundland, see H. ofC., December 12, 1837: Hume s speech

(Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxix, pp, 978 sqq.).
4 O Connell undertook the defence of the Catholics of the Rhineland, and the King

of Prussia was so anxious as to the attitude British public opinion might adopt on the

question that he sent a special envoy to London to open the eyes ofthe British Protestants.

He was Baron von Bunsen, a man who united the theologian with the statesman (see his

Memoirs, vol. i, pp. 465 sqq.). Bunsen inspired the two articles on the question which

appeared respectively in the Quarterly Review ofJanuary 1839 (&quot;Papal Conspiracy. Arch

bishop of Cologne , voL Ixiii, pp, 88 sqq.), an exceedingly clever article plentifully
furnished with evidence, and in the Foreign QuarterlyReview forJanuary 1839 (&quot;The Arch

bishop of Cologne, Prussia and Rome , voL xxii, pp. 231 sqq.). See Memoirs of Baron

Bunsen, voL i, p. 499. Letter to his wife, undated, early in 1839: *. . , Lord Melbourne

complained ofme at Lord Holland s, saying, &quot;Bunsen is setting up the country against us

his article in the Quarterly is in everybody s hands, and makes people mad.&quot; Bulow
endeavoured to soothe him, saying &quot;that Ihad not written it, that the article was good and

true, and he, Melbourne, would ruin hirnself and his colleagues by opposing its cause,
*

Melbourne thereupon softened and added, &quot;All the young people are growing mad upon
religion.&quot;

Cf. Greville Memoirs, May II, 1838 : Stanley thinks the peace ofEurope will be
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made common cause with the reds and in their hatred of Louis

Philippe worked together for the establishment of a democratic

Republic. In consequence, the English Conservative middle class

whose outlook was more accurately represented by Peel than by

any other statesman regarded Catholicism as at once popular and

reactionary, the religion of the ignorant and superstitious masses,

and Protestantism on the contrary as the religion ofrespectability,

reason, and moderation. And now the Whigs, who ever since the

century opened had been considered the Catholic party, had

betrayed Poland, placed Lower Canada under martial law, and

returned the Catholics ofLuxemburg and Limburg to a Calvinist

Government.

5

Louis Philippe had akeady received one warning. He was now
to be taught a harsher lesson in the East. The crisis began when on

April 21, 1839, the Turkish army crossed the Euphrates and

threatened to cut in the neighbourhood ofAleppo the land com
munications of Ibrahim Pasha s Egyptian army, then encamped
at Adana, on the southern shore of the bay of Alexandretta.

Sultan Mahmoud s declaration of war against the Pasha had

been made with the approval, indeed on the advice, ofthe British

ambassador, Lord Ponsonby. But we must not imagine that when
he encouraged Mahmoud to take the step, he had acted under

instructions from Palmerston. This eccentric diplomatist, at once

indolent and domineering to a degree wellnigh incredible and

regarded by the entire diplomatic service as three-parts mad, was

Lord Grey s brother-in-law and owed his appointment to the

insistence of Lord Grey and his following.
1 On the other hand

disturbed, and that speedily, by the great antagonistic forces of religion growing out of

the Prussian disputes between the Court of Berlin and Archbishop of Cologne; this he

told me the other day, and said people were little aware of what a religious storm was

brewing . . . Cf. also Lord Stanhope, Conversations with Wellington, p. 179, October 7,

1839: *Popery and Protestantism have changed sides as to their social relations. At the

outset Protestantism took the side of popular claims. Popery, on the other hand, ranked

itself with the monarchical institution with the aristocratical institution with the

institution, in short, of conservatism. The scene has now changed. ... It is remarkable

that the Papal government which rejects democracy and the voluntary principle in its

own Italian States, readily encourages and avails itselfofthem elsewhere for the extension

of its influence and power. Cf. the popular excitement aroused by Austrian persecution
ofthe Protestants ofZillerthal: Annual Register, 1838, pp. 468 sqq.; also Quarterly Review,

June 1839, Popish Persecution in the Tyrol The Exiles of ZiUerthaT (vol. btiv, pp.
120 sqq.).

1 Greville Memoirs, June 18, 1837. See another version, which, however, is by no means

reliable, in the Reminiscences of William IV. Correspondence between Lord Ponsonby and Mr.

Urauhartt 1813 to 1836, p. 4.
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the First Secretary, Henry Bulwer, who had just given his warm

support to Lord Palmerston s Spanish policy, was on the whole in

favour of Mehemet Ali.1 Palmerston, who had not made up his

own mind, accepted at first the French proposal of a joint inter

vention by England, France, Austria, and Prussia to maintain the

status quo in the Levant. To be sure there was already friction

between London and Paris. The British Foreign Office demanded
that Syria should be evacuated by theEgyptian army, ifthe Sultan

agreed to recognize the hereditary right of the Pasha and his

successors to the government ofEgypt. The French on the other

hand wished the Egyptians to remain in permanent occupation of

Syria. For the moment, however, Palmerston did not insist, and

the policy which Talleyrand had always pursued and Louis

Philippe had resumed, the policy of friendship with Austria, had

apparently triumphed.
It was not long before a series of critical events alarmed the

statesmen of London and Paris. During July the news arrived,

first thatMahmoud had died, then that the Turkish army had been
annihilated at Nezib, finally that the entire Turkish fleet had

deserted to the Pasha. Palmerston hesitated, anxious as to the

attitude of Russia, whose armed intervention seemed inevitable.

For the three Governments of Paris, London, and Vienna one

step was now imperative, to make sure of the Czar s intentions.

What action did Nicholas contemplate?
Ever since 1815 British public opinion had been pulled in

different directions by two incompatible sentiments, hatred of

France and hatred ofRussia. But since 1830 hatred ofRussia had

been definitely predominant. While the Tory party remained

true to the traditional Gallophobia, the Liberals had affected to

ridicule its suspicions and fears until Russia reconciled both parties.

For the Conservatives dreaded Russian encroachment in the

Levant, Persia, and Afghanistan. And the Liberals dreaded the

permanent menace which Russian influence presented to the

Liberal cause throughout Europe. Everywhere the Russophobes
were raising the cry of danger and predicting the imminent out

break ofwar. Dudley Stuart speaking in the House ofCommons
had even depicted the Prussian Zollverein as a Russian plot to

extend her sway over the whole of Germany through the

1 H. L. Bulwer to Lord Palmerston, August 28, 1838 (Sir H. L. Bulwer, The Life ofLord

Palmerston, Book XH, ed. 1870, vol. ii, p. 282).
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instrumentality of the Prussian Government.1 The Court was
animated by the same feelings and the aged King William hated

France and Russia impartially. It is possible that David Urquhart,
who had been dismissed from the diplomatic service, and had

placed his talents as a publicist at the service of the enemies of

Russia, was the King s confidential agent.
2

Urquhart accused Palmerston of working in secret for an

understanding with Russia and though his charges against the

Government were extremely wild, they were not perhaps wholly
devoid offoundation. In 1832, Palmerston in spite ofthe fact that

Belgium had secured her independence had obtained the sanction

ofParliament to the continued payment by England to Russia of

her portion ofthe Russo-Dutch loan, had sent Lord Durham on a

special mission to St. Petersburg to conclude ifpossible, an agree
ment with the Czar, and ever since had obviously pursued a

conciliatory policy towards Nicholas in Poland,
3 in the Levant,

4

and even in Persia. His motive is not difficult to understand.

England must not be ia danger of diplomatic isolation should

Louis Philippe decide to terminate the understanding between

France and England, nor must Louis Philippe be allowed to

imagine his friendship was as indispensable to Liberal England, as

her friendship to him. The task, however, ofarriving at an under

standing with Russia was not easy in view of the hostile attitude

of British public opinion, the strong personal dislike towards

1 H. ofC., February 19, 1836 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxxi, pp. 614 sqq.).
Cf. The Portfolio (by David Urquhart), vol. i, 1836: Memoir on the means of maintaining

tranquillity in the Interior of Germany in the event of War with the Exterior, drawn up at the

desire of the King ofPrussia by Count Bernstoiff, January 20, 1831, pp. 3 sqq. Memoir on the

State and Prospects of Germany, drawn up under the Direction of a Minister at St. Petersburgh,

confidentially communicated to several of the German Governments, pp. 57, 115; also Urqu-
hart s comments on the Memoir, pp. 49 sqq,, especially p. 55: Russia . . . supports Prussia

until the &quot;Commercial League&quot; is effected, but that league is to be in a state of transition.

It must speedily pass into her Dictatorship of Germany, through the struggle of the two

great Monarchies, she, through the German Diet, stepping into this intermediary position
of supreme control and direction.* Cf. Cargill (Wm.), An Examination of the Origin,

Progress and Tendency of the Commercial Political Confederation against England and France

called the
*

Prussian League , 1840.
2 See the Reminiscences of William IV, Correspondence between Lord Ponsonby and Mr.

Urauhart, 1833 to 1836, pp. 71, 78-9, 86 sqq., for the relations between Urquhart and Sir

Herbert Taylor.
3 For Lord Palmerston s attitude towards the destruction of the Republic of Cracow,

see H. of C., March 16, 1838 (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxxii, pp. 403 sqq.).
4 For the affair of The Vixen, a British merchantman, which made a considerable stir

and brought Urquhart into collision with Palmerston, see H. of C., March 17, 1837
(ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxxvii, pp. 621 sqq.), also British Diplomacy illustrated in the affair

of The Vixen
9
addressed to the Commercial constituency of Great Britain by an old diplomatic

servant, 2nd ed., 1838.
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Palmerston entertained at the Russian Court, the Russian intrigues
in Afghanistan and the pronounced Russian threat to Constanti

nople. No doubt theJuly Revolution had put an end to the danger
ofan open alliance between Russia and France. But if the French

protege, the Pasha ofEgypt, established himselfin Syria, and the

Russian army occupied Turkey on the pretext of protecting her

against Egypt, the situation in the Levant would be the same as

though an actual Franco-Russian alliance existed and British

interests and influence would correspondingly suffer.

Instead of approaching the Russian Government in concert

with France, Palmerston to the great annoyance of the French

Government1 sent Lord Clanricarde to negotiate directly with

M. de Nesselrode. His anxiety which had been very considerable

was somewhat allayed when on August 17 the news was received

that onJuly 27 the Russian agent at Constantinople had signed the

joint note2 and was still further relieved when on September 13,

Baron Brunnow arrived in London charged with a special mission

from the Czar to settle the Eastern question.
3 In December,

Brunnow after a visit to St. Petersburg to obtain further instruc

tions announced the unqualified acceptance by his Government

of the British proposals. The Pasha was to hold Egypt and Syria
as far as the fortress ofAcre as his hereditary domain, and Russia

would enter into a military convention with the other Powers

to defend the Bosphorus. We may count upon the agreement of

Austria, England, and even of Prussia ... we hope that France

will not adopt an attitude ofisolation from the other Powers but

will act in concert with them/4 Thus in January 1840, the old

system of alliances was reversed. No longer did four Powers call

upon Russia to abandon her protection of Turkish interests. On
the contrary, four Powers the allies of 1814 and 1815 invited

France to unite herself with them and abandon the cause of the

Pasha. Six months later, when Thiers was Prime Minister in

1 Guizot Mjmoires, vol. iv, pp. 483, 527.
2
Ibid., vol. iv, p. 541.

3
Ibid., vol. iv, p. 362.

4 S6bastiani to Soult, January 5, 1840 (ibid., vol. iv, pp. 560-1). See further, Lord

Palmerston to H. L. Bulwer, September 24, 1839: *Brunnow says that the Emperor will

entirely agree to our views as to the affairs of Turkey and Egypt, and will join in what

ever measures may be necessary to carry those views into effect; that he will unite with us,

Austria and Prussia, either with France or without her; and that though, politically

speaking, he sees the advantage ofhaving France ofthe party, he would be better pleased

that she should be left out (Sir H. L. Bulwer, The Life ofLord Palmerston, Book Xtil, ed.

1870, vol. ii, p. 299).
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France and Guizot his ambassador in London, Palmerston made
the fact that Thiers had encouraged direct negotiations for peace
between Constantinople and Cairo a pretext for maintaining that

France had broken the convention ofJuly 1839, and extorting the

consent of his reluctant colleagues to a secret treaty concluded on

July 15 between England, Austria, and Russia. It provided for the

dispatch of an ultimatum to the Pasha ofEgypt in which he was

ordered to accept the conditions laid down by the allied Powers

on pain of being deprived of the government of the pachalik of

Acre, ifhe did not signify his acceptance within ten days, and of

the hereditary government ofEgypt, if his acceptance were not

received within twenty. Palmerston refused to communicate the

treaty to Parliament on the plea that it had not been ratified,
1 but

he took care to conceal the fact that the signatories had agreed to

carry out the military action it envisaged without waiting for

its formal ratification. Immediately afterwards the session con

cluded and the foreign office was left to treat with the allied

Powers in uncontrolled freedom at the very moment when the

crisis must necessarily reach its most acute stage.

What were the sentiments ofthe British public at thisjuncture?
There was no deep feeling of animosity towards France, it was
Russia which was the object of popular suspicion. The English
bore no grudge against the French for being defeated at Trafalgar
and Waterloo and were genuinely surprised that the latter did not

reciprocate their sentiments. The Londoners had given Marshal

Soult a warm welcome when he came to represent France at the

Queen s coronation. And during this month ofAugust when the

diplomatic situation was so strained, when Guizot, after a difficult

crossing landed at Margate on his return from a visit to France,
he was received on the pier not only by the local authorities but

by almost the entire population, who greeted him with loud
cheers.2 The opinion of the Press was divided. Lord Palmerston
was supported by the Whig newspapers, the Globe, the Sun, and
the Morning Chronicle, to which indeed he was believed to be a

contributor, and by the Standard, a Tory organ. But he was

1 H. of C., July 24, August 6, 1840: Speeches by Joseph Hume and Lord Palmerston

(Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. Iv, pp. 954 sqq., 1366 sqq.)-
a Guizot Mtmoires, p. 271.
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opposed by the Radical papers, the Spectator and the Examiner; the

Conservative Press headed by The Times was plainly in favour of
an agreement with France, and only the violence of the Paris

papers prevented their support ofthis policy from being as whole
hearted as it would otherwise have been.

One fact alone prevented this opposition from becoming
really dangerous London did not believe in war. This was
obvious from the coolness with which the House of Commons
during the final weeks of the session had received Hume s

demands for an explanation of the Government s policy, and the

ease with which Palmerston had managed to wind up the session,

leaving the House in total ignorance of his intentions. But it was
not the same in the provinces. Several districts showed signs of

grave discontent with the attitude ofthe Government. The manu

facturing districts of the north, which for the past two years had

been troubled by serious social disorders, were now in a ferment

over the eastern question, and in Yorkshire and above all in

Lancashire, there was an explosion of popular feeling against
Palmerston s Russian policy. Urquhart had visited the north of

England, and entered into relations with the Radicals and revolu

tionaries, who were very active in the manufacturing areas. He
held meetings and founded committees for the examination of

diplomatic documents which he intended to be an instrument by
which public opinion could exercise a check upon the policy of

the Foreign Office.1 He found an unexpected ally in the person of

a young Manchester manufacturer, Richard Cobden. Cobden

had begun his career as a publicist by combating Urquhart s

propaganda in favour ofwar against Russia, refuting the theory
of the European balance ofpower which he regarded as a hypo
critical excuse for wars of conquest and national aggrandizement,
and proving that war always costs more than any possible gain

from its success and he had placed the principle of non-interven

tion on a new basis by founding a thorough-going pacifism on

the economic doctrine of free trade.2 Now when there was a

1 For this campaign of meetings and the speeches deEvered at them, see Quarterly

Review, vol. bcvii, pp. 261 sqq.
2 In the Parliament of 1835 Cobden had made at least one convert. See the speech

which Roebuck delivered on the Spanish question (H. of C., April 19, 1837): Mr.

Roebuck professed to take very little interest in those questions: considering that they

were treated by the respective leading parties in the House as mere implements for

effecting their own particular objects*. On the conclusion of his speech he quitted the

House by way of demonstrating his independent position (Annual Register, 1837, p. 202).
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possibility that the Russian alliance might involve the country in a

war with France, Urquhart s hatred ofRussia suddenly converted

him into an apostle ofpeace. Under the joint leadership ofUrqu-
hart and Cobden, Liberals and revolutionaries, manufacturers and

workers, though at that very time ranged in opposite camps,

united in a common hostility to Palmerston. One of the Stanleys

who had just arrived in London from Lancashire told Greville in

conversation that he had found at Manchester and elsewhere a

strong public opinion of which he was sure Palmerston was not

aware and would not believe in if told .
1

If Palmerston was perhaps ill-informed of the state of opinion
in the north,* he was certainly well aware of the obstacles which

faced him in diplomatic circles, at Court and in the very Cabinet

of which he was a member. Lord Granville, the British ambas

sador at Paris, openly expressed his disapproval of his chief s

policy, and absented himselffrom his post throughout the entire

month ofSeptember, leaving the conduct ofbusiness in the charge

of his chief secretary, Henry Bulwer, more docile than himself

towards the Home Government but who nevertheless deplored

the treaty ofJuly 15, as being a most unfortunate reply to the

overtures which Thiers had made to England on taking office.
2

It was reported that Metternich had told the British Ambassador

in Vienna, Lord Beauvale, Melbourne s brother, that, ifthe treaty

could quietly fall to the ground it would be a very good thing .
3

The story no doubt represented accurately Metternich s senti

ments. For Vienna and Berlin were also alarmed. They were not

accustomed to take their instructions from Palmerston. Where did

he wish to lead them? Into war? Ever since 1815 all the Govern-

Cobden did not sit in the House elected in 1 83 7, but allusions by Macaulay at the beginning
of his article in the Edinburgh Review (January 1841, France and the East , vol. Ixxii,

p. 529) and Brougham in his speech in the Lords, January 26, 1841 (Parliamentary Debates,

3rd Series, vol. Ivi, p. 17) bear witness to the progress which Cobden s ideas had made.

See also Edin. Rev., January 1839, Foreign Relations of Great Britain* (vol.lviii, pp. 495

sqq.), especially p. 496: There cannot be a greater delusion than those labour under who
entertain a jealousy of this country meddling with the affairs of the Continent. Many
very worthy and enlightened men men whose views are sound upon most other sub

jects are persuaded that such connections lead to war. They probably might, if formed

on bad principles: and they certainly would, if conducted in a meddling and encroaching

spirit. But even then it would be difficult to conceive a state of things, involving us in

hostilities, which would not also have existed and brought on the last of national calami

ties just as much [as] ifwe had kept alooffrom all concern in European affairs/

1 Greville Memoirs, October I, 1840.
2 This is proved by Palmerston s letters to Bulwer ofJuly 21 and 22, 1840 (Sir H. L.

Bulwer, The Life ofLord Palmerston, Book Xm, ed. 1870, vol. ii, pp. 315, 318).
8 Greville Memoirs, September 21, 1840.
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ments who supported the ancien regime had a nervous horror of

war, which they envisaged as a repetition of that revolutionary
war France had declared in 1792. The Court of Windsor, which
was as much a German, as an English Court, shared their mis

givings, and Prince Albert, whom the Queen at Melbourne s

advice had just admitted to share secrets of State, supported the

counsels of caution urged by the representatives of Austria and

Prussia, who were far from pleased that the first effect ofthe new
combination Palmerston had engineered had been to rekindle in

Paris the flames of an aggressive republicanism. King Leopold
happened to be on a visit to Windsor. Delighted to have at last an

opportunity to interfere in British politics with his niece s consent,

he became the intermediary through whom indirect communi
cations were established between Windsor and the Tuileries.1

Within the Cabinet the opposition to Palmerston, which had
been considerable from the outset, continued to increase through
out September and October. To be sure Lord Grey, the patriarch
of Whig orthodoxy, was no longer a member of the Cabinet,

and his son Lord Howick had resigned a year ago. Though
furious to see the Whig doctrine of alliance with France thus

endangered by Palmerston, he could make his influence felt only

indirectly. His brother-in-law, Ellice, a personal friend ofThiers,
went to and fro between Paris and London pouring oil on the

troubled waters.2 But the heads ofLansdowne House and Holland
House were members ofthe Cabinet, and a tradition which dated

from the Napoleonic War attached both families to a policy of

friendship with France. Lord Clarendon, who had left the

embassy at Madrid to become Lord Privy Seal, had from the

beginning consistently opposed Palmerston s policy, not so much
from any sympathy he felt towards France whose influence he

had just been fighting in Spain, as from his distrust of Russia.

1 The Queen took alarm when in September she believed that LordJohn Russell would

resign and the disruption of the Cabinet compel her once more to face Peel. See her

letters to Melbourne and King Leopold of September 26 (The Letters of Queen Victoria,

vol. i, p. 290). Also Greville Memoirs, October I : She said that it was her wish that some

attempt should be made to open commum cations with the French Government If

Palmerston chooses to give way, he may make her wishes the pretext for doing so, and

yield to them what he refuses to everybody else.

2 Lord Palmerston to H. L. Bulwer, July 21, 1840: *I am inclined to think that Thiers

has been misled by Ellice and by Guizot.* To the same correspondent, July 22, 1840: It

would never do to let Thiers bully us, as our friend Ellice, who has misled him, will no

doubt advise him to try to do (Sir H. L. Bulwer, The Life ofLord Palmerston, Book Xm,
ed. 1870, vol. ii, pp. 315, 318).
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At the beginning of the summer it was only by the threat of

resignation that Palmerston had secured his colleagues consent

to the treaty ofJuly 15. In September the news reached England
that British warships were blockading Beyrout and others were
at anchor offAlexandria before Mehemet Ali had had the time to

make known his acceptance or refusal ofthe terms laid down by
the Powers. It also became known that Palmerston had signed in

concert with the plenipotentiaries of the Powers a protocol dis

claiming all intentions of national aggrandizement. Though
perfectly correct in itself the document had not been communi
cated to his colleagues, who had come to know of its existence

only by accident through unofficial channels. This was too much
for the great Whig families. At the instigation of the Duke of

Bedford and Lord Spencer, Lord John Russell, who in July had

supported Palmerston s policy,
1 revolted and demanded for the

entire Cabinet its constitutional right of control over the foreign

policy of the nation, which had been sacrificed to Palmerston s

love ofpower and Melbourne s indolence. In his turn Lord John
threatened to resign and forced an emergency meeting of the

Cabinet.2
Melbourne, who was himselfin favour ofa less warlike

policy than Palmerston s, kept his head and his sangfroid, and just

managed to prevent the Cabinet crisis which the diplomatic crisis

threatened to produce.
3

1 Lord Palmerston to Lord John Russell, December 4, 1840: It was your support of
the Treaty ofJuly which chiefly induced the Cabinet to adopt it* (Sp. Walpole, Life ofLord

John Russell, vol. i, p. 362). In his Recollections and Suggestions, a work ofhis old age (1875,

pp. 223-5), Lord John, whose attitude was more hostile to the French than it had been
in 1840, emphasized as a matter which reflected credit upon himself, the support he had

given to Palmerston that July (Quadruple Treaty, Instructions to Admiral Stopford), and

passed over without a word his subsequent quarrel with him.
2
Sp. Walpole, Life ofLordJohn Russell, vol. i, pp. 349 sqq.

8 See his letters to Lord John Russell, September 19, 26, 28, and 29 (Lord Melbourne s

Papers, pp. 477 sqq.). Greville, who was a very active member of the group which
opposed Palmerston, has left us in his Memoirs an amusing picture ofMelbourne s attitude.

It is, however, a caricature, and Thureau-Dangin was not entitled to accept it without
control and without even indicating his source (Histoire de la Monarchic dejuillet, vol. iv,

p. 294). In the Cabinet Palmerston was supported throughout by the new Secretary for

War, Macaulay. He was an advanced Liberal, almost a Radical, but had returned from
India what we should now call an Imperialist. See his speech ofApril 7, 1840 (Parliamentary
Debates, 3rd Series, vol. Hii, pp. 704 sqq., especially p. 719), on the situation in China, a

speech which evidently inspired Palmerston s famous peroration of June 21, 1850.

Macaulay was commissioned to write in the Edinburgh Review (January 1841, vol. Ixxii,

pp. 529 sqq.) the article dealing with the Egyptian crisis. According to Duvergier de
Hauranne (Revue des Deux-Mondes, vol. xlvii, p. 480), the article bore the corrections of
Palmerston himself, but also of Lord Clarendon and all the ministers most favourable to
France since Lord Holland s death*.
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7

Palmerston s confidence was unshaken. He refused to take

seriously this revolt of the Whig aristocracy. At this season ofthe

year those to whom Lord John must look for support were not

thinking of politics. When in September, Guizot learnt of the

first demonstrations by the British fleet, he went the round ofthe

government departments in search ofan explanation. It was time

wasted. *Not a minister in London, Lord Palmerston at Broad-

lands, Lord Melbourne and Lord John Russell at Windsor. They
take life easily across the Channel/1 When Melbourne summoned
the Cabinet, the ministeis were still scattered in every part of the

country. They were at a loss to explain the unexpected summons,
and not a single minister guessed why his holidays had been

interfered with. These wealthy noblemen regarded politics as a

particularly honourable form of sport, played in accordance with

strict rules. They were a narrow clique of powerful families

whose members visited, dined, and hunted at each other s houses,

and inter-married. Lord Grey was the very last man to censure

Lord Ponsonby for damaging his country s interests by his

bellicose policy, for Lord Ponsonby was his brother-in-law and

owed his position at Constantinople to his influence. And
Palmerston had just married Melbourne s sister. Therefore if

Melbourne supported Lord John and his friends too warmly the

Cabinet crisis would produce a family feud. At first sight the

reform of 1832 might have been expected to alter the rules of the

political game and put an end to this dolcefar niente. Nothing of

the sort. The middle class showed no desire to interfere with the

easy-going ways of the aristocracy. There was not a trace in

England of that fury with which in France the classes new to

power stormed the citadel ofgovernmentandwhen onceinstalled in

power disputed among themselves the precarious tenure ofoffice.

Nor was Palmerston in the least disturbed by the attitude ofthe

French Press. On the contrary he was delighted with a violence

which made the position of the English supporters of France so

difficult. And he was well aware that the Parisian newspapers by
no means voiced the public opinion of their country, that the

vast majority both of the nation as a whole and that portion

which was represented in the Chamber wanted peace, and that

1 Guizot MSmoires, vol. v, p. 309.
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this would be evident as soon as the next session opened. He also

knew that although Louis Philippe had appeared for once as the

leader of the party favourable to hostilities and had encouraged
Thiers* warlike attitude, he did not really wish to go to war.1

Like every Frenchman he had a very high opinion of Mehemet
All s military strength. He believed that even with the support of

the British fleet the Turkish army would not be able to defeat

him, that the Turks would be obliged to invoke the assistance of a

Russian army and that the moment a Russian force passed through
the Dardanelles at the invitation of an English government,
Palmerston would be the most unpopular man in England. In

short Louis Philippe was betting on Mehemet Ali and Palmerston

against him. Events must very soon decide in favour ofone or the

other.

Throughout October the language of the French Press con

tinued to be as violent as ever, but the Government inclined

increasingly towards a policy of peace. Thiers made propositions
of a conciliatory nature which Palmerston showed no great

eagerness to accept. Then he again adopted a warlike attitude,

whereupon Louis Philippe dismissed him and replaced him at the

foreign office by Guizot, who left the British embassy with the

good wishes of the Court. Immediately before his departure
Guizot spent two days at Windsor and the formation of his

Cabinet was preceded by conversations between the Tuileries and

Brussels.2
Encouraged by this success at Paris the peace party in

England became more insistent than ever, and again Lord John
called upon Melbourne to choose between Palmerston and him
self. But on November 8 the news arrived of the annihilation of

Ibrahim s army, and on the 27th of the capture of Acre. Louis

Philippe had lost his wager and the whole of France had lost it

with him.

Subsequent events made the Pasha s defeat, and therefore the

indirect defeat ofFrance, somewhat less complete than Palmerston

1 See Louis Philippe s declarations to Count Apponyi in September, which were im
mediately transmitted to London (Lord Melbourne to Lord Palmerston, September 19,

1840, Lord Melbourne s Papers, p. 478).
2 The Queen to Kong Leopold, October 16, 1840; King Leopold to the Queen, October

20, 1840; the Queen to King Leopold, October 23, 1840 (The Letters of Queen -Victoria,

vol. i, pp. 305, 307, 309). See especially the last of these letters written from Windsor:
*Guizot is here since Wednesday and goes this morning. Albert . . . has been talking to

him and so have I, and he promised in return for my expressions of sincere anxiety to

see matters raccommodees, to do all in his power to do so. Je ne vais quepour cela, he said.
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had hoped. For it was no longer a question for Palmerston and
Lord Ponsonby of leaving Mehemet All in entire or only in

partial possession of Syria. It was now Egypt itself ofwhich they
desired to deprive the Pasha, and the Sultan at Lord Ponsonby s

instigation declared him deposed. But on November 25 Com
modore Napier, who was in command ofthe fleet offAlexandria,
concluded on his own authority, without consulting London or

Constantinople, a treaty by which Mehemet kept the hereditary

government of Egypt under Turkish Suzereignty. Palmerston

yielded to the pressure of his allies, Austria, Prussia, and even

Russia, and obtained the Sultan s ratification of Commodore

Napier s agreement. It was a slight compensation to Guizot s

Government in Paris, and the peace party in London. But it did

not alter the fact that Palmerston had won.
He had triumphed over Louis Philippe. Indeed he even amused

himself by goading French anger to exasperation so as to make
the humiliation of France the more complete. And he had

sacrificed no British interest to his new allies. The Czar lost the

quasi-protectorate he had exercised at Constantinople in virtue of

the treaty of Unkyar-Skelessi. And in December Lord Auckland,

Governor of India, who was usually considered as a creature of

Palmerston s, informed the Cabinet that Ghazni had fallen and

Candahar and Kabul were occupied by British troops. Palmerston

was now accepted as a great statesman, and gathered round him

that floating mass which irrespective of party allegiance was

enthusiastic for any person or policy that increased the national

prestige. Prince Albert referred to him in jest as the Second*,
1

The First being Melbourne. LordJohn now took the third place.

Moreover, Melbourne though only five years older than Palmer

ston seemed a -worn, out old man, whereas Palmerston at the age
of fifty-six wore the appearance of youth. Henceforward he

represented in his person the honour and self-assertion of the

country. He was John Bull in person.

Was Palmerston s victory also a victory for the Liberal Party?

When that party took office ten years earlier, it had adopted a

programme of peace and retrenchment to be made possible by
means ofa French alliance and to that policy for four or five years

Palmerston had been faithful. Then he had suddenly reversed it,

1 The Queen to Prince Albert, December 8, 1839 (The Letters of Queen Victoria, vol. i,

P- 255).
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and as a result of the new policy he had adopted England and
France were now arming against each other. If there was no war,
there was at least a heavy expenditure on armaments : the expres
sion armed peace dates from I840.

1 Nevertheless if during the

debate on the address the Radicals and Conservatives criticized

Palmerston s foreign policy, their mild protests awoke no re

sponse. The debate languished. For more than a year the entire

life of Parliament had languished.
No sooner had the alarm which had aroused them in 1830

passed away, than the great noble families sank back into the

somnolent routine ofgovernment as it had been carried on in the

eighteenth century. What should be the amount of the Prince

Consort s dowry? What precedence should he occupy at pro
cessions and banquets? Should the Ladies of the Royal Bed
chamber belong to the Whig or the Tory connexion? These were
the questions which occupied the reformed House ofCommons.
A dispute which broke out between the courts oflaw and Parlia

ment in the case of Stockdale versus Hansard was still unsettled.

The point at issue was the liability of the firm of Hansard for

defamatory statements contained in an official publication printed

by order ofthe House. It was difficult to regard a question of this

kind as a grave issue in which the liberty of the nation was at

stake. Nevertheless, it formed the subject of interminable debates

in Parliament and the ludicrous turns the discussion took contri

buted to discredit still further a House of Commons whose

prestige was already very small. That Palmerston s policy was
inconsistent with the principles of 1832 mattered little. It had
succeeded. And his victory had undeniably assisted his party. It

had strengthened the position of this administration without a

programme whose existence was endangered anew at the open
ing of every session. At present, remarked Greville in his diary

1 It was apparently coined by Thiers (Thureau-Dangin Histoire de la Monarchic, dejuillet,
vol. iv, p. 241). Cf. Thiers to De Barante, August 22, 1840:

*Armed preparation is our

policy (ibid., vol. iv, p. 240). De Bourquency to Guizot, February 12, 1841: . . . Then
the question will arise of armed peace (paix armeef (Guizot Mjmoires, vol. vi, p. 80). The
expression was soon naturalized in England. Raikes to Wellington, December 6, 1840:
*Her [France s] paix armfc will entail upon all Europe the burdensome necessity of great

standing armies, which will be worse than real war, because its termination can never be
foreseen.

&quot;Wellington to Raikes, December 27, 1841: The armed peace, as it is called,
is nonsense. Wellington to Raikes, March 1, 1841 : I have no confidence in the system of
isolement. It does not answer in social life for individuals, nor in politics for nations. Man
isa social animal. I have still less confidence in paix armte* (L. Raikes, Private Correspondence
with the Duke of Wellington and other distinguished contemporaries, pp. 162-3, 202, 218).
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for January 30, everything promises a very easy session and the

Conservatives are confessedly reduced to look to the chapter of
accidents for some event which may help them to turn out the

Government and get hold of their places/
1 The accident

occurred, and within a few weeks. It was the question of free

trade. That this demand of the working and middle classes took

by surprise even the more clear-sighted members of the ruling

aristocracy reveals the degree to which the latter had lost touch

with the nation. To understand the events which led up to the

crisis, and prepared this second reform, a reform comparable in its

significance for the historian of ideas and manners to the reform

of 1832, ofwhich it was at once the complement and the defeat,

we must bid farewell to this nobility to which the indulgence of

an easy-going public so readily entrusted the reins ofgovernment,
descend into the workaday world, and regain contact with reality.

1 Greville Memoirs, January 30, 1841.
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Chartists and Free-Traders

I THE PROGRESS OF INDUSTRY
AND AGITATION AGAINST THE NEW POOR LAW

i

WHILE
Parliament wasted its time with insignificant

squabbles, England was hard at work. The industrial

revolution pursued its silent course. The growth of

large-scale industry had no doubt been interrupted since the

restoration ofpeace by crises ofan exceedingly serious nature, and

political disorders had prolonged the crisis of 1825 until 1832.

But a boom in trade had followed immediately.
1 The unrest

among the working class in 1834, the agitation for an eight hours

day, and the monster demonstration by the Trade Unions in

London were but the final peals of the departing storm. Never

had the relations between masters and men been more satisfactory,

never had greater optimism prevailed throughout the world of

commerce and industry than during the two years which followed

Melbourne s return to office. A series of books which appeared
about this time witness to the new spirit which prevailed. Baines

devoted an enormous monograph to the Cotton Industry.
2

Babbage published his Economy of Manufacturers* Ure his Philo

sophy of Manufacturers.
41 G. R. Porter, the head of the statistical

1 Minutes ofEvidence taken before the Select Committee appointed to inquire into the present
state of Manufactures, Commerce and Shipping, 1833; also for an excellent summary of the

evidence, Edinburgh Review, October 1833, Present State of Manufactures, Trade and

Shipping (vol. Iviii, pp. 40 sqq.).
2 Baines (Sir Edward), History of the Cotton Maniffacture in Great Britain, with a notice

of its early history in the East ... a description of the great mechanical inventions which
have caused its extension in Britain; and a view of the present state of Manufacturers,

1836 [1835].
3
Babbage (Charles), On theEconomy ofMachinery and Manufactures, 1832.

4 Ure (Andrew), The Philosophy of Manufactures, or, an exposition of the scientific, moral

and commercial economy of the Factory System of Great Britain, 1835. The two works by
Babbage and Ure are of peculiar interest to the historian of ideas, for Karl Marx was

greatly indebted to both. From Babbage he borrowed his theory ofthe division oflabour,
from Ure, among other things, his theory of machinery. In those passages of his work
in which in a vein of serious irony he celebrates the panegyric of modern capitalism,
Marx follows, often literally, the man whom he terms the Pindar of Manufactures .

Under the auspices of steam, wrote Ure, *and in obedience to Arkwright s policy,

magnificent edifices, surpassing far in number, value, usefulness and ingenuity ofconstruc-
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department of the Board of Trade, published an account of the

progress, by which of course he meant the economic progress,

accomplished by the nation.1 The titles of these works are a

sufficient indication of their contents. They are no longer, like

the works published during the lifetime ofMalthus and Ricardo,

expositions ofeconomic theory. The economists have, so to speak,

taken service with the captains of industry and are content to

celebrate their triumphs.

The textile industry in its various branches was still the most

important branch of British manufacture. Linen, wool, silk,

cotton, all these manufactures had progressed. The linen manu
facture was no longer confined to Ireland. Not only had the use

of spinning machines spread so widely in the West Riding and in

Scotland that Ireland now purchased from Great Britain a

considerable proportion of her yarn,
2 but in certain districts, and

especially at Dundee, machinery was employed in weaving the

cloth.3 The woollen manufacture was so extensive that England
could no longer supply the raw material, and although sheep-

farming at home had increased, wool must be imported from

Germany, Spain, Australia, and Russia.4 Since Huskisson had

reformed the tariff to which it was subject, the silk industry had

revived, not only at Spitalfields,
where it had been on the verge

ofextinction, but in Lancashire where a new centre had come into

existence. Nevertheless, neither the woollen nor the silk manu
facture showed prospects ofany considerable future development.
The export ofwoollen goods was stationary, the amount of silk

goods exported insignificant. It was British cotton goods which,

produced every year in greater excess of the needs of the home

market, were finding new markets in every quarter of the globe.

tion the boasted monuments of Asiatic, Egyptian, and Roman despotism, have risen up
in this Kingdom* (ibid., p. 18). This is the original of a celebrated passage of the Com
munist Manifesto, 8.7: &quot;The bourgeoisie has shown, as no otherpower before, the achieve

ment ofwhich human activity is capable. It has accomplished marvels far greater than the

pyramids ofEgypt, the Roman aqueducts or the Gothic cathedrals. See also the passages

from Ure quoted below, pp. 289-90.

Sorter (George Richardson), The Progress of the Nation in its various social and eco

nomical relationsfrom the beginning of the nineteenth century to the present time, 2, parts, 1836

(French trs., 1837).
2 G. R. Porter (ibid., vol. i, pp. 266-7).
8 Ure, Philosophy of Manufactures, pp. 208, 213, 216, 432.
4
Ibid., p. 142.
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The produce of the cotton manufacture, cotton yarn and piece-

goods, accounted for one-half of the total exports,
1 and were by

themselves equal to twice the total exports ofthe Russian empire.
2

The manufacture, which in 1815 consumed 77,175,000 pounds
of raw cotton, consumed 257,985,000 pounds in 1832 and

330,750,000 pounds in i835,
3 and there was every reason to

expect a further increase. Doctor Kay, one of the Poor Law
commissioners, in a statement he drew up in 1835 of the number
of machines driven by steam either recently constructed or in

process ofconstruction, which within the next year or two would
be in operation in the cotton factories of Lancashire and the

surrounding districts, estimated that 169 manufacturers were in

stalling these new machines whose power he calculated at 7,500

horse-power and which would provide employment for more
than 43,000 persons.

4

If the Lancashire cotton manufacturer had thus achieved the

first place in the world market, though obliged to obtain his raw
material from abroad and in spite ofthe exceptionally high wages

paid, it was due to the excellence of the machinery with which
the mills were equipped, and the manufacture ofmachinery, not

only to supply the demands of the home market but for export,
furnished the Lancashire industry with a further source ofwealth.5

To make the machinery iron was needed. To smelt the iron and

drive the machinery coal was needed. This provided a further

motive for exploiting the mineral wealth of Great Britain. To
1
Edinburgh Review* July 1832, Recent Commercial Policy of Britain* (vol. Iv, p. 428).

R. Cobden, Russia (Works, vol. i, pp. 292-3).
2
Ibid., vol. i, p. 196. See the figures given by G. R. Porter, Progress of the Nation,

vol. i, pp. 208 sqq.
3
Ibid., vol. i, p. 205.

4
Ibid., vol. i, p. 239. The census returns made every ten years enable us to measure

exactly the rapid growth greater than that of the rest of the kingdom of th- popula
tion of Lancashire since the opening of the century. Figures for Great Britain, 1801:

population, 10,472,048; 1811, 11,969,364 (increase 14 3 per cent); 1821, 14,072,331

(increase 17 6 per cent); 1831, 16,260,381 (increase 15 5 per cent); 1841, 18,535,786

(increase 12.9 per cent). For Lancashire: 1801, 672,731; 1811, 828,309 (increase 23 per

cent); 1821, 1,052,859 (increase 27 per cent); 1831, 1,336,854 (increase 27 per cent); 1841,

1,667,064 (increase 24.7 per cent).
5 The value ofthe machinery exported rose from 60,028 in 1831 to 387,097 in 1840

(H. of C., February 16, 1841 : Mark Philips s speech, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol.

Ivi, p. 674). Cf. A. Ure, Philosophy of Manufactures, p. 39: . . . in the course of last year,
Air. Fairbanks equipped water wheels equivalent to 700 horses* power, from his engineer

factory alone, independent of his millwright and steam-boiler establishment. Hence,
whenever capital comes forward to take advantage of an improved demand for goods,
the means of fructifying it are provided with such rapidity, that it may realize its own
amount in profit, and an analogous factory could be set agoing in France, Belgium or

Germany.
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appreciate the importance ofiron, wrote a French contemporary,

you must visit England. The fact that the English are obliged
to use it instead of the timber they do not possess has led them to

invent cheap processes for its manufacture, and to put the metal to

a large number of uses which we on the continent would never

have believed possible. Iron and steel in every shape and form

you meet them at every step and under every conceivable guise

machinery, props, pillars of every dimension from two inches to

four feet in diameter, water-pipes, gas-pipes, gutters, gratings,

fences, bridges, floors, and roofs, even entire quays and railroads.

Without pig iron and wrought iron those well-ventilated and

well-lit constructions, apparently so light, yet able to bear

enormous loads, for example the six storey warehouses at Saint

Catherine s dock in London would be massive and dark prisons

with clumsy and hideous wooden posts, and walls and buttresses

of brick. The gas carried a distance of nine miles is brought by

pipes of pig iron and distilled in iron gasometers. The slender

bridges, the light footbridges over canals or between docks are all

made of iron, as are the fluted columns which close the vista of

Regent Street/1 But the great marvel in the eyes of the visitor

from abroad was those iron railways over which carriages ofiron

drawn by locomotives were beginning to run throughout the

length and breadth of the land.

3

The first successful experiment had been made in Durham in

September 1825, when the line was opened from Stockton to

Darlington. But it was in 1828 that the Lancashire capitalists put

the movement under way by building a line from Manchester to

Liverpool. When it was opened in 1830, Parliament showed

great reluctance to grant the further concessions for which it was

asked. The railway from London to Birmingham, to be continued

by another line from Birmingham to Manchester which would

establish rapid communications between the metropolis and the

manufacturing districts of the north, though planned in 1830,

did not receive the sanction of the House of Lords until i833.
2

Nor was the public in a hurry to welcome the new railroads and

1 Michel Chevalier, Lettre sur L Amfrique du Nord, vol. i, note 5, P- 325-
t

2
Edinburgh Review, October 1834, Improvements in Inland Transport (vol. Jx,

p. 107).
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die shares of the London and Bkmingham Railway Company
remained for several years below par.

1 In 183 5, Cobden contrasted

the apathy of the British with the activity displayed by the

Americans, who in less than seven years had built 995 miles of

railway.
2 In 1836 the attitude of the public changed and the con

struction of railroads in Great Britain proceeded with a feverish

haste. By 1837 there were nearly 400 miles of railway in actual

use and nearly 450 miles under construction, and the list ofnew

companies sanctioned every year by special acts of Parliament

filled the bill sheet.3

The need for which the railway companies originally sought
to provide was the rapid transport of passengers which the use of

steam had made possible. It was not expected that for the eco

nomical transport of goods the railroad could compete with the

excellent system of canals at the service of the British manu
facturer.4 But the invention of the locomotive produced a

revolutionary effect in another sphere. The public clamoured for

cheaper postage, and Rowland Hill, by his invention of the

postage stamp sold at a uniform price and affixed to the letter by
the sender, provided a practical method by which the demand
could be satisfied.

5 The Conservatives urged as an objection to the

proposal the enormous increase of correspondence which would

follow, and the impossibility of dealing with it by the horse

transport on which the post office was obliged to rely. The

railways, moving post offices, proceeding at the rate oftwenty-
five or thirty miles an hour ,

6 solved the difficulty.

At the ports the railways were linked with the shipping. The
condition of the merchant service was far from creditable to the

nation. During the first three years of this decade fewer and fewer

1 T. Tooke, Hist, ofPrices, vol. ii, p. 275.
2 R. Cobden, England, Ireland and America (Works, vol. I, p. 116),
3 G. R. Porter, Progress ofthe Nation, Fr. trs., 1837, translator s note p. 191. The most

important lines open at the moment ofwriting were the following: Carlisle to Newcastle,

72 miles; Cromford to High Peak, 39 miles; Stockton to Darlington, 45 miles; and

Liverpool to Manchester, 37^ miles. An anonymous work, Railways of England, 1839,

p. 107, gives the following list of the Acts of Parliament sanctioning the construction of

railways: 1801, i; 1802, 2; 1803, i; 1804, i; 1808, i; 1809, 2; 1810, i; 1811, 3; 1812, 2;

1814, i; 1815, i; 1816, i; 1817, i; 1818, i; 1819, i; 1821, i; 1823, i; 1824, 2; 1825, 5;

1826, 6; 1827, 6; 1828, n; 1829, 9; 1830, 8; 1831, 9; 1832, 8; 1833, ii; 1834, 14; 1835,

18; 1836, 35.
4 Michel Chevalier, Cours d Economie Politique, 1842, pp. 331-2.
5 For this reform, see Sir Spencer Walpole s excellent account, History ofEngland, vol.

iv, pp. 1 88 sqq.
6 H. of C., July 21, 1838: Graham s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xliv,

p. 4&amp;lt;58).
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British vessels entered and left the ports of the country, whereas

the number of foreign vessels increased every year. During the

next seven years the number ofBritish vessels began once more to

increase, but the number of foreign vessels increased even more

rapidly.
1 The competition of the American merchant service

seemed so menacing that many observers foresaw the day when
the two English-speaking nations would dispute by armed force

the supremacy of the seas. The obstacle which hampered the

British shipbuilder was the excessive cost of timber. There were

no forests in Great Britain and the complicated tariffwhich gave
Canadian timber a preference over timber from the Baltic

prevented the shipbuilders from obtaining it in the cheapest

market. To neutralize the disadvantage, the English were explor

ing the possibility of using for ocean transport vessels built

wholly of iron. The first would be launched in i843.
2 For years

past experiments had been made in steam navigation. Already a

service of steamships plied regularly between England and the

eoast of France, and between England and the Rhineland cities

as far as Coblenz. The establishment of a service between

London and Paris via Brighton and Dieppe in the incredibly

short space of twelve hours was in contemplation.
3 In 1825 and

again in 1829 an English vessel navigated partly by steam and

partly by sails had reached India.
4 In 1838 two vessels crossed the

Atlantic for the first time without once using their sails. The

Cunard Company, encouraged by the success of this double

experiment, undertook in 1840 the construction of a fleet of

steamships for the transatlantic service, and the same year the

Peninsular Company was preparing to establish a regular service

of steamers to Alexandria and Bombay interrupted only by the

overland passage across the Isthmus of Suez.5

On what system were the lines of railways laid down which

linked the inland towns with one another and the manufacturing

1 Accounts relating to Trade and Navigation Customs Duties and Tonnage Duties and

Tonnage of Vessels, 1842. .

*E Cressy, A BriefSketch ofSocial and Industrial History, p. 146. For years; experiments

had been made in building iron ships; but, as late as 1840, no iron ships had yet been

used except for river navigation. CJ. H. Clzphzm, AnEconomic History ofModern History.

The Early Railway Age, 1820-1850, pp. 439-4-I-
3 The Times, September 21, 1838. ,

* P. Bradshaw, Social History ofEngland, p. 274. Edinburgh Review, January 1835, O*

Steam Navigation to India (vol. ix, pp. 445 sqq.)- r A
6 W. Cunningham, The Growth ofEnglish Industry and Commerce, p. 817. E. Cressy,A

BriefSketch ofSocial and Industrial History, p. 146.

275



CHARTISTS AND FREE-TRADERS

centres with the ports? If the Radicals had come into power at

the election of 1834, a consistent and well-thought-out plan

might perhaps have been adopted. The State might have under

taken the construction and operation of the railways, as the State

of Pennsylvania had just done and Belgium was shortly to do.1

Or if this extreme solution were not adopted the State could have

laid down a co-ordinated plan of railway construction which the

private companies would be obliged to follow. And by fixing
fares it might have protected the public against the companies.
The Parliaments returned in 1834 and 1837 preferred to leave

everything to chance. The construction and working of the rail

ways were left entirely to private enterprise. Only for Ireland

where private enterprise was wanting did a parliamentary com
mittee recommend a national system and the recommendation

was finally rejected by the Commons. It ran counter to the

dominant prejudice.
2 The State did not even take any steps to

control the companies. The lines were laid down at haphazard
as best suited the interests of those who wielded influence in the

locality or in Parliament. It was not until 1840 that a statute

vested in the Board ofTrade a very general and vaguely defined

control over the railways;
3 and wherever a tariff of railway fares

was imposed on the companies it was a tariff ofmaximum fares

which made no distinction between different classes ofpassengers
. and was so high that it was ineffective.

Notwithstanding its many deficiencies the bad planning of

several lines, excessive fares, and the undemocratic division ofthe

passengers into three classes, the third class passengers being

conveyed in open trucks like cattle-this system or rather want
ofsystem enabled Great Britain to outstrip in the development of
her railways, if not the United States, at least all the continental

nations. How was the necessary capital obtained? A wide field

was opened to those joint stock companies which had been the

object of such bitter attack during the crisis of 1825. These were
1 London and Westminster Review, January 1836, Progress ofReform (vol. xxv, p. 277).

But it is not in the Radical magazine, but in the important Liberal organ, the Edinburgh
Review that we must look for die most complete plan for the construction and owner
ship of the railways by the State. (April 1839, Commission on Irish Railways (vol. box,

pp. 173 sqq.).)
2 H. of C, March 1, 1839 (Parliamentary Debates, vol. xlv, pp. 1051 sqq.).
3
3 and 4 Viet., cap. 97. See the curious debates which took place in the House of

Commons in 1838 on the right ofthe State to use the railways for the postal service; H. of

C.June I4july 4, 21, 26, 1838 (Part Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xliii, pp. 739 sqq.; also xliv,

pp. 447 sqq., 698 sqq.).
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not only the railway companies formed to raise directly the neces

sary capital for railway construction but the joint stock banks
which served as intermediaries between the general public and
the railway companies. Their number had slowly increased

during the years immediately following the statute of 1826 which

legalized their activities. In 183 3 there were thirty in the provinces,
and three in Ireland. The renewal ofthe privilege of the Bank of

England under a modified form gave an enormous stimulus to

their growth. For they were now permitted to establish in London
itself banks for deposits and discount though not for the issue of
notes, and to draw upon their London agents bills to any value.

Between 1833 and die end of 1836, seventy-two banks were
founded in England and ten in Ireland. Fifty new companies
came into existence during the single year I836.

1

At first this multiplication ofjoint stock companies aroused no

protest. The House ofCommons was only too ready to sanction

the foundation ofthe new railway companies. But it was not long
before the outcry raised ten years earlier was renewed, and an

attack launched against thejoint stock companies and in particular

against thejoint stock banks. In November 1836, the Agricultural
and Commercial Bank, the largest of the Irish banks, suspended

payment.
2 A few days later an important Manchester bank, the

Northern Central founded in 1834 with a capital of .700,000,
asked help from the Bank of England.

3 In February 1837, the

Bank ofEngland was obliged to come to the assistance of three

American banks. 4 After this crisis the banks recovered, but only to

be again involved in difficulties in 1839.

Optimists minimized, and not altogether without reason, the

significance of these disorders. They pointed out that, when all

was said, the speculation of 1836 rested on a far more solid basis

X
J. Horsley Palmer, The Causes and the Consequences of the Pressure upon the Money

Market, 1837, p. 10. Cf. An Account ofthe Number ofPrivate andJoint Stock Banks registered

in each yearfrom 1820 to 1842; and of all Joint Stock Banks existing in England and Wales

on the first day ofJanuary 1840, 1841, 1842 and 1843*. The number ofJoint Stock Banks

rose from 6 in 1827 to 7 in 1828, n in 1829, 15 in 1830, 19 in 1831, 25 in 1832, 35 in

1883, 47 in 1834, 65 in 1835, and 100 in 1836. The years of crisis followed and the rate of

increase slackened: 107 Joint Stock Banks in 1837, 104 in 1838, 108 in 1839, 113 in 1840,

115 in 1841, and 118 in 1842.
2 Minutes ofEvidence before Select Committee onJoint Stock Banks, 1837, PP- 162 sqq
8
Ibid., pp. I sqq.

4 T. Tooke, History ofPricest vol. ii, p. 106.
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than the speculation of 1825, on British railway enterprise not on

some Eldorado overseas: that exports, after a temporary fall in

1837, exceeded in 1838 the level of1836 and ever since had shewn
a continuous increase until in 1840 they had reached an amount
double that at which they had stood in the time of Canning.

3

They further attempted to prove, that serious or not, the crisis

was due to accidental and temporary causes. The Bank reserve

which in October 1833 stood at the figure of 10,900,000 fell

continuously until it was under 6,000,000 in May 1835, and

again in September 1836. In 1838 it once more exceeded

10,000,000 but finally fell to 2,522,000 in i839.
2 To what was

this drainage of gold due? During the period which followed

1838 the primary cause was a series ofbad harvests which neces

sitated a very large importation offoreign com. Indeed, the drain

on the gold reserve would have been more serious than it actually

was, if profitable investments in foreign funds had not effected a

partial compensation. A further cause particularly operative

during the two years ofmost serious crisis, namely 1836 and 1839
was the disturbances which had taken place in the American

money market and for which the commercial and financial

system of Great Britain could not be held responsible. President

Jackson s bank reform had created a sudden demand for European,
and in particular for English gold, and its influx had occasioned

in America a period offrantic speculation which in turn produced
a further demand for gold. The crisis which began in 1836 was
at its height in London in February 1837 when the American

banks sought the assistance of the Bank ofEngland. In May they
renewed their request, were refused and failed. The same pheno
menon was repeated in 1839 when the Bank ofthe United States,

whose example was followed by several local banks, decided to

make advances of credit to the cotton planters to enable them to

postpone the moment ofsale and thus raise the price ofraw cotton

to the Lancashire manufacturers. The latter replied to this attack

by diminishing the output of their factories, which enabled them
to reduce their orders for raw material. This gave rise to a further

crisis, explicable like the crisis of 1836-1837 by the solidarity

1
1836, 85,220,000; 1837, 72,544,000; 1838, 92,454,000; 1839, 97,395,000; 1840,

102,707,000. Figures for 1825, 47,151,000; for 1827 (after the crisis), 52,222,000.
W. Page, Commerce and Industry. Tables of Statisticsfor the British Empirefrom 1815, vol.

ii, p. 71.
2 T. Tooke, History of Prices, vol. ii, pp. 281, 300; vol. iii, p. 78.
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which existed between the English, and in particular the Lancashire

market and the American.1 If economic crises of a magnitude
comparable to those which afflicted England were unknown in

France, it was because a more agricultural and less industrialized

country was not so liable to feel the effects of any disturbance

which might occur at any point on the globe.
2

Was it, however, possible to exonerate the policy of the Bank
of England from all responsibility for the economic difficulties

into which the, country was once more plunged after four years
of prosperity? The Bank was still exposed to the charge brought

long ago by Grenfell and Ricardo ; it could not be at the same time

a banking company and an important department of the public

service, a deposit and discount bank managed by a group of

important financiers and a bank ofissue entrusted with the regula
tion of the entire national currency. The enemies of the Bank
asserted that during the boom which followed 1832 it had

reckoned among its assets deposits which had been temporarily
entrusted to its keeping, a deposit made by the East India Com
pany, and the amount of the loan issued to indemnify the West

Indian Planters for the emancipation of the slaves.3 It had there

fore permitted its gold reserve to be deplenished and had unduly
inflated its note issue. It had made a loan in America to make it

easier for American merchants to pay their debts in England. It

had made loans in England below die current rate of interest.

Having thus by an excessive issue of currency done everything in

its power to cause a rise ofprices and overproduction, it had found

that the joint stock banks were surcharged with American notes,

had suddenly refused to grant them credit, had raised the bank

rate too suddenly and too late, and had thus, by provoking a

panic, at least aggravated the crisis, if indeed it had not pro

duced it.

With the stupidity shown by the Bank ofEngland its critics

contrasted the wisdom of the Bank of France. And they were

enabled to rub in the contrast when further financial difficulties

occurred two years later. When in 1838 specie was once more

plentiful,
the Bank of England was anxious to make use of it,

Once more it lent money to America, and lowered the bank rate

1 T. Tooke, History of Prices, voL iii, p 73.
2 A. Ure, Philosophy of Manufactures* pp. 442-3-

t
_ _

3
J. Horsley Palmer, The Causes and the Consequences of the Pressure upon the Money

Market, 1837, pp. 11-12.
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from 5 per cent to 4, 3^ and finally 3 per cent. As prosperity
returned the demand for money increased and with it the rate of

interest. The Bank did not follow the general movement and on

several occasions the public could borrow on easier terms from

the Bank than in the open market. Then as suddenly as in 1836

and, as then, after pursuing a course of action the exact contrary
of that which it ought to have pursued if the public were to be

warned against imprudent speculation, it raised the bank rate not

merely to 5 but to s| per cent. In taking this step the Bank was

making use of the power it had received in 1833, but this

usurious rate of 5^ per cent caused a sensation which turned to

panic. On the verge ofsuspending payment, the Bank ofEngland
borrowed from the Bank ofFrance .2,000,000 on the guarantee
of twelve of the leading banks in Paris.1

But ifthe imprudence ofthe Bank ofEngland was a legitimate

subject of complaint, equally, indeed more culpable were the acts

ofimprudence committed by thejoint-stock banks, which were of

such recent origin, so inexperienced, and so often founded on

grossly insufficient security. Ifthe Bank ofEngland had neglected
to preserve the proper balance between its reserve and its note

issue, at least the total value of the bank notes in circulation had

remained the same or nearly the same. This was by no means the

case with thejoint stock banks. It was estimated that between the

spring of1834 andJune 1836 the note issue in England, Wales and

Ireland had increased by a quarter.
2 And this surely was the

inevitable result of the system? When a host of rival bankers

engaged in reckless competition for the patronage ofthe public,

they were bound to offer their money cheap and produce this

fall in the value of money to which indeed it had been the sole

offence of the Bank ofEngland to yield, and which in turn had

given birth to the worst of all forms of overproduction, the

excessive issue of paper currency?
The complaints brought against the Joint Stock Companies ten

1 For a criticism of the Bank s policy, see C. S. Lloyd (Lord Overstone), Reflections

suggested by a perusal of Mr. J. Horsley Palmer s Pamphlet on the Causes and Consequences

of the Pressure on the Money Market, 1837.
2 The value of the notes (other than those of the Bank of England) in circulation in

England and Wales rose continuously from 10,152,104 on December 28, 1833, to

12,202,196 on June 25, 1836. And even these figures do not adequately represent the

growth of the joint stock banks. For the issue of notes by private banks fell from
8,836,803 to 8,614,132; that is to say, had decreased in value; while the notes issued

by the joint stock banks rose in value from 1,318,301 to 3,588,064. See Reportfrom
the Committee on Joint Std^k Banks, 1836, p. ix.
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years before once more arose on all sides.
1 The railway companies

were denounced and the House of Commons took measures to

strengthen its control over the formation ofnew companies. But

they were not the sole object of attack. The heaviest onslaught
was directed against the banking companies, which actually owed
their origin to the crisis of 1825. They had been confidently

expected to stabilize the national credit, and the crisis of 1836 had

proved these hopes ill founded. Once more the principle oflimited

liability was called in question, and denounced as opposed to the

spirit ofEnglish law. Complaints were made of the way in which
the companies began operations before all their capital had been
subscribed. The original subscribers lost no time in selling their

shares to a third party at a high profit and left the unfortunate

purchaser saddled with the responsibility for a rotten concern. The

proposal was made that when a joint stock bank failed a first

claim among its creditors should be given to the holders of its

notes, which in consequence ofthe failure were now waste paper.
Was not the Government responsible for their loss? By permitting
these banks to issue what was nothing less than a paper currency,
it had made them quasi-legal tender.2

It was easy to find a remedy for the ills which afflicted the

economic life ofthe country, ifthey were in fact due to a vicious

banking system. All that need be done was to withdraw from

private hands the power to issue bank notes.

The Government might return to Ricardo s plan which was

now being advocated by his son, and establish a National Bank
for the exclusive purpose of issuing paper money to meet the

demands of the public and without making any profit.
3

If, how
ever, this suggestion seemed too bold, it could fall back on the

1 See vol. ii, pp. 231-2, also Edinburgh Review, October 1833, Present State ofManu
factures, Trade and Shipping* (vol. Iviii, p. 64). The principle oflimited liability had been

introduced into Ireland (21 and 22 Geo. HI, cap. 46 Irish), but does not appear to have

produced the same effects as in France and America (Reportfrom Select Committee onJoint

Stock Companies, 1844, Appendix, pp. 258, 260).
2 For the debates in which all these points were raised, see H. of C., March 12, 1836:

W. Clay s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxxiii, pp. 840 sqq.), published

separately under the tide: Speech of William Clay, Esq., M.P., on movingfor the appoint

ment of a Committee to inquire into the operation of the act permitting the establishment ofjoint

stock banks. To which are added, Reflections on limited liability, prices of capital, and publicity

of accounts . . . 2nd ed.. 1837. Also H. of C., February 6, 1837: debates on the reappoint-

ment of the committee appointed the previous year (Parl. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xxxvi,

pp. 155 sqq.). H. of C., March 10, 19, 1840 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. lii, pp. III2 sqq.,

1245 sqq.).
8 Samson Ricardo, A National Bank, the remedy . . ., 1838.
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plan suggested by Torrens,
1 which had received considerable

support, and without depriving the Bank ofits privilege, establish

a watertight division between the department concerned with the

issue ofnotes and the other departments ofthe bank, and place the

note issue under stringent legal regulation.

Any such remedy, however, must remain inefficacious, so long
as the private and joint-stock banks were allowed to issue notes

at their discretion. Therefore the proposal was again brought
forward which the Government had contemplated and abandoned

in 1818 to subject these banks to strict state control and thus

secure the public from being victimized by their ill-advised

operations. The present agitation sought to deprive them entirely

of the right to issue notes, and events were evidently tending in

this direction. The Bank of England had obtained the right to

open branches in the provinces and was making use of them to

gain control over the local banks, often refusing to open an

account with them, unless they gave an undertaking not to circu

late any notes except its own.2 And in London itself the London
and Westminster Bank, founded immediately after the Act of

1833, proved that a bank could prosper without issuing notes.

Other banks were soon founded in London on the same model,

the London Joint Stock Bank in 1836, the Union Bank and the

London and County Bank in 1839, and the Commercial Bank in

1840. For a time their legal status was doubtful for they were

not protected either by the statute of i8263 or by the statute of

i838
4 which completed the act of 1826 by giving the joint stock

banks the right to take legal proceedings against defaulting
members. They prospered notwithstanding, and their prosperity

presaged, the present crisis once passed, the opening of a new

epoch in the history ofbanking companies.

1 R. Torrens, A Letter to the right honourable Lord Viscount Melbourne on the causes of the

recent derangement in the Money Market and on Bank Reform, 1837. Cf. George Warde
Norman, Remarks upon some prevalent errors with respect to currency and banking, 1838.
C. S. Lloyd (Lord Overstone), Reflections suggested by a perusal ofMr.J. Horsley Palmer s

Pamphlet on the Causes and Consequences of the Pressure on the Money Market, 1837; also

Thoughts on the Separation of the Departments of the Bank ofEngland, 1844.
2 Hlis T. Powell, Evolution of the Money Market, pp. 344-5.
8 For the difficulties which attended their foundation, see M. D. Macleod, Theory and

Practice ofBanking, vol. ii, pp. 504 sqq,, and Ellis T. Powell, Evolution ofthe Money Market,

pp. 304 sqq.
4 i and 2 Viet., cap. 96. A temporary measure renewed 2 and 3 Viet., cap. 68, 3 and 4

Viet., cap. in, and finally made permanent 5 and 6 Viet, cap. 85.
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j

But whatever the worth ofthese suggested reforms there could

be no question ofcarrying them into execution until the privilege

of the Bank ofEngland expired in 1844, and the Parliamentary
Committees appointed in 1836 and in 1840 to investigate the

banking system, were therefore planning for a future still at some

distance. Moreover, these controversies were too technical to

arouse the feeling of the masses. The working class, which felt

acutely the effects of these crises, unemployment, and the fall of

wages, demanded remedies more immediate and more tangible

than banking reform. A vast wave of popular discontent passed

over the country. It seemed as though the Whig Liberalism of

1830 had failed where the Tory Liberalism of1820 had succeeded.

1816 and 1819 had returned.

The opponents of the factory system who advocated the legal

regulation of the conditions of labour had not abandoned their

propaganda, and the language used by the panegyrists of the

factory system was by no means calculated to allay their dis

content. Ure, whose book appeared in 1836, uttered sentiments

difficult to reconcile with Liberal principles. In his eyes Arkwright

was a great man because, *a man ofNapoleon nerve and ambi

tion ,

1 he knew how to impose the discipline ofthe factory upon
an unruly mob. If the industrial development of Great Britain

had outstripped that of France, it was not because the British

workman was more intelligent than the French or possessed more

initiative; it was because he was more patient, more willing to

endure the monotony of indefinitely repeating the same opera

tion.
2
According to Ure, the introduction of machinery would

make strikes impossible, the machine strangle the hydra ofmis

rule .
3 And he waxed eloquent in his praises

ofthe Prussian* order

which in the factory regulated every movement of man or

machine. When capital
enlists science in her service, the refrac

tory hand oflabour will always be taught docility.
4

The Factory Act was a concession to the opponents of the

factory system though far too slight to satisfy their demands.

But they suddenly found themselves thrown on the defensive,

when at the beginning of 1835 the Tory administration was faced

1 A. Ure, Philosophy of Manufactures, pp. 15-16.
2
Ibid., p. 12.

8
Ibid., p. 368.

*
Ibid., p. 308.
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with an organized attempt to prevent the enforcement of the

statute. 1 And a year later, the date on which the Act would come
into full operation, March 21, 1836, had barely arrived when the

President of the Board ofTrade, Poulett Thomson, attempted to

induce Parliament to modify the law by allowing children over

twelve years old to work twelve hours a day. In spite of Peel s

support his majority at the second reading was so infinitesimal

only two votes that he was obliged to withdraw the bill.
2 The

Act, however, was very largely inoperative; for it rested with the

Justices ofthe Peace to punish offenders against its provisions, and

if not themselves manufacturers, they were very often their

friends or relatives, and their sentences were glaringly inadequate.
3

Moreover, the executive possessed indirect means of evading the

law. An official circular ordered the inspectors to take the chil

dren s legal papers as sufficient evidence of their age. The Cabinet

stated that its motive in issuing the circulars was to protect the

children against the false papers with which they were furnished

by their parents. But were the ministers speaking the truth? Was
it not rather their intention to make it easier-for the manufacturers

to set the children to work at the inspector s arbitrary decision?4

But the disciples ofThomas Sadler no longer as in 1833 confined

their attack to the factory, they attacked the workhouse at the

same time. When the new Poor Law was debated in Parliament

in 1834, it had been fought by a minority as violent as it was

small. And even when the Act had been passed and enforced, that

minority did not lay down its arms.

They accused the Poor Law Commissioners offorming unions

far larger than the object of the new legislation required. One
workhouse was provided for a union of thirty, forty, sometimes

even fifty parishes. It seemed as though itwere the Commissioners

deliberate aim to make it impossible for the pauper to obtain

relief.
5 In the workhouse no distinction was made between the

genuine worker who was the victim of unemployment, and

the semi-criminal who made a profession of idleness. The law

1 H. of C., March 4, 1835: Lord Morpeth s motion and Goulburn s reply (Parlia

mentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxv, pp. 526 sqq.).
2 H. of C., May 9, 1836 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxxiii, pp. 737 sqq.).
3
Alfred, History of the Factory Movement, vol. ii, pp. 83, 121.

4 H. of C., July 21, 1838 (Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. xliv, pp. 394-6, 430-2)-
5 H. of L., March 17, 1833: the Duke of Buckingham s speech (ibid., 3rd Series,

vol. xxvi, p. 1056); H. of C., August 7, 1838: Fielden s speech (ibid., 3rd Series,

vol. xliv, pp. 1045 sqq-)-
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appeared to regard poverty as itself a crime. The paupers were

deprived of sufficient bedding, warmth, and nourishment. Indeed,
it was the avowed object ofthe regulations to make the conditions

of life in the workhouse harder than those of the worst-paid
labourer in the district. Moreover, both on moral and on eco

nomic grounds the poor who received relief in the workhouse
were segregated according to age and sex. The opponents of the

new Poor Law looked back with regret to the humanity of the

old parochial system which had often allowed husband and wife

to set up a joint establishment in the little poorhouse of their

parish.
1 Once inside the workhouse no inmate could put foot

outside its walls without immediately forfeiting the right to

relief, and could not be re-admitted without submitting to a

lengthy series of official formalities. Even on Sunday the paupers
were not allowed to go to church; a chaplain visited the work
house to conduct a service for its prisoners.

2 For the inmates were

in very truth prisoners, confined under lock and key in these new
Bastilles . This then was the achievement of the new Liberalism

which had conquered in 1832. Ifa labourer were willing to work,
he must be imprisoned in a factory; if he found himself out of

work, he could obtain relief only by entering another prison.

At first these complaints awoke little response outside the walls

of Parliament. The enormous prosperity England had enjoyed
since 1832, and which had apparently increased immediately
after the passage of the new Poor Law, enabled the three Com
missioners to accomplish their work of reorganization under the

most promising conditions and within a short space of time.

During the first year, boards ofguardianswere set up in 1 12 unions

which together comprised 2,066 parishes, and during the second,

in 239 unions comprising 5,800 parishes. InJuly 1837 ofthe 13,433

parishes ofEngland there were only 1,300 towhich the reform had

not yet been applied, and the population of those 1,300 parishes

was less than a quarter ofthe entire population ofthe Kingdom.
3

Did the new system ofpoor reliefproduce the consequences its

advocates expected? And in particular did it effect that reduction

ofthe poor rate for which the ruling classes were so anxious? The

1 H. of C., March 17, 1835: the Duke of Buckingham s speech (Parliamentary Debates,

3rd Series vol, xxvi, p. 1056); H. ofC. f May 13, 1835: Walter s speech (ibid., 3rd Series,

vol. xxvii, p. 1052.
a H. of C., June 22, 1836: Maclean s speech (ibid., 3rd Series, voL xxxiv, p. 720).
3 Annual Register, 1837, p. 129.
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statistics enable us to return an affirmative answer to the latter

question, though it is not easy to determine how far the reduction

was due to the operation of the new law and how far to the

improvement of trade. If the Poor Rate fell from .6,317,000 in

1834 to .5,526,000 in 1835, .4,718,000 in 1836 and finally to

.4,045,000 in 1837, it must be added that the fall began not in

1834 when the statute was passed but in 1832 when the boom in

trade began. That year the Poor Rate stood at .7,037,000 and

it had fallen the following year to .6,791,000. On the other hand
were the opponents ofthe Act of 1834 justified when they main
tained that the reduction of the Poor Rate proved that the

working class was now treated more cruelly than before by the

ruling class and its lot was harder than ever? According to the

Commissioners reports the effect ofthe new legislation upon the

poorer classes had been to raise their moral standard and con

sequently to improve their economic position. The agricultural
labourers were drinking less, and there had been a marked
decrease in the number of public houses which had reached its

height in 1830 and the years immediately following. More

money was being placed in the savings-banks, and friendly socie

ties were increasing their membership every year. And if in the

southern counties the supply of labour was perhaps in excess of
the demand, the statute of1834 empowered the Commissioners to

transport the superfluous labourers to districts where the demand
was greater. They made use of their powers and sent unemployed
agricultural labourers certainly very few, some five thousand in

aU to colonize Australia and New Zealand. They sent a far larger
number to the Lancashire factories where they suddenly found
themselves in receipt of wages, twice or thrice the amount they
had been earning on the farms of Sussex or Devonshire.

6

The crisis of 1836 followed which was aggravated in 1837 and
further prolonged by two severe winters. The local authorities

requested that die discontent ofthe lower classes should be met by
a return to the practice of outdoor relief. The Poor Law Com
missioners returned an unqualified refusal. If the crisis could not
be surmounted without violating the fundamental principle of
the Poor Law, their work was a complete failure. But their

refusal was the signal for the storm which had been gathering for
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the past two years to break in full, fury upon their heads. Nothing
short of an insurrection was organized against the three tyrants ,

the three Pashas*.

At this very moment the Commissioners, having set up unions

throughout the south ofEngland, were beginning the same work
in the north. Here, however, when the boundaries of the unions

had been drawn on paper and the time came to set about the

actual construction of a workhouse, the popular opposition
threatened to become dangerous.

1 At Todmorden, in Lancashire,

Fielden, the Radical manufacturer, whose untiring efforts to

promote factory legislation have been related above, opposed
with the support of all his workmen the construction ofa work

house, and the authorities had the sense to give way.
2 Two leaders

whose power and ability were by no means to be despised under

took to organize the agitation against the Poor Law, in Yorkshire,

Oastler, and in Lancashire, James Rayner Stephens, like Oasder a

Methodist, who as the reader may remember had quarrelled with

the Wesleyan hierarchy and formed a little independent sect.

Oastler and Stephens founded in every locality Anti-Poor Law

Associations, which were finally federated in one Association.
3

They held mass meetings at which they inflamed the popular

indignation against the double tyranny of the factory and the

workhouse. You see, exclaimed Stephens, yonder: factory with

its towering chimney, every brick in that chimney is cemented

with the blood ofwomen and little children/ Sooner, declared

the same speaker, than wife and husband and father and son

should be sundered and dungeoned and fed on skillee sooner

than wife and daughter should wear the prison dress Newcastle

ought to be and should be one blaze of fire with only one way
to put it out, and that with the blood of all who supported this

abominable measure. 4 We must not mistake the character of this

campaign. Stephens and Oastler never ceased to call themselves

Tories, doctrinal reactionaries . The abominations of the indus

trial system had made them in spite of themselves advocates of

violence. They wished to turn their country back to a time still

innocent of the factory and the steam engine. They found, there

fore, sympathizers among the Conservative Party.

1
Fifth Annual Report of the PoorLaw Commissioners, 1839, pp. 19-20.

2
J. Holden, A Short History of Todmorden, pp. 190 sqq.

8 The Times, February 8, 1838.
* R. G. Gammage, History ofthe Chartist Movement, pp. 56, 59
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The Tory gentry had at first welcomed the new Poor Law. For

it had been passed in their interest, to reduce the burden of rates

which pressed so heavily upon them, and put an end to the

agitation among the agricultural labourers which threatened them
in the southern counties. But now when the peaceable application
of the new system for two years had apparently effected a satis

factory settlement of the social problem in the south, and it was

sought to introduce it in the north, and it was the manufacturers

who were being attacked by its opponents, they were not slow

to perceive that it was to their interest to ally themselves with the

insurgents against the upstarts of the factory. In London John
Walter made The Times, now an organ of the Conservative

opposition, the official mouthpiece of the Anti-Poor-Law. This

was perhaps the eccentricity of an ambitious journalist bent on
the overthrow of the Whig administration who deemed any

weapon which might serve his purpose legitimate.
1 But it does

not alter the fact that his campaign possessed his readers approval.

They were only too pleased to sympathize with the alleged
victims ofthe Liberal bureaucracy and enjoy the discredit brought

upon their cruelty on a Government which pretended to repre
sent the people. The best expression of this somewhat hazy
humanitarianism is to be found in the works of a young novelist

who became famous about this time. Charles Dickens, who had

made his name by the publication of the Pickwick Papers, began
the following year the series of his great social novels with Oliver

Twist. An advocate of the poor against a middle class callous to

their suffering, he dreamed of a return to those good old times

when machinery and Utilitarianism were alike unknown, and

England had never gone to school with Ricardo or Bentham.
His hero, Oliver Twist, an ill-used child is brought up in a work
house. These chapters of Dickens novel introduced the Anti-

Poor-Law propaganda into the homes of the middle class.

1 The reader may be amused by the entertaining account given by the Manchester and

Salford Advertiser, June 30, 1838, of the causes to which the Whigs ascribed the Tory
campaign. Edwin Chadwick, *the great Chadwick*, had begun his career as a reporter on
the start of The Times, engaged under Walter s orders, in the most humble form of

reporting. Here was the source of Mr. Walter s spite. His Berkshire neighbours were
immersed in pauper-jobbing. His own parish received a severe visitation from the man
who had so often made his early readers stare with astonishment at &quot;dreadful fires *,

shocking accidents and enormities in the vegetable and animal world. Enough, Mr.
Walter forthwith took a seat for Berkshire, and made war upon the new Poor Law. This
is more monstrous than any of Chadwick s fictions, and yet the Whigs have put it about
as a fact.
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The success achieved by the Anti-Poor-Law propaganda
alarmed the supporters of the Government They saw their party

falling into ever deeper discredit, exposed as it was to the attack

of two powerful forces, a large middle-class body, whom the

dread of disorder was driving into the ranks of Peel s moderate

Conservatives, and the hosts of a disaffected proletariat. The
Radical members of Parliament, who gave the Government a

merely conditional support were even more uneasy. They saw

the constituencies a prey to forms of corruption scarcely less

blatant than before the passage ofthe Reform Bill, and Parliament

refuse to submit disputed elections to thejudgment ofan impartial
tribunal. Theysaw the disappointmentof1832 produce among the

working class a hearty distrust ofpolitical methods. The workers

no longer gave ear to the Radical speakers, but to Oasder and

Stephens, Tory free-lances, or Robert Owen, the Socialist and

the sworn foe of Radicalism. Surely there was no time to be

lost, they must make the people understand that if the Reform
of 1832 had proved so disappointing the fault lay not with the

democrats, but the
&quot;Whigs,

that it had not been sufficiently demo
cratic and must therefore be completed by a further measure

of reform. And in fact at the election of1835 they made repeated

attempts to revive in the nation at krge the revolutionary spirit

of 1830.

They opened their campaign with an attack on the House of

Lords. They did not indeed demand its abolition; for they recog

nized the necessity of a Second Chamber, if the destinies of the

nation were not to be at the hazard ofa chance majority. But they

asked that its powers should possess only a suspensive veto on

measures passed by the Commons. They also demanded that its

composition should no longer be hereditary, but should become

wholly or in part elective.
1 O Connell, who as we have already

1 See the detailed proposals made by Roebuck. Of What Use is the House cfLords, and

the Evils of the House of Lords (Pamphlets for the People, vol. i, 1835, also Westminster

Review, October 1835, vol. xxiu, pp. 509 sqq.; January 1836, vol. xxiv, pp. 47 sqq.).

The articles are from the pen ofMacaulay, who would appear to have forecast the end of

the House ofLords at no distant date. *I am quite certain, he wrote to Ellis from Calcutta,

that in a few years the House of Lords must go after Old Samm and Gatton. What is

now passing is mere skirmishing and manoeuvring between two general actions. It seems

to be of little consequence to the final result how these small operations turn out When
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seen had contemplated the adoption of this programme in 1834,

spent the summer of 1835 travelling about England and Scotland

to urge the reform of the Lords. But in 1836 he was obliged to

admit that the agitation had failed to mature.1 It was impossible
to arouse the enthusiasm of the working class for the rights ofan

assembly in whose election they had no share.

Another plank ofthe Radical programme was the introduction

of the ballot, a reform which had been rejected in 1832. Every
year Grote introduced a motion to that effect, and every year it

was defeated.2 In 1838, however, the Cabinet could receive little

satisfaction from its victory. Grote s motion was indeed defeated

by 315 to 200 votes; but only sixty-five ministerialists voted with

the majority. That is to say the majority of the supporters of the

Government declared in favour of the ballot, and the ministry
could obtain its rejection only from a majority composed for the

most part of its political adversaries. Lord John, who had wished
to leave the question open, but in obedience to Melbourne s

orders had spoken vigorously against the motion; contemplated

resignation.
3 But there is no evidence that a debate which

occasioned a storm in the House had any appreciable effect on

public opinion outside. It was a favourite argument with the

opponents of the ballot that under a restricted franchise the

publicity of the vote was the only means by which the dis

franchised masses could exercise any control over the electors.4

The plea was insincere. The real reason why the country gentle
men were in favour ofpublic voting was that it enabled the upper
classes to put pressure upon tenants, tradesmen, and otter

the grand battle comes to be fought, I have no doubt about the event* (Sir G. O. Tre-

velyan, Life and Letters ofLord Macaulay). Macaulay s belief was shared outside Radical
circles by Archbishop Whately (Letter to Nassau Senior, November 30, 1834; Life, by
E. J. Whately, vol. i, pp. 246-7).

1 Annual Register, 1834, p. 333; 1835, p. 367; 1836, p. 299.
2 H. of C., June 2, 1835 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxviii, pp. 369 sqq.);

June 23, 1836 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxxiv, pp. 780 sqq.); March 8, 1837 (ibid., 3rd Series,

vol. xxxvii, pp. 8 sqq.). Grote proposed that provision should be made for an optional
ballot in the new municipalities (H. of C., July I, 1835, ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxix,

pp. 159 sqq.).
3
Greville Memoirs* February 18, 1838. Cf. Lord Melbourne to Lord John Russell,

September 15, 1837 (Early Correspondence ofLordJohn Russell, vol. ii, pp. 202-3). See also

Lord Francis Egerton to Arbuthnot, February 17, 1838: You will have heard of our
commencement de la fin in the shape of the division on the ballot. It is a fatal one, and I

see nothing but a coalition with the remnant of the sounder Whigs that can delay the
consummation (C S. Parker, Sir Robert Peel, vol. ii, pp. 359-60).

4
Edinburgh Review, July 1837, Newspaper Literature* (vol. Ixv, p. 213). The article

was written by Brougham.
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dependants. Nevertheless, the argument was effective. The popu
lace had no interest in safeguarding the exercise oftheir civic rights

by a restricted electorate from which they were excluded.

In the end it was discovered that there was only one parlia

mentary reform for which it was possible to arouse the enthusiasm

ofthe masses, namely the extension ofthe franchise. The Cabinet

was hostile to the proposal and in the speech he delivered during a

debate in November 1837, Lord John pronounced categorically

against any further measure of Parliamentary Reform, since, in

his opinion, the Reform of 1832 was a permanent and final

achievement with which it would be most mrwise to tamper.
1

What was the explanation of this blunt refusal to extend the

franchise by a statesman who in 1831 had said the exact contrary?
2

It was just Lord John s way. At that very moment however, the

Radical leaders acting in concert with the more moderate section

of the workmen s associations were engaged in reviving the old

programme of universal suffrage.

Two years earlier there had been formed in London a small

association ofworkmen under the title of the London Working
Men s Association. It was an association for reading and debate,

whose members sought to promote popular education by means

of schools, books, and newspapers. Its constitution is dated June
16, 1836. A month later the budget reduced the stamp tax on

newspapers from 4d. to id. The object of the reduction, the

Chancellor oftheExchequer explained, was to secure the revenue.

For the newspapers which appeared without payment of the

duty were now so numerous that the law was powerless to take

action against them. Among the founders of the Working Men s

Association were Hetherington the printer,John Cleave the book

seller, and James Watson, a workman, men who had acquired

considerable popularity during the previous five or six years by
the prominent part they took in circulating unstamped papers

during the war between the Radical Press and the police. Now

1 H. of C., November 15, 1837 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. 3d, p. 1192).
2 H. of C., August 5, 1831 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. v, p. 867). A few changes of detail

were, however, made in 1836, the duration of the poll in the counties was reduced from

two days to one, and the number of polling stations increased (6 and 7 Will. IV, cap.

102). Two years later the qualification was altered in favour ofpersonal estate, the owner

ship or occupation ofreal property being no longer required (i and 2 Viet, cap. 48).
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the Government had yielded and they were free to continue their

propaganda openly and legally.

What was its nature? Hetherington was a socialist* , a disciple

ofOwen. And when the Association was founded, its founder, the

cabinet maker, William Lovett, was also Owen s disciple.
1 But

the Association received frequent visits from Francis Place, the

Radical tailor of Charing Cross, the friend ofJames Mill and

Joseph Hume. Its programme as we know it from Lovett s

account was vague no doubt intentionally and unmistakably
moderate. The Association proposed To seek by every legal

means to place all classes of society in possession of their equal

political and social rights . A democratic franchise and the

institution of a system of popular education were the points on

which all the members were agreed.
2 That is to say the Associa

tion went back upon Owen s communism and returned more or

less consciously to Bentham s programme. It is therefore not

surprising that the Radical politicians tended to make common
cause with Lovett and his friends. At a banquet given on February

15, 1837, by the Radical voters of Finsbury, in honour of their

member Wakley, Joseph Hume and Daniel Whittle Harvey sug

gested that the moment was opportune to arouse public opinion
and intimidate Parliament by combining in a single bill the various

proposals which had been constantly brought forward ever since

1832 for the extension of the franchise, the ballot, the reduction

ofthe life ofParliament, and the total abolition ofthe stamp duty
on newspapers. Roebuck and O Connell who were present,

expressed their misgivings and pointed out the risk which in their

opinion attached to the method of campaign proposed by the

speakers.
3 In spite oftheir objections the London Working Men s

Association adopted the suggestion, but enlarged the demand for

an extended franchise into the demand for universal suffrage.

Then Roebuck and O Connell gave way and consented to sit on a

joint committee ofmembers ofParliament and members of the

Association formed to draught a bill on these lines. It was Roe
buck s aim to found on the frontier of the official Whig party an

independent Radical party. O Connell was by no means so

ready to break with the Cabinet. His object was rather to assist

1 See his article in Hetherington s Twopenny Dispatch, September 10, 1836. See also his

article in The Charter, February 17, 1839.
2
Life and Struggles of William Lovett, pp. 94 sqq.

3
Morning Chronicle, February i&amp;lt;5, 1837.
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the Government and break the redoubtable agitation against the
Poor Law by putting forward in revolutionary circles the alterna
tive programme ofparliamentary reform.1

The organization spread to the provinces. In February mis
sionaries left London to establish all over the country Working
Men s Associations . A hundred were founded before the close of
the year, one hundred and fifty in 1838. But the most important
success achieved by the London Working Men s Association

during the campaign was the adhesion of the famous Political

Union ofBirmingham. It had been dormant since 1832, and when
the new crisis arose, Attwood, as we should have expected,
bestirred himself anew. It was an excellent opportunity for him .

to raise once moie his old cry thatEngland was suffering from the

effects ofPeel s preposterous bill of 1819, which had dealt a fatal

blow to her prosperity by restoring specie payment with the

general fall ofprices which was the inevitable result To save the

country he continued to urge his old remedy, the raising ofprices
by the issue ofpaper money on an enormous scale. But within a

few months he found himself swamped even in his own local

Union, which became purely and simply a society for the

promotion of universal suffrage.

3

At the beginning of 1838 the programme of the London and

Birmingham Radicals, who had now joined forces, assumed a

definite shape; and to understand this new brand of Radicalism,
we must follow attentively the disputes which broke out within

the London Working Men s Association. In June, a strike

occurred in the Glasgow cotton mills, a certain John Smith was
found during the strike murdered in the street, and the strikers

were accused ofthe murder. An inquiry was held at the offices of

the corporation, and eighteen workmen were arrested. At first the

gravest charges were brought against the accused, incendiarism

and murder. They were dropped later, and the men were accused

only of conspiracy to intimidate their comrades and secure

higher wages. By an insignificant majority the jury returned a

1
Life and Struggles of William Lovett, p. 102; M. Hovell, The Chartist Movement, pp. 69-

71. Cf. Oastler s Open Letter to LordJohn Russell (The Times, August 12, 1839). See also

The Times, August 21, 1839. The details of Oastler s story do not bear investigation, but

the part played by O Connell is nevertheless unmistakable.
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verdict of guilty and the prisoners were sentenced to transporta
tion for seven years. The Trade Unions were up in arms. A
petition bearing twenty thousand signatures was presented to

Parliament. It was the affair of the Dorchester Labourers over

again.
1

At that very moment O Connell broke with the Trade Unions.

Difficulties had arisen with the Trade Unionists ofDublin, whose

programme of class war cut across his programme of national

emancipation. And his financial agents in Dublin were large-

scale employers whose men were on strike. He therefore declared

war against the Unions. His political opponents at Westminster

enjoyed the treat ofhearing him enumerate in accents ofrighteous

indignation the criminal outrages committed by the Trade

Unionists, denounce secret societies, and complain that the

anarchy which prevailed in Ireland made it impossible for judges
and juries to convict and punish the guilty. What a curious

Actaeon-like fate, wrote Whately, would it be, if O Connell

were to be murdered by a mob/2

The members of the Working Men s Association were called

upon to decide a very difficult question of tactics. They could not

take the part of the workers without breaking with O Connell.

They could not break with O Connell without losing their most

powerful supporter in Parliament. To evade the difficulty they
decided to ask Parliament, not to pardon the condemned strikers,

but to open an inquiry into the conduct of the Glasgow Union,
and to extend it to all the Trade Unions of the country.

3 If the

trade unionists were innocent of the crimes laid to their charge,

they had nothing to fear from it. But a revolutionary minority
of the Association were in arms against the proposal and refused

to accept the decision of a House of Commons entirely drawn
from the wealthy classes, a House which the manifestoes issued

by the Association stigmatized as the rotten House .
4 A man

named Harvey, a prominent figure among the London revolu

tionaries, was loud in his denunciations ofO Connell. Lovett and

his friends charged Harvey with a breach of party discipline in

1
Life and Struggles of William Lovett, pp. 158 sqq.

2 To Nassau Senior, January 25, 1838 (Life, vol. i, p. 414).
3 H. of C., February 13, 1834: Wakley s motion (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. xl, pp. 1059 sqq.). C H. of C, January 25, 1838 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xl, pp. 473

sqq.).
4
Life and Struggles of William Lovett, p. 100.
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attacking O Connell when they were endeavouring to concert
with him a common programme of universal suffrage. There

upon after a stormy meeting Harvey left the Association and
founded a rival society which termed itself the Democratic
Association*. He had the support of a demagogue far more
formidable than himself. He was an Irishman named Feargus
CyConnor, who in the Parliament of 1833 had been a member of
O ConnelTs tail . In 1835 his election was invalidated because
he did not fulfil the pecuniary qualifications prescribed by the

law, and ever since he had pursued the career of an agitator
outside Parliament, and in opposition to O Connell, with whom
he had quarrelled.

1 He betook himself to the north of England,
where he organized Radical Associations. Towards the dose of
1837 he took the initiative in founding at Leeds an important
Radical weekly the Northern Star.

2 He conducted a campaign for

universal suffrage. But he did not own allegiance to the Working
Men s Association.

4

These were the difficulties with which the leaders had to con

tend, who during the early months of 1838 were working out in

London the new Radical programme. It was published on May 8,

and is famous under the name of the People s Charter.3 It was a

long and detailed Reform Bill drawn up by Lovett, revised and
corrected by Francis Place, andapprovedbyRoebuck. Itdemanded
six alterations of the existing system Manhood Suffrage The
Ballot Payment of Members of Parliament Abolition of the

Property Qualification for Members Equal Constituencies

Annual Elections. It had been originally intended to include a

1 See a curious and extremely favourable description of Feargus O Connor at the

moment ofhis exclusion from Parliament in Random Recollections ofthe House ofCommons,
1836, pp. 322-4; also a history of his life as an agitator from September 1835 to April
1838, related by O Connor himself (Northern Star, December 15, 1838).

2
Life and Struggles of William Lovett, p. 173 n.

3 See the text of the People s Charter as revised in 1842 in the Life and Struggles o,

William Lovett, pp. 449 sqq. The term appears for the first time in the Northern Star, July

21, 1838. But already on May 26 the same paper contained the following passage: *Let

every man be at his post and every banner fly in the breeze ofhallowed liberty, upon that

day when the new Charter of our Rights shall be proclaimed upon Hunslet Moor.* J.

&quot;West (History of the Chartist Movement, p. 82) mentions an anonymous pamphlet which

appeared in 1832 under the title of the People s Charter, and in which, he tells us, the pro

gramme of 1838 is already to be found. We are ignorant of the origin of the legend
which relates that it was O Connell who, at a meeting held in 1838, gave the movement
its name (R. G. Gammage, History of the Chartist Movement, p. 6).
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demand for women s suffrage, but it was finally decided that for

such a proposal the time was not ripe.

Immediately the work of propaganda was set on foot. It took

the forms traditional since 1826 and 1819. A body of delegates

from Birmingham headed by Attwood in person, organized

monster meetings which were often attended by more than

100,000 oreven2OO,ooo persons. Thefirst was held at Glasgow, and

was followed by a series held in various Scottish towns. Meetings
were then held at Newcastle, in the Yorkshire towns, at North

ampton, where the meeting was held on August i, the anniver

sary of the emancipation of the slaves , and on August 6 at

Birmingham. The London meeting held on September 17 proved

disappointing. The organizers had expected an attendance of

100,000, and that to obtain sufficient room they would be

obliged to transfer the meeting from Palace Yard to Hyde Park.

According to the most favourable calculations not more than

30,000 attended, only 4,000 or 5,000 according to The Times.1

But at the same time the movement in the provinces took a

fresh start and until midwinter, meetings were held almost

every day in Lancashire, Yorkshire, the Midlands and South

Wales.

The object of these public meetings, as originally intended by
Lovett and Attwood, was the same as it had been in 1816 and

1819, to sign a national petition to be presented solemnly to

Parliament. A million, even two million signatures were expec
ted.2 Then a new plan was broached at Birmingham, also copied

from the procedure of 1819, the election at every meeting of

delegates who in contrast to the members ofParliament returned

by a restricted franchise, would be the genuine representatives of

the people and would constitute in London the General Conven

tion of the Industrious Classes. 3 The scheme amounted to setting

up Parliament against Parliament and was a departure from con

stitutional methods. If the petition were refused, what was to be

the next step? Attwood brought forward a third plan, which

1 The Times, September 18, 1838. When, at a meeting held a few days later at Colchester,

a speaker maintained that as all other classes are represented in the House of Commons,
some of the working classes ought to be seated in that House ,

The Times was indignant.

To admit working men to Parliament would be to return *to that state of savage nature

in which the natural rights of men might be exercised by everyone who was strong

enough to oppress his neighbour*.
* M. Hovell, Chartist Movement, p. 101.
8
Ibid., p. 106.
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dated not from 1819 but from 1833, * general strike.1 Such a
strike was in itself an act of violence against the possessing classes

and moreover would inevitably lead to the employment of

physical force. Feargus O Connor, who from the outset had taken

part in the mass meetings with the object ofgetting into his own
hands the authority originally assumed by the Radicals of

Birmingham and London, preached open sedition. He never, it is

true, displayed the least desire to put himself at the head of a

revolution, for he was a talker, not a man of action. But if he
were to accomplish his programme he must, like O Connell

though in another sphere, inflame and command, for use against
the constitutional Radicals of the south, the violent spirits of the

north, who cherished dreams ofclass war, and in the first instance

those who for months past had been agitating against the bondage
of the factory and the workhouse.

We have already seen that O Connell in 1837 regarded the

agitation for universal suffrage as a useful diversion ofthe agitation

against the new Poor Law. His attitude was shared by Francis

Place, Roebuck, and all the Utilitarian Radicals; for the Poor
Law was their own work. It is most probable that the members of
the Working Men s Association shared from the outset, or very
soon came to share, the hostility entertained by the Radical

members ofParliament towards the agitators who were attacking
the Poor Law to the profit of the Tories. And their attitude was
also shared by the middle class in Birmingham which had contri

buted so largely to the Liberal victory of 1832, had just obtained

for their city a charter of incorporation and having filled all the

municipal offices openly patronized the alternative agitation.

When the London Association several months later decided to

arrange a meeting to demand universal suffrage, and wished to

hold it in Palace Yard, the request for a permit to use the Yard

was supported by the signatures of the most important inhabi

tants of Westminster.2 And the original manifesto issued by the

Radicals had in fact been couched in indirect language susceptible

of different interpretations. Fellow men ! it ran, do not be led

away by promises of repealing the detested Poor Law, or any of

1 R. G. Ganunage, History ofthe Chartist Movement, p. 143. For the publican Benbow,
his pamphlet of 1832 entitled Grand National Holiday and Congress ofthe Productive Classes,

and the first suggestion made about the same time ofa general strike, see E. Dolleans, Le

Chartisme, 1912, vol. i, pp. 122 sqq.
2
Life and Struggles of William Lovett, pp. 172-3-
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the other infamous laws which Whig and Tory have united to

enact unless the promise be accompanied by the Pledge of
Universal Suffrage .

1 But it was precisely this political diversion

of the movement which Feargus O Connor and his colleagues of
the Northern Star wished to prevent.
Ever since its foundation the Northern Star had conducted a

double campaign against the Poor Law and on behalfof universal

suffrage. This was O Connor s tactics never to allow the first

demand to be abandoned in the pursuit of the second. When Sir

William Molesworth declared himself in favour both of Uni
versal Suffrage and the Poor Law of 1834, the Northern Star

loaded him with abuse.2 And on the other hand the same paper

supported a subscription which was being raised for Richard
Oastler since he was an opponent of the Poor Law, although he
had declared himself a convinced opponent of universal suffrage.

3

Bolder than Oastler, the other leader of the Anti-Poor-Law

movement, Stephens, without explicitly adopting the six points
of the People s Charter, took part in the Chartist meetings, those

dramatic winter meetings often held after nightfall by die light
of torches. O Connor helped to introduce into the movement,
which soon became known as Chartism, the language of physical
force . He openly incited his hearers to armed rebellion.4

5

Eighteen months earlier when Queen Victoria ascended the

throne, certain Tories were already indulging in gloomy fore

casts, but at the time the astute Greville did not take their fears

seriously. The Tories, he wrote in his diary, prognosticate all

sorts of dismal consequences none of which of course will come
to pass. Nothing will happen, because in this country nothing ever

1 See also the remarkably conservative language of the Chartist Petition drawn up,
Lovett tells us, by R. K. Douglas, a Birmingham journalist. We tell your Hon. House
that the capital of the master must no longer be deprived of its due reward* (Life and

Struggles of William Lovett, pp. 201, 469 sqq.). Cf. the letter from Lovett to Francis Place
in which he insists that the Radicals must give up their various hobbies, of anti-poor-
Laws, factory bills, wage protection bills, and various others, for the purpose ofconjointly
contending for the Charter (M. Hovell, Chartist Movement, pp. 203-4). But this letter

was written in 1840.
2 Northern Star, August 4, 1838, an article entitled The man who endeavoured to please

everybody, pleased nobody, and lost his ass into the bargain .

3 Northern Star, August 4, 1838.
4 See his speech on Kersall Moor, September 24, 1838 (Annual Register, 1838, p. 311).

Cf. Life and Struggles of William Lovett, pp. 172-3.
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does/1 Now even Greville seemed affected by the general un
easiness.

2 Without distinction of political allegiance the members
of the governing class were terrified by this underground agita

tion, the more alarming because it was carried on in quarters with

which they had no direct channels ofcommunication. Once more
the memory ofthe French Revolution obsessed their imagination.
On the morrow of the Reform Bill, when the present crisis was
still in the future, a Radical, John Stuart Mill, and Carlyle, a

thinker who had deliberately severed himself from all ties of

party, had set themselves to write the story of the Revolution.

Mill had finally abandoned the undertaking, but Carlyle finished

the history he had planned, and in language inspired by the

Jewish prophets warned the wealthy in the concluding para

graphs of his work of the dangers they ran, if they continued to

live indolent as Epicurus gods, with the living chaos ofignorance
and hunger weltering uncared for at their feet .

3 At present he

might well be thought a true prophet. The revolutionary move
ment in process of birth, was led by men such as Bronterre

O Brien, the translator of La Conspiration de Caius Gracchus

Babeuf and the biographer of Robespierre, and Harvey, who

styled himself the British Marat . The workmen who flocked to

the Radical meetings wore tricolour cockades and caps ofliberty,
and were making preparations to summon in London the Con
vention of the British proletariat.

4 Those torches which lit the

nocturnal meetings, what conflagrations they might yet kindle !
5

1 Greville Memoirs, June 16, 1837.
2
Ibid., December 31,1839: Parties are violent, Government weak, everybodywonder

ing what will happen, nobody seeing their way clearly before them.*
3 The French Revolution, a History, Book VII, ch. vi. In his biography ofJohn Sterling

(Part II, chap, vii) Carlyle quotes the following sentence which Sterling had written in

his Diary on March 6, 1839: English politics seem in a queer state, the Conservatives

creeping on, the Whigs losing ground; like combatants on the top of a breach, while

there is a social mine below, which wul probably blow both parties into the air.* For

somewhat earlier expresssions of the same fear, see Sir James Graham to Sir Robert Peel,

July 1837: Surely these outrages* [certain acts of violence which had occurred during the

late election] fatally resemble the fiendish temper ofthe French Revolution* (C. S. Parker,

Sir Robert Peel, vol. ii, p. 349). Greville Memoirs, February 18, 1838: *. . . Parke, who was

an alarmist, had said shortly before that he had never doubted when the Reform Bill had

passed that England would become a republic; and when Brougham said that the Ballot

would be conceded in five years* time, Parke said: &quot;And in five years from that we shall

have a republic.&quot;

*

4 London Democrat, N. 2, 1839: In the Democratic Association the Jacobin Club again

lives and flourishes, and the villainous tyrants shall find to their cost that England too has

her Marats, St. Justs, and Robespierres* (quoted by F. F. Rosenblatt, The Social and

Economic Aspects ofthe Chartist Movement, 1916).
6 Manchester Guardian, December 12, 1838; Morning Chronicle, December 14, 1838.
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The very night in fact that Stephens pronounced one of his most
violent diatribes against the tyranny which prevailed in the

factories, a factory was set on fire at Ashton.

Nevertheless, experienced politicians were not wanting among
the Conservatives who refused to take so gloomy a view of the

situation. The revolutionary agitation coincided with the annual

revision of the registers, and they noticed that the results were

most favourable to their party. Fear of revolution had evidently
driven a considerable number of voters into the Tory ranks.1

And they witnessed the dilemma in which the Whigs were

placed, obliged either to tolerate the disturbances and offend all the

supporters of order, or suppress them and incur an unpopularity
as intense as that from which the Tories had suffered after Peter-

loo. In September, Lord John, speaking at Liverpool, had

advocated a policy of unqualified toleration,
2 and the speech was

widely blamed as an encouragement to disorder. In December he

gave way to the pressure ofthe manufacturers, issued a proclama
tion forbidding the torchlight meetings and arrested Stephens.

3

At once The Times was up in arms. Why, it asked, should Stephens
be persecutedwhennothing whateverwas done againstO Connell,

who had incited the Irish to rebellion, or Hume, who defended

the Canadian rebels?4 Throughout the summer The Times had

systematically ignored the demand for universal suffrage, and

depicted the agitation in the north as exclusively an agitation

against the Poor Law. By September, it had become alarmed by
the serious nature of the revolutionary movement and suspended
its campaign against the Act of 1834. In December it had re

covered from its fears, once more treated the demand for universal

suffrage as negligible and made common cause with Stephens.
On the whole when the New Year opened, it was clear that the

tactics pursued by Oasder and Stephens had succeeded. They had
taken their revenge upon the alliance of O Connell, Roebuck,
Lovett and Thomas Attwood. The Radical municipalities which
the previous summer had tolerated and even patronized the

popular demonstrations were now hostile to the movement.

1 The Times, September 20, 1838. Cf. September 12 and 25, and October 4, 1838.
2 R. G. Gammage, History ofthe Chartist Movement p. 92. See on this speech the passage

of arms between Lord John Russell and Sir Robert Peel, H. of C., February 5, 1839
(Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xlv, pp. 108, 117).

8 R. G. Gammage, History of the Chartist Movement, p. 98. Annual Register, 1838,

Chron., pp. 168 sqq.
* The Times, January I, 1838.
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When the agitators asked for the use ofaTown Hall for a meeting,
it was nearly always refused.1 O Connell, whose language, ifnot
his acts, knew no restraint, was now in full cry against the
Chartists. 2 Roebuck and Francis Place, who had been appointed
by the London meeting as their representatives in the Convention,

resigned. These desertions weakened the moderate section of the

Chartist movement, the section known as the party of moral
force. In London indeed, the conduct ofthe movement remained
in their hands, and the extremists found no followers except
among the half-starved silk weavers of Spitalfields. In Edinburgh
it was the same.3 Everywhere else the party which O Connor had
christened the party of physical force was triumphant. Alike by
his violent methods and his programme, O Connor was the most
serviceable tool of the Tory demagogues. In the opinion of the

Morning Chronicle the Chartist agitation was simply the Anti-

Poor-Law Agitation in disguise.
4

HI THE AGITATION AGAINST THE CORN LAW

Once more the Radical group in Parliament was compelled to

devise some means of counteracting the agitation and regaining
contact with the working class. It was clear from the reports of

the Chartist mass meetings, that the demonstrators expected from
a system of universal suffrage, not only the abolition ofthe work
houses and the factory system, but the provision of cheap bread

by the removal of the duties on imported corn.6 On this last

point, it would seem, the programme of the Ultra-Radicals

coincided with the Benthamites . Might it not be possible to

persuade the workmen that the free import offoodstuffs could be

1 R. G. Gammage, History of the Chartist Movement, p. 94.
a The Times, November 28, 1838. See the letters addressed to O Connell by Oasder

and Stephens. The Times, December 4, 1838, January 3, 1839. Life and Struggles o William

Lovett, p. 191.
8
Ibid., p. 199. R. G. Gammage, History of the Chartist Movement* p. 84.

4 Article by Sir Edward Lytton Bulwer reproduced by the Northern Star, October 13,

1838.
6 Fielden s speech at the Manchester meeting of September 23, 1838 (R. G. Gammage,

History of the Chartist Movement, p. 61). At the Birmingham Meeting of August 6, . . .

a banner . . . was displayed in the hall, on which was represented the figures of three

loaves ofdifferent sizes, but all marked at the same price. The English loafwas the smallest,

the French loaf larger, but the Russian loaf was the largest of all. Underneath was in

scribed &quot;The effects of the corn laws&quot; (ibid., p. 42).
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secured without taking the roundabout route of parliamentary

reform, to concentrate their attention on a programme, not

political but economic, of complete free trade, and in this way
compose conflict between the manufacturers and their men which

seemed to threaten civil war, by uniting both parties against their

common enemy, the landowner?

To be sure the agitation conducted by the free-traders for the

reduction, or even die eventual removal ofthe duties on corn, was

considerably anterior to the winter of 1838. It had already been

carried on for two years. For two years ago, the balance of eco

nomic forces had once more been altered by one ofthose frequent

shifts to which it was liable. When 1836 opened, trade and manu
facture were prosperous, foodstuffs cheap, and agriculture de

pressed. In the House of Commons, Lord Chandos had moved
that financial relief, of a nature not clearly specified, should be

given to the agriculturists,
1 and both the Commons and the Lords

had appointed a committee of inquiry into the agricultural

distress. By the end ofthe year, however, conditions had changed.
The price of wheat, which in January 1836 had been about 38$.

the quarter, rose continuously until it reached 58$. It did not

again fall below 53$., and in January 1837 was nearly Sos. The

industrial depression could not be reasonably ascribed to a crisis

on the Stock Exchange or the mismanagement of the Bank of

England. No doubt it was possible to account in this way for the

difficulties under which the commercial and financial relations

between Great Britain and the United States laboured during the

first half of 1837. But how was it that when the alleged causes of

the depression had been removed it did not come to an end? The

free-traders ascribed it to the high price of corn. So long as the

price ofcorn remained high, the depression must continue. When
at the end of 1836 the price ofcorn reached its earlier maximum,
the first Anti-Corn-Law Association was founded in London.2

The Radical members of Parliament, the disciples of Bentham

andJames Mill, Grote, Molesworth, Joseph Hume, and Roebuck

were already preparing the ground for an agitation against the

Corn Law, several weeks before they began to collaborate with

the Working Men s Association in drawing up a programme of

political reform, In March 1837, the Radical member for one of

1 H. of C. April 27, 1836 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xxxiii, pp. 333
2 A. Prentice, History of the Anti-Corn-Law League, vol. i, pp. 49-50.

302



ANTI-CORN-LAW AGITATION

the London suburbs, William Cky, invited the House of Com
mons to declare in favour ofa fixed and moderate duty of los. a

quarter on imported corn. His motion mustered only eighty-nine
votes. But of these eighty-nine, ten were the votes of Ministers,1

Not London, however, but Lancashire was to be the head

quarters of the campaign for free trade. For Lancashire provided
the most favourable soil in which the doctrine of free trade could
take root. It was a great exporting district. We have already seen

what an enormous proportion of the British exports consisted of
Lancashire goods. And the special conditions of the cotton manu
facture were particularly favourable to the propaganda. The
advocates of Protection were fond of insisting upon the danger
to which in time ofwar a country was exposed which depended
on foreign markets for its food supply. That argument did not
touch the Lancashire manufacturers. For their industry was by
its very nature dependent for its raw material on the foreigner;
Lancashire must in any case obtain her cotton from America.

Consequently when Cobden, in two pamphlets published in 1835
and 1836, expounded a new foreign policy, based on free trade

and a thorough-going pacifism, he voiced the unspoken desires

of the district from which he drew his wealth. For Lancashire was

obliged to purchase abroad, not only her cotton, but also the com,
whichwasan essential ingredient ofthe realwage ofherworkmen,
and therefore entered indirectly into the total cost ofmanufacture.

Poulett Thomson, to whom in 1830 the Liberals had given a

seat in the Cabinet as the representative of the principle of free

trade, had been returned in 1833 for the new borough ofMan
chester. InJanuary 1834, a number ofManchester merchants and

manufacturers had founded a committee to inquire into the best

means of obtaining the repeal of the Corn Law of 1828. In 1835

Cobden in his influential pamphlet, England, Ireland and America,

expressed the wish that a society might be founded to propagate
the beneficent truths ofAdam Smith s philosophy.

2
Though he

advocated free trade in every province, he devoted his chief

attention to the campaign against agricultural protection. To
defend their interests the agriculturalists had founded an Associa

tion in every county ofEngland. Why, asked Cobden, should not

1 H. of C., March 16, 1837 (Parliamentary Debates, jrd Series, voL xxxvii, pp. 562 sqq.).

A. Prentice, History of the Anti-Corn-Law League, voL i, p* 54-
2
England, Ireland and America (Works, vol. i, pp.
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free-traders form as many counter-associations to combat their

monopoly ? It was possibly in consequence ofthis suggestion from

Lancashire, that the London Radicals founded at the end of 1836
their Anti-Corn-Law Association. At the general election of

1837 the free-traders not only kept the two Manchester seats, they

gained two others, Wigan and Oldham, and a few more votes

would have returned Cobden for Stockport.
1 But these free

traders were not returned on a specifically free trade pro

gramme, and half the Lancashire members were still in favour of

protection.
2
It was not until 1838 that the demand for free trade

became insistent. In that year the price of corn rose from 55$. in

January to 728. in September, and after a temporary fall to 643.

reached 745. in December, and in January almost 8os. This

explains the rapid growth ofthe Chartist agitation. It also explains
the birth of a parallel agitation for free trade.

In February 1838 the Manchester Times published an important
article which seems to have been the manifesto of a group of

propagandists. The writer, Prentice, lamented that the workmen
wasted so much time and money in useless agitations for a reduc

tion of the working day, an increase of wages, and the repeal of
the Poor Law, and urged them instead to make one combined and

energetic effort against the landowner s monopoly .
3 He could,

however, excuse the ignorance of the cotton spinners when he

called to mind the disgusting apathy displayed by the Manchester

Chamber of Commerce. Not once during the last two years had

they raised their voice against a monopoly which was destroying
British Trade.4 On February 13, this lethargic body awoke from
its long slumber and issued a declaration stating that the injustice
of the present system must be brought persistently to the notice

of Parliament and demanding the repeal of the Corn Laws. 5

Its effect was felt in Parliament. Charles Villiers, a younger son

of a noble family, and a friend of the Bullers and the Mills,

who sat for the manufacturing town ofWolverhampton, asked

for the appointment of a parliamentary committee to inquire
into the Corn Laws. He renewed his motion annually and became

1 A. Prentice, History of the Anti-Corn-Law League, vol. i, pp. 55-6. John Morley, Life

ofRichard Cobden* Popular Ed., p. 13.
2 Manchester Times, July 7, 1838.
3 A. Prentice, History of the Anti-Corn Law League, pp. 57-8.
4 Minutes ofEvidence before Select Committee on Import Duties, 1840, pp. 157 sqq.
6 A. Prentice, History of the Anti-Com-Law League, p. 59.
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ie accredited advocate ofCornLaw repeal, as Grote ofthe ballot.

[o doubt when he made his motion, die agitation for free trade

ras as yet in its infancy, for he was obliged to lament the lack of

ublic interest in the question.
1 But important papers in Man-

lestei, Scotland and London were already conducting an un-

*mitting campaign against the Corn Laws.2 Ebenezer Elliott,

ie workman poet, was an avowed free-trader as well as a Chartist.

i Lancashire 22,000 handloom weavers, probably under the

irect instigation of the group of agitators who had inspired the

rticle in the Manchester Times, signed a petition for the repeal of

ie Corn Laws.3 And finally, when in August it became certain

lat there would be a bad harvest and that winter was likely to

ring a famine in its train, the moment seemed opportune to

xecute the programme sketched in February by the Manchester

On September 10, sixty supporters of free trade gave a recep-

Lon in honour ofJohn Bowring, who had just returned from his

ravels, undertaken to study foreign conditions and which had

aken him as far afield as Egypt. In the after dinner speeches,

urprise was expressed that Manchester did not yet possess like

.ondon and several other English cities
5

its Anti-Corn-Law

Association. But if such an association were not founded, it

vould be impossible to arouse the Chamber, ofCommerce from

he slumber into which after its February manifesto, it had once

nore fallen. A small committee held a series of meetings. To

*H. of C, March 13, 1838 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xli, pp. 909 sqq.).

Jee p. 911 : It might be said that this was not a fit time to bring forward the question,

&amp;gt;ecause there was no excitement on the subject. But he thought that it was not wise to

&amp;gt;ostpone
the consideration ofso important a subject until there would be neither calmness

lor leisure to discuss it/ For the relations between Villiers and the Utilitarians, see J. S.

Vlill, Autobiography, pp. 77, 126, 128. Greville Memoirs, April 22, 1839: Charles Villiers

who is a very leading man, and much looked to among them, probably, besides that he

eally is very clever, on account of that aristocratic origin and connection which he him-

;elf affects to despise, and to consider prgudicial to him.
* The Scotsman and Taifs Edinburgh Magazine in Edinburgh, the Glasgow Argus, the

Manchester and Salford Advertiser and the Manchester Times , also Perronet Thompsons

8 Prentice, History of the Anti-Com-Law League, voL i, p. 80. Cf. The Times, May 4

[838, in the report of the HandloomWeavers Commission.
* Manchester Guardian, August u, 1838: article entitled &quot;The Weather and die Corn

Laws -

August 25, 1838: article entitled Prospects of the Harvest. The Corn Laws.

I have been unable to discover the places which had followed the example set at the

md of 1836 by the London Association. Tait s Edinburgh Magazine for January 1838

[N S vol v, p. 66) mentions the foundation of associations in the West of Scotland

which were federated in a Central Anti-Corn Law Association for the West of Scotland.

305



CHARTISTS AND FREE-TRADERS

obtain aswide amembership as possibleitwas decided that the sub

scription should be only 5$. By October 4, a hundred members had

been enrolled. On October n atemporarycommitteewas formed.1

It was not -until the following week that Cobden s name was
added to the list ofmembers. He had spent the whole of Septem
ber travelling in Germany. Before his departure he had been

extremely depressed by what he called the dense ignorance of

English working men, and was sure their enthusiasm could be

aroused only for some quack panacea.
2 The decision taken in his

absence by his Manchester friends appears to have changed his

attitude completely. We find him no longer willing to take the

Chartist agitation too seriously. If it roused the country from its

apathy so much the better. No doubt the Radicals were ignorant
and self-opinionated, but were they any worse in these respects

than the ruling classes? 1 think the scattered elements may yet be

rallied round the question of the corn laws. 3

On the face of it free trade was a more attractive programme
than the Chartist manifesto. The Chartists offered the people the

franchise which no doubt the new electors might use later to win
all sorts ofbenefits, but which in itselfdid nothing to improve the

material conditions of the poor. The free-traders without troub

ling themselves with political claims promised the poor an

immediate and tangible boon, cheap bread. The Chartists might,
it is true, reply that they agreed with the Manchester manu
facturers in their demand for the repeal of the Corn Law, but

regarded it as absurd to expect it from a Parliament elected on the

existing franchise. But if that was in fact the position of the more
moderate Chartists, who with Lovett were shortly to profess a

social philosophy not easy to distinguish from that of Charles

VilHers and Cobden, O Connor on the other hand, who as an

Irish landowner, had always been a declared protectionist,

suddenly gave an altogether different direction to the Chartist

movement. He was supported by the revolutionaries under the

leadership ofBronterre O Brien, who maintained that the repeal
of the Corn Laws could do nothing to improve the labourer s

lot, unless the wage system were first abolished.

1 A. Prentice, History of the Anti-Corn-Law League, vol. i, pp. 64 sqq. Reportfrom the

Select Committee on Import Duties, together with the Minutes of Evidence, August 6, 1840,

pp 157 sqq. (evidence ofJ. B. Smith.).
* R. Cobden to W. Tait, August 17, 1838 (John Morley, Life of Richard Cobden, ed.

1876, vol. i, p. 127).
a R. Cobden to his brother, October 3, 1838 (ibid^ p, 126).
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According to Ricardo s law ofwages the workman received a$

the reward ofhis labour a wagejust sufficient to keep himselfand

his family alive. Ifthe cost ofliving fell as a result ofthe reduction

of the import duties on food stuffs, the real wage received by the

workman would not be altered. He would merely receive a

money wage equal in purchasing power to his former wage, so

that bis red wage would remain the same. Fifteen years earlier,

William Thompson, the co-operator, and the individualist

Thomas Hodgskin, had made use ofRicardo s law to prove that

the real cause of the poverty of the working class was the profit

received by the capitalist. It was in vain that the free-traders

adduced statistics to show that wages did not necessarily rise and

fall with the rise and fall in the cost of food, that between 1833

and 1835, for example, though bread was cheap, wages had not

therefore fallen, and that when the price ofcorn was subsequently

doubled, they did not rise.
1 The advocates of free trade had too

often used arguments which laid them open to the Chartists*

attack. They were never weary of insisting that the golden rule

of commercial success was what Cobden termed the talismanic

law of cheapness .
2 How, they asked, could the British manu

facturer compete successfully with his foreign rival, if his work

men cost twice as much to feed? Evidently, replied the Chartists,

the real object of the free-traders is not the improvement of the

workers lot but cheap labour.

Warned by the Chartist reply of the damage they might dp
their cause by such imprudent arguments, Cobden and his

friends saw the necessity of giving another turn to their propa

ganda. Cobden, Bowring, and indeed all the members of the

group who had visited America, had seen a vigorous attempt

being made to compete with British manufacturers and they

ascribed it to the system ofprotection which the British landlords

had set up for their private gain. For it was only with their

agricultural produce that the continental nations could purchase

the products ofEnglish manufacture,
and the Corn Laws excluded

foreign corn from the British market. Since they were thus

prevented from exporting their corn to England, they were

unable to pay for the manufactured goods which England offered

i T. Tooke, History ofPrices, vol. iii, pp. 51-3- Reportfrom the Select Committee on Import

Duties, 184.0 (Joseph Whetstone s evidence).
8 R. Cobden, Russia, chap, iv (Works, voL i, p. 295).
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for their purchase, and were compelled to manufacture for

themselves. Thus the Corn Laws protected directly the British

landowner, indirectly the foreign manufacturer.

The Continental nations were indeed not satisfied with the

indirect protection they received from the Corn Laws. They
maintained or even stiffened their own tariffs. It was in vain that

the winegrowing regions o the South of France organized
demonstrations in favour of a qualified system of free trade, the

industrial North, more powerful than ever since the July revolu

tion, would grant the British Government no more than the

derisory concessions contained in the tariffof 1836, and as early as

1837 the French Government declared its intention to raise the

duty on imported linen fabrics. The utmost concession the

British merchants could secure was a delay of two years before

the new tariff came into operation. In spite of all inducements to

the contrary Russia was determined to protect her new born

industries. Naples placed a duty of 100 per cent on all manu
factured articles imported into the country. And even the

Spanish Government, which we might have expected to be

helpless in the face ofBritish demands, clung to her old system of

prohibitive tariffs. The Board ofTrade could indeed boast ofone

success, the commercial treaty concluded with Austria in 1838.

But it was balanced by the failure in 1836 of the negotiations for

a commercial treaty with Prussia. And of all the Continental

nations it was Prussia which at this very date dealt the severest

blow to the British export trade. To protect German industries

against the foreign importer the Zollverein had just united

twenty-five million Germans in a single tariff system.
1

Could British trade hope to find in America compensation for

the loss of the European market which now appeared inevitable?

There also the outlook was dark. In the United States the agri
culturalists of the South had revolted a few years before against
the system ofprotection forced upon them by die manufacturers

ofNewEngland, and had secured a gradual reduction ofthe duties

1
Only one European country remained completely open to British exports, namely

Turkey. But Cobden, who evinced a sudden and most surprising admiration for Russian

protection, had nothing but contempt for Turkish free trade. The very stringent laws,
which Russia has passed against the importation ofour fabrics, are indications of the same

variety ofcharacter, evincing a desire to rival us in mechanical industry : whilst the apathy
with which the Turk sees every article of o.ur manufactures enter his ports without being
stimulated to study the construction of a loom or spinning frame is but another mani
festation of his inferior structure of intellect* (Russia, chap, i, Works, vol. i, pp. 187-8).
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which in ten years time would bring them to the permanent
figure of20 per cent. But the tariffwas due for revision in 1842;
the Protectionists were preparing to avenge their defeat, and
would certainly succeed, unless England responded to these con
cessions by equal concessions on her side. The situation in South
America was the same. Brazil had declared against the extremely
favourable commercial treaty of 1829, due to expire in I844.

1

No doubt there was truth in Owen s contention that the world
was suffering from a surfeit of production. But according to the

free-traders it was not the effect of causes inherent in the very
nature of capitalism, but was due to a vicious distribution of the

products. In England there was an excess ofmanufactured goods,
a deficiency of agricultural produce, with the consequence that

the former were cheap, the latter was dear. Elsewhere there was a

deficiency of manufactured goods, an excess of agricultural

produce, and the cost of the former was therefore prohibitive,
the latter were dirt cheap. The responsibility for this state of

affairs lay with the great English landlords, who had obtained the

Corn Laws from Parliament. Only repeal these statutes, and allow

the laws ofsupply anddemand to operate freelybetween the British

manufacturer and the foreign farmer. The British factories would

soon recover their former prosperity. And the workman would

secure, ifnot exactly cheap bread, his first necessity, employment.

Such were the arguments which, towards the end of this year

1838, the Chartist and Free Trade agitators were bandying to and

fro, not in books or in the columns of the Press, but at public

meetings before crowds ofworking men. Free-traders interrupted

Chartist meetings, and invited the audience to carry an amend

ment to the resolution before the meeting and demand in addition

to universal suffrage, the repeal of the Corn Law. The Chartists

replied by interfering with free-trade meetings, which they

persisted in representing as demonstrations organized by the

middle classes against the popular cause.

The Chartists had in truth good reason to be alarmed by the

rapid growth of the free trade movement. A certain Paulton who
1 For a complete account of the situation, see Commercial Treaties and Regulations of the

several States of Europe and America, together with the Commercial Treaties between England

and Foreign Countries, 1841-2; also G. Poulett Scrope, Memoirs o the Lift of the Right

Honourable Charles Lord Sydenham, pp. 76 sqq.
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during the summer of1838 seems to have inaugurated the method
of free trade lectures, went on tour at the end of October, and

after speaking at Manchester visited Birmingham, where two
months later the corporation declared in favour of repealing the

CornLaw.1 He then lectured up and down the country and carried

the campaign into the enemy s stronghold by visiting purely

agricultural counties such as Norfolk. In January he boasted that

he had spoken in seven counties and addressed a total audience of

45,ooo.
2
During the first fortnight ofJanuary, mass meetings were

held in Manchester, Leeds, and Liverpool.
3 Would the members

of Parliament and the Ministers yield? On January 28, 1839, an

event occurred which the opponents of the Corn Law hailed as a

presage ofimminent victory. The Times, always alert to detect the

current of public opinion, and seemingly afraid lest it should be

anticipated by a Government it hated, declared in favour of free

trade. Hitherto it had barely mentioned the campaign of the

Manchester free-traders, and on the two or three occasions on
which it had referred to it, it had been to attack it most vehe

mently.
4 Then all of a sudden, in a sensational leader, The Times

urged against the sliding scale, the very objection which after

1815 it had urged against the fixed tariff, and attempted to prove
that the present system, since it produced incessant fluctuations

in the price of corn, did not benefit even the landowners, and a

fixed tariff was therefore preferable to the sliding scale. More
over, this fixed duty must be extremely moderate, no higher than

was sufficient to compensate for the special taxation to which

agriculture was subject. If the great landlords and the farmers

abandoned corn-growing as no longer sufficiently profitable, so

much the worse for them. For it was not the interest of the agri
cultural class alone, but of the entire nation that was at stake. Let

the Whigs beware ofdegrading the question to the level ofparty

politics; it was not from any considerations of party that The

Times denounced the oppressive system of the Corn Laws .
5

1 A. Prentice, History ofthe Anti-Corn-Law League, vol. i, p. 77. A Chartist amendment
to the motion in favour of free trade proposed by T. C. Salt, was rejected by 34 votes
to 12 (J. Th. Bruce, History oj Birmingham, vol. i, pp. 165-8).

2 A. Prentice, History of the Anti-Corn-Law League, vol. i, p. 103.
8 Northern Star, January 19, 1839 (Leeds meeting). A. Prentice, History of the Anti-Corn-

Law League, vol. i, pp. 95-6-
4 March 22, 23, September 15, 1838.

6 For the effect produced by this article, see Greville Memoirs, January 24, 1839: &quot;The

question of absorbing interest is now the repeal of the Corn Laws and the declaration of
war against them on the part of The Times has produced a great effect, and is taken as
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During the following fortnight The Times abandoned its cam

paign against the Poor Law to attack the Corn Law, and became
the official organ of the free trade movement. As the opening of
Parliament drew near the campaign became more intense. Peti

tions were signed in every important town in the Kingdom. On
January 22, die Anti-Corn-Law Association of Manchester was

definitely founded and appointed its executive which was shortly
to become the executive, not of a local association, but of a

National League. It decided to adopt the procedure by which in

1812 the repeal of the Orders in Council had been obtained, and

which the Chartists were employing at that very moment in their

campaign for universal suffrage, and send delegates to London to

take petitions to Parliament, watch the debates in the House of

Commons, and when necessary help the speakers with their

advice. Parliament met on February 6. During the long adjourn

ment, both agitations had matured , and the moment had now
arrived when the rival demands put forward by the people, were

to be laid before their legal representatives. When the session

opened the rival delegations sent respectively by the Chartist

meetings and the Manchester Anti-Corn-Law Association met

in London,

IV THE CHARTIST RISING OF 1839

i

The Chartist delegates were fifty in number. Of these fifty a

bare majority were working men. They included three Justices

of the Peace, representatives
of the democratic magistrates Lord

John had appointed during the last three years, sixjournalists, two

doctors, a Nonconformist minister, a clergyman ofthe Established

Church the eccentric Dr. Wade^-a large Birmingham manu

facturer, and a considerable number of shopkeepers.
1 We must

not, however, conclude that in this little Radical assembly the

working men were necessarily the left wing, the traders and

professional
men the right. The most violent of the Chartist

orators were of middle class origin, and when Lovett and his

conclusive evidence that they cannot be maintained, for the rare sagacity with which

this journal watches the turn of public- affairs/

1
Life and Struggles of William Lovett, p. 201. F. DoE&amp;lt;ans, Le Chartisme, vol. i, p. 289.

M. Hovell, The Chartist Movement, pp. 121-2.
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friends decided to confine the membership of their London
association to working men, their object was to keep out the

demagogues. Nevertheless, even after the revolutionary campaign
of the previous winter, the moderates were still predominant in

the delegation. For reasons ofeconomy it had been decided that a

single delegate might represent several districts and these delegates

had been chosen from Chartists domiciled in London. And the

majority of the London Chartists were moderate.

The first question to be settled was the status the delegates
should assume. Were they, as it might be argued from the terms

of the resolutions passed at the meetings which had elected them,

simply the bearers ofa petition to Parliament who must wait until

it had been examined and then dissolve? This was the view of

James Cobbett, a son ofthe famous Cobbett, who was one of the

two delegates from Manchester. But his contention was rejected

in February, and he resigned.
1 Even had it been accepted the

Convention could not have dissolved immediately : for the House
of Commons could choose its own date to take the National

Petition into consideration, and there might be a lengthy delay.

Moreover, when the delegates examined the petitions entrusted

to their charge, they found that they were far from having
obtained the success on which they had reckoned. They had

expected 1,000,000 signatures, had received only 600,000. In

these circumstances they decided to send missionaries up and

down the country to collect further signatures. What were the

remainder of the delegates to do in London meanwhile?

The revolutionaries maintained that the Convention, since it

had been elected at public meetings by a body of electors more
numerous than the Parliamentary electorate, constituted the only
Parliament in England with valid credentials, the true People s

Parliament . They therefore contended that the Convention

should refuse to admit the authority of a rotten Parliament.

Though they were not a majority of the delegates, their conten

tion flattered the self-conceit of many among their fellows, and

they held meetings apart from the regular sittings ofthe Conven
tion by which they influenced its decisions. At the same time their

uncompromising language gave rise to several resignations; Dr.

Wade and the Birmingham delegates resigned. The latter

belonged to the body of moderate leaders who had inaugurated
1
Life and Struggles of William Lovctt, p. 203.
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the Chartist movement a year before.1 Their departure therefore

strengthened the power of the revolutionaries in the Convention.
It was further increased by the news which the missionaries

reported from the provinces. At Norwich pikes were being
distributed. At Middleton in Lancashire, shots were fired every
night by way ofdemonstration. At Rochdale the Radical Associa

tion had decided to furnish its members with pikes, guns, powder
and bullets. There were, it was reported, 4,000 armed men at

Rochdale, 6,000 at Oldham, 30,000 in the four towns of Hyde,
Ashton, Newton Moor, and Stalybridge. Henry Vincent toured

the south-west, urging the revolutionary labourers to march
on London en masse. In the mining districts of Wales his visit

produced a disquieting state of unrest. On May 3 the news
reached London that the small Welsh town ofLlanidloes had been

occupied by armed revolutionaries.2

By degrees the extremists captured the Convention. As kte as

March 7 it formally repudiated Harvey and condemned all

attempts to imitate the French Jacobins. But a month later, on

April 9, it affirmed by a declaration ofprinciple the right ofevery

Englishman to carry arms. It was, however, with visible reluc

tance that it allowed itself to be carried away by the stream. It

was careful not to give the signal for immediate revolution and

was content to deliberate upon the further measures to be taken

when Parliament rejected die National Petition. The manifesto

issued in the early days ofMay, as the result ofthese deliberations,

bore the stamp of its authors indecision. It began by a frank

invitation to the wage-earning slaves to rise in revolt. An

appeal followed to all friends ofpeace and order . . . and espeti-

ially to the &quot;middle class&quot; . The grant of universal suffrage was

presented as the only means of avoiding a bloody revolution.

We are contending for no visionary or impracticable scheme.

1 M. Hovell, The Chartist Movement, pp. 131, 133.
8 The Tim,May 3, 6.9, 10, and n, 1839, R. G.Gammage, History ofthe Chartist Move

ment, p. 151. Nothing is said of this episode by Hovell or Rosenblatt. The history of the

Chartist movement in North Wales has yet to be studied. It was probably a revolt ofthe

small tenants against the introduction of the workhouse, and was unconcerned with the

problems which had arisen in the manufacturing districts, resembling rather the Irish

disturbances. See Annual Register, 1837, PP- 137. 145- The Report of the Commissioners of

Inquiry for South Wales, 1844, though dealing with troubles slightly posterior to our

period and concerned exclusively with the southern halfof the Principality, throws some

light on the causes of the discontent in the Welsh country districts, the heavy charges

levied upon the peasantry by the Highway Trusts, the enforcement of the statute of

1836 dealing with the tithe, and the administration of the New Poor Law.
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The principles of our Charter were the laws and customs of our

ancestors, under which property was secure and the working
people happy and contented. And after all the Convention shrank

from the responsibility ofrevolutionary measures. It was content

to order simultaneous meetings to be held on a fixed day

throughout the entire country (this also in imitation of the

procedure followed in 1819) and to announce that at these

meetings the Convention would submit certain questions to the

assembly. Would they be prepared to withdraw all their savings
from the banks on a fixed date? To strike for a month, the sacred

month , to compel the acceptance of the Charter? To take up
arms to defend the laws and constitutional privileges their

ancestors bequeathed to them ? To ignore at the next general
election the legal poll, and elect by show of hands democratic

candidates, who would proceed to London to function as the

genuine representatives of the people?
1 That is to say, the Con

vention contrived at once to adopt and not to adopt the proposals
ofthe extremists, and gained time by referring the matter back to

the people, and asking them to decide at a later date whether or

no they approved of the violent procedure suggested.

With the publication of the manifesto, battle was joined
between the Government and the Chartists. When the conflict

broke out, the Tories blamed the Liberals for having failed to

show the necessary firmness and having made resistance a moral

impossibility by the repeated proofs of weakness they had given
since 1832. They could not form an alliance with the Irish

agitators without paying the penalty in the indirect encourage
ment given to revolutionary agitation in England. Though the

Cabinet was in a very difficult position, without an assured

majority in Parliament or the country, it contrived nevertheless

to retain office, avoid panic and get the better of the insurgents
without having recourse to extraordinary legislation as the Tories

had done twenty years earlier, or as they had done themselves in

Ireland six years before. The Speech from the Throne had declared

that the Government would be content with the strict execution

of the existing laws, and counted for the maintenance of order

upon the good sense and law-abiding spirit which distinguished
1 See the full text of the manifesto, Life and Struggles of William Lovett, pp. 209 sqq.
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the British people. Their optimism was justified by the event

The ministers did what was necessary, but nothing more than

was necessary, to repress and prevent disorder.

Their first step was to mollify the Radical opposition in the

House. Once more people were asking whether Brougham
1 or

Lord Durham2 woiild lead an organized Radical party. The

Morning Chronicle declared a further measure of Parliamentary

Reform necessary the ballot, household suf&age, and triennial

Parliaments and threatened to withdraw its support from the

Government unless concessions were made to the Radicals.3 And
we have already seen that in May an outbreak of ill humour on

their part, had sufficed to produce a Cabinet crisis, and that it was

only as the result of a court intrigue that Melbourne and Lord

John had remained in office. What could be done to appease

them? Melbourne agreed that in future the ballot should be

regarded as an open question, that is to say, a matter on which

each member of die Cabinet was free to vote as he pleased.
4 And

on June 18 a Cabinet minister voted for the ballot with his

colleagues approval.
5
Macaulay, who had just been returned for

Edinburgh on a Radical programme, entered the Cabinet a few

weeks later as Secretary for War. But the attitude the Cabinet

adopted towards the ballot was a mere gesture and led to nothing.

The motion was lost by a majority of over 100 votes.

Outside Parliament the Cabinet did its utmost to conciliate

public opinion.
The previous year the ministers had declared war upon the

trade unions. To institute an inquiry, as Parliament had done, into

their alleged crimes, was to impeach them before the tribunal of

the gentry and the middle class. Did the Government intend to go

back on the statute of 1825? The Cabinet let the matter drop.

The committee ofinquiry published the evidence ofthe witnesses,

but did not even draw up a report.
6 The Glasgow labourers,

i Croker to Sir Robert Peel, May 12, 1839 (C. S. Parker, Sir Robert Peel, voL ii, p. 399) :

. He means to be President not of the Council, but of the Republic.
&quot;

2
Quarterly Review, January 1839, Political Afiairs (vol. Ixui, p. 275)-

3
Morning Chronicle, March 25, 28, 1839- ,

* Lord Melbourne to Lord John Russell, June 1839 (Lord Melbourne s Papers, p. 399)-

Cf Greville Memoirs, April 6, 22, June 24, 1839.
, r, ^ i_ T. TJ

&
Ic was calculated that 17 members ofthe administration and ofthe Queen s household

voted for the ballot, and only 12 against it (Annual Register, 1839, p. 279).

First and Second Reports from the Select Committee on Combinations of Workmen; together

with the Minutes of Evidence, June 4, July 30. 1838. Cf. Lord Melbourne to Lord John

Russell, December I, 1838 (Lord Melbourne s Papers, p. 385)- See, on the other hand,
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who had been found guilty in 1837, did not complete their

sentence. The Government sought to detach the trade unions from
the Chartist organizations and, as we shall see, achieved its object.

Socialism, that is to say, the doctrine ofOwen, had been about

1833 the orthodoxy of the working class. Since that date Owen
had lost the allegiance of the main body of trade unionists.

Nevertheless, he continued his propaganda, in many respects

revolutionary and frankly irreligious. But for Owen the forces

which were to achieve what he termed the new moral world

were argument and example. If his aim was revolutionary, his

methods were not. He was not even a democrat. Melbourne,
who cared little for religious orthodoxy, presented him to the

Queen, in memory of her father, the Duke of Kent, who had

once patronized the reformer. One hundred and ninety-four

persons were presented that day, but only three of the Queen s

subjects had the honour to be personally presented, and of these

Owen was one. The choice gave considerable scandal, and it was
in consequence of the outcry raised on this occasion that the term

socialism , hitherto confined to the working class, appeared in

the leading Reviews, and was mentioned in Parliament.1 Mel
bourne was wiser than his critics. Owen s socialism , in other

words, co-operation, was welcome to the Government, because

it presented the working classes with a counter-attraction to the

revolutionary Jacobinism of the Chartists.

The agitation for universal suffrage, originally devised as a

Wellington s letter to Peel of December 18, 1839, which is intensely hostile to the trade

unions and affirms the necessity of amending the legislation of 1825 (C. S. Parker, Sir

Robert Peel, vol. ii, pp. 418-9).
1 Socialism exposed, or the Book of the New Moral World examined byJoseph Mather, 1839.

The Progress and Tendencies ofSocialism. A Sermon preached before the University ofCambridge,
November 17, 1839, by George Pearson, 1839. Socialism as a Religious Theory irrational

and absurd. Three Lectures on Socialism as propounded by R. Owen and others, delivered at

the Baptist Chapel, South Parade, Leeds, by John Eustace Giles, 1839. Socialism in its

moral tendencies compared with Christianity, by John Eustace Giles, 1839. These pamphlets
prove that at this date Socialism was treated rather as a system ofirreligion than as a social

Utopia. Cf. Quarterly Review, December 1839, Conduct of Ministers and Seditious

Meetings. The Press, Socialism . . . Socialism and Chartism . . . are the natural and neces

sary developments Chartism ofWhig principles, Socialism ofDissent (vol. bcv, p. 304);

June 1840: *. . . Among the dregs ofour population, though under no classical name, the

same spirit is working. Socialism is a vulgar pantheism (vol. Ixvi, p. 115). The word
appeared for the first time in The Times, October 21 (Socialism or the new Morality) and
December 14 (the alarming advances of democracy, socialism and Popery, formidable
alike to property, morality, trade, civil order and religious freedom). Cf. H. of L., January
16, 24, 27 and February 3, 1840 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. li, pp. 510, 567,

928, 1176); also Archbishop &quot;Whately to Nassau Senior, January 28, 1840 (E. J. Whately,
Life ofR. Whately, vol. i, p. 451).
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diversion from the anti-Poor-Law agitation, was once more at

the close of 1838 combined with it. Would it be advisable to

make some concessions to the enemies of the Poor Law? Many
Radicals urged that course upon the Cabinet. The powers con

ferred upon the three commissioners by the statute of 1833 were
due to expire. Was it not an excellent opportunity to go back

upon an unpopular measure and place the normal operation ofthe

Poor Law on another basis? The ministers rejected the advice and

were encouraged in their refusal by the approval of Wellington
and Peel, the leaders ofthe Conservative party so many ofwhose

members had supported the attack upon the Poor Law. They
agreed to continue the Commissioners* powers for one year only,
not for three, as they had originally proposed.

1 But it was the sole

concession made. Their powers were not diminished and the

principle of the workhouse was maintained.2 Some temporary
and restricted relaxations, however, in applying it were granted,

which were received with noisy delight by the opponents of the

Poor Law, and in Lancashire and the West Riding of Yorkshire,
where the attitude of the mob was particularly threatening, the

Government delayed a long time before introducing the work

house system.
3 In several large towns the new workhouses did

not provide sufficient accommodation for the paupers during a

period of unemployment. The guardians were therefore com

pelled to return to the system of outdoor relief. But it took the

form ofproviding work on the roads or some other employment
of public utility and the cost of these undertakings was borne by

voluntary subscriptions, not by the rates.
4

3

The disorders however, had reached a point at which con

ciliatory measures were insufficient. Order could be maintained

only by the use of force in one form or another. It was at this

time that Parliament at the request ofthe Government established

1 An amendment which would have indirectly restored in certain cases the system of

outdoor reliefwas almost carried, being passed once by the Commons (H. of C., July 29,

1839 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xlix,pp. 965 sqq.). LordJohn Russell s attitude

betrayed considerable embarrassment See Wellington s indignant protests (Grevitte

Memoirs, July 22, 1839)-
2 H. of C., July 15, 1839 (P**- Dd., 3rd Series, voL xhx, pp. 353 sqq.).

3 M. Hovell, The Chartist Movement, p. 87.
4 For these relaxations introduced in consequence of the depression in trade, see Annual

Register, 1837, Chron., pp. 143-5; 1838, Chron., pp. 200-1). The Times, December 22,

1 83 8 : . . . the workhousehumbug is everywhere tumbling to pieces .
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in the English counties by a statute whose provisions have been

already explained
1 a rural police

5

, a gendarmerie . The nature of
the opposition offered to the new bill by Thomas Attwood the

Chartist, and the young Disraeli, an eccentric Ultra-Tory with

Chartist sympathies, is now clear. The enemies of the Poor Law
were in high feather. The new Poor Law, they had been promised,
would empty the gaols, and rid the country of tramps and

criminals,
2 and now, only five years after it had been passed, it

was found necessary to set up a new system of police to deal

with the increase of crime. It would in fact be some time before

the new police Act could come into regular operation, and it

could therefore afford no protection against the formidable

preparations being made by the Chartists in the north. Neverthe

less, the Government refrained from asking Parliament, as the

Tories had done in 1817 and 1819, for special legislation to restrain

the freedom of public meeting. Indeed, one of the restrictions

imposed on the Press by the Six Acts of 1819 which was still in

force was relaxed.3 The Cabinet was content to take the necessary

steps to enforce the existing laws. In April, Lord John gave the

command of the Northern District to Sir Charles Napier, an

officer equally known for his valour as a soldier and his Liberal

views, and placed under his command about 6,000 men and 18

guns. As soon as the military arrangements had been carried

out the Government issued on May 3 a proclamation against all

who took part in drills with or without arms and the magistrates
received orders to take the necessary steps to put down these

illegal meetings. The proclamation was followed by a letter from
Lord John which the Chartists regarded as a declaration of civil

war. He authorized the formation of a civil force for the protec
tion oflife and property, and undertook to provide arms to those

who made application according to the prescribed form. On
March 10, Henry Vincent was arrested in London for the speeches

by which he had provoked the riots in Wales. Though the

Chartist delegates went forward with their plans, they were
alarmed by the growing hostility of the middle class. The grand

jury to whom the case of Stephens had been submitted found a

true bill against him and pronounced on oath the Convention an
1 See above, p. 220.
8 The Times,July 22, 26, December &amp;lt;5, 18, 1839. Police bills were passed for Birmingham,

Manchester and Bolton (after the riots in July), 2 and 3 Viet, cap. 87, 88, 95.
3 2 and 3 Viet, cap. 12.
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illegal body.
1 When on May 6 the delegates marched in pairs with

the red rosette in their buttonholes to Thomas Attwood s lodging
and brought him, wrapped around an enormous roller, the
National Petition bearing 1,200,000 signatures, he made reserva

tions as to certain points of the programme, refused to introduce
a bill in regular form, and called upon the Chartists to issue an

explicit declaration repudiating the use of physical force. The
Cabinet crisis followed and the Tories were within an ace oftaking
office. O Connor took advantage ofit to revive a proposal he had
first put forward on April 30 and asked the Convention to transfer

its sessions on Monday, May 13, to Birmingham.The removal was

equally acceptable to the timid and the hot heads in the Conven
tion. The timid were afraid that, ifthey remained in London, they

might be arrested en masse by a Tory Government. The advocates

ofviolence that is to say, following O Connor hoped to with
draw the movement from the influence ofthe moderates and their

leader Lovett. It was therefore from Birmingham that the Con
vention issued the manifesto of May 13. It was decided that if

favourable answers were returned by the simultaneous meetings*
to the questions submitted, the delegates should meet at Birming
ham to give effect to their decision. When Parliament refused, as

it no doubt would, to take the National Petition into considera

tion, the Birmingham Convention would formally repudiate its

authority and ifnecessary would summon 500,000 armed men to

march upon London.

The simultaneous meetings were held, and the Chartists who
attended returned affirmative answers to the questions asked by
the Convention. Was this the prelude to a revolution on the

French pattern? Far from it. Indeed a glance is enough to reveal

the difference between the conditions which obtained in the

two countries. In Paris on the very eve of the day when the

Chartists migrated to Birmingham, Barbes and Blanqui had

attempted an armed rising and had actually held the Hotel de

Ville for several hours. It was no doubt a ludicrous affair and was

quickly snuffed out. Nevertheless, it was the caricature of a

revolutionary upheaval which had succeeded in July 1830 and

would succeed again in February 1848. In a country where the

administration was highly centralized a revolutionary minority

which got possession of the executive machinery was able to

1
Life and Struggles of William Lovett&amp;gt; p. 205.
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change the Government within twenty-four hours. The situation

in England was totally different. London did not occupy the same

position relatively to the country at large as Paris did in relation to

France. Moreover, the seat of the revolutionary propaganda was
not London, but the manufacturing districts. And in those in

dustrial centres remote from the capital, the Chartists were advo

cating a new method of action altogether unlike that employed
by the French revolutionaries, namely, the simultaneous economic
revolt of the entire working class, a general strike, which by the

concerted action of the proletariat would bring the entire work
of the nation to a standstill.

Unfortunately for the Chartists the new strategy was not easy
to carry out. It could succeed only if it obtained the unanimous

support of the working class. But whenever did an entire nation

agree to make a revolution? A revolution is always the work of
an active minority taking advantage of favourable conditions.

The Parisians have understood this, the conditions have been

favourable, and for almost a century Paris has been.the Mecca of
revolution. The Chartist leaders on the contrary sought to initiate

a revolution by pushing the great mass of the proletariat into a

general strike for political ends. But even before they reached

Birmingham, they must have noticed that as soon as the revolu
tionaries began to capture the movement, the masses began to

forsake it, and in the provinces as well as in London.1 The South
remained as it had always been, apathetic.

2 In April the Chartist

emissaries had been mobbed, and Vincent was nearly lynched.
Scotland had always turned a deafear to the advocates of physical
force , and the Scotch workmen now repudiated their violence

more decidedly than ever. What was the situation in thoseEnglish
districts which the Chartists regarded as their most favourable
battle field, Birmingham, the Midlands, the West Riding,
Lancashire and the Northern Counties? From Worcestershire,

Warwickshire, Staffordshire, Durham, and even from the West
Riding where O Connor had made his headquarters, for the past
month the Convention had received discouraging reports. In

1 Greville Memoirs, April 30, 1839.
2 The Times, April 11, 13, 1839. M. HoveU, The Chartist Movement, pp. 129-30.
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Wales, no doubt, tlie attitude of the people was more revolu

tionary, but Wales was not England.
1

But the geographical distribution of Chartism tells us very
little. It is more important to understand its moral and intellectual

significance in 1839. For the popularity ofthe Marxist philosophy
ofhistory has given birth to mistakes which it is difficult and there

fore important to dissipate.

The first of these is the following. According to Marx the

impoverishment and despair of the working class was bound to

increase with the progress of machinery, and as its inevitable

result. Chartism was therefore the revolt, largely subconscious, of

the operative against the machine by which he was being enslaved.

In fact the main body of the revolutionary host did not work in

the factories. A considerable section consisted of the miners of

the North and West. Even larger numbers were drawn from

the hosiers of Nottingham and Leicester, the silk weavers of

Spitalfields, the weavers of woollen stuffs in Yorkshire, and the

cotton weavers of Lancashire, all of whom worked with hand-

looms at home. Their numbers far from decreasing were actually

on the increase, a fact which aggravated the lamentable deteriora

tion of their economic position. Treated as outcasts by the

operatives ofthe factory, and receiving wages whose amount was

only an eighth oftheirs, they called upon the State to interfere and

fix a minimum wage. They were asking for a remedy even worse

than the disease. For it was only by accepting a starvation wage
that they could withstand the competition of machinery. The

fixing ofa minimum wage would have completed their ruin and

sealed the victory of the machine.2 In a sense they were in truth

victims of machinery, but only indirectly and because they were

obliged to compete with the workers in the factories, who were

better paid and more contented.
3

1 See above note to p. 313- , ,
- , j

2 See a letter from Ebenezer Elliott to Mr. Tait which reproduces a letter from Edward

Sunderland, stuff weaver of Leeds, to Helden and Oastler (Tatfs Edinburgh Magazine.

November 1839, p. 253).
8 For the decline of the hand-loom weavers, see a very interesting document, Auto

biographical piece, hidden in a theological brochure. *A short account of the life and

hardships of a Glasgow weaver; with his opinion upon the question at present in hot

dispute between Churchmen and Voluntaries, written by himself. Containing also

Remarks by David Maclure, printer,
author of a letter to Dr. Wardlow, 1834. For the

economic position of the hand-loom weavers, see H. of C., March 7, 1833: speeches by

John Kelden Wynn Ellis and Gillon (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, voL xvi, pp. 365,

367); March 9 and July 28, 1835 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxxviii, pp. 715 s*^ h

xx pp. 1152 sag.); July 4, 183? (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xxxvni, pp. 1790 sqq.); March
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It was indeed because they received good wages that the factory

operatives had been able to form the powerful Trade Unions,

against which the employers, towards the close of 1837, had

contemplated war. In self defence the Unions, when Chartism

began its career, had been drawn into the movement. After a

Radical meeting at Bury the Northern Star greeted the first

example ofa Trade Union with sufficient intelligence and courage
to declare political action one of its legitimate objects,

1 and

throughout the summer the Chartist mass meetings had been

nothing less than Trade Union festivals, at which squadrons of
Trade Unionists marched with drums beating, and headed by
their banners. But when the Chartist agitation became once more
an agitation against the workhouse, when the Unions were
assured that the danger ofofficial persecution had passed and when
O Connor and O Brien had assumed the leadership of the move
ment, they withdrew, and Chartism degenerated into an insur

rection of the rabble. As a delegate regretfully admitted, it was

only among the worst-paid workers that Chartism found unani
mous support. Those who earned thirty shillings a week, cared

nothing for those who earned fifteen and the latter cared as little

for those who earned five or six
shillings. Like the middle class,

the working class had its aristocracy.
2

19, 1838 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xlvi, pp. 871 sqq.). For the different methods suggested
by which a minimum wage could be fixed by law and especially for Kelden s plan, see

Reportfrom Select Committee on Hand-Loom Weavers Petitions, with Minutes ofEvidence and
Index, 1834, pp. iii-iv; also Report . . ., 1835, pp. xiv-xv. Both reports are favourable to
the proposal. Four years later the opposition to every form of state interference between
masters and men had become stronger, and the Report ofthe Commissioners on the Condition
of the Hand-loom Weavers, 1841, unreservedly condemns it (p. 49). The Commission
recommends the repeal of the Corn Laws and the laws passed to prevent attempts by the
trade unions to set up a tyranny over the workmen. Valuable information as to the
condition of the hand-loom weavers will be found in a summary form in Michel Cheva
lier s Cours d Economie Politiaue, 1842, pp. 167 sqq.1 Northern Star, March 31, 1838. Cf. July 7, 1838: . . . Antecedently ... the different
bodies of

Trade_Unions considered their order sufficiently protected by the rules of their

respective associations, and they rested satisfied with the protection which these rules

yielded to their society, and therefore became negligent of their political duties from a
fanciful reliance upon their associated strength . . . The trades did not formerly join
in public meetings, but, for the reasons stated, they now do ... To the trades and New
castle societies both English and Irish, we are indebted for the splendid and astonishing
meeting which took place on Thursday last . . .

2
Meeting of the Birmingham Convention, July i&amp;lt;5, 1839 Poll6ans, Le Chartisme,

p. 1379)- Cf. Annual Register, 1838, Chron., p. 206: . . . trade unions ... are scarcely
ever resorted to, except by those who habitually receive high wages; and they almost
invariably make their appearance when trade is prosperous/ The wages which the Annual
Register in this passage calls high, ranged from 28s. to 3 is. and from 303. to 355. a week.
See also the Morning Chronicle, September 10, 1840 (the subject ofthe article is the general
strike in Paris): Neither in England nor in France does the discontent manifest itself
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We must now expose the second mistake, also due to the study
of Marxism. Since Chartism was a revolt of the working class

against industrial capitalism, and since Marxism is regarded as the

most adequate ideology of this revolt, a doctrine akin to the

teaching ofMarx is instinctively sought as the basis of Chartism.

Now it is certainly true that in so far as the Poor Law of1834 was

inspired by individualist principles, every revolt against it can be

regarded as more or less vaguely tinged by what we should now
call socialism. But, unfortunately for the thesis in question there

were already in 1839 professed Socialists fully conscious of their

position, who advocated the abolition ofprivate property and the

substitution for capitalism of a thorough-going co-operative

system, and it never occurred to anyone to confuse this Socialism

with Chartism. Lovett and a few of his friends had been, and

possibly still were &quot;socialists , but they gradually lost faith in

Socialism, until they finally reached an individualism closely akin

to that of the Utilitarians. O Connor, the hero of Chartism, was

a convinced individualist, Owen, the founder of Socialism, an

enemy of Chartism. Of the Chartist leaders, only one, O Brien,

seems to have wished to introduce into the movement doctrines

borrowed from Babeuf and Owen. And even he explicitly

repudiated Communism. He recognized every man s right to

possess as his private property the produce ofhis labour. The only

social reform he appears to have desired, was the abolition of

private ownership of land.1 And the agents of the Anti-Corn-

Law Association could remark as a favourable sign the fact that

the Chartist revolutionaries, after denouncing all capitalists
indis

criminately, were led unconsciously to unite with themselves in

attacking the landlords alone.

In reality Chartism was not a creed. It was the blind revolt of

hunger.
2 The despair of the populace was inflamed and allayed

in turn, as die harvest was good or bad. The English are not a

strongly in the more intelligent and skilled operatives. In both countries, there is a sort

of working class aristocracy, which the rest aims at being equalized with. ., . . In the

Chartist Congress the difference of feeling became distinctly marked in the discussions.

The Trade Unions of London, embodying the &amp;lt;lite of the operatives, always stood alool

from the agitation. . . . They were appealed to again and again, to no
PJ^pose

1 See an excellent account of Bronterre O Bnen s social theories in Rosenblatt, banal

and Economic Aspects of the Chartist Movement, pp. 115 sqq.
.

2 Raikes to Wellington, May 29, 1841: . . . The English require to be better/** tfcan

the French. Those who aim at popularity with the latter only appeal to their vanity:.the

former are to be won by their bellies (L. Raikes, Private Correspondence wth the Duke of

Wellington and other Distinguished contemporaries, p. 277).
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people ofrevolutionary temper, quick to take up with any theory
which provides a justification for their destructive passions. The
mass meetings which were attended by vast crowds were amaz

ingly peaceful.
1 When torchlight meetings were prohibited, the

workers evaded the prohibition by meeting without lights and in

silence.2 When all open air meetings were prohibited, and the

local authorities refused the Chartists the use of the Town Hall,

they invaded the churches on the Sunday morning. But they were

guilty of no disorderly conduct or looting. They were content

to force their poverty upon the notice of the rich. They did not

intimidate, they merely asked for pity.
3 When we told the story

of the popular risings of 1816 and 1819, we called the reader s

attention to the discrepancy between the revolutionary theories

of the leaders and the purely economic demands of the masses.

The situation had not changed in the interval, except that in

London the revolutionary leaders had lost ground. The only
creed which could win a hearing from the crowds of working
men was the Christian creed as preached by the Nonconformist

sects. When the Chartist agitation began, the Nonconformist

ministers found themselves able to extend their sympathy to the

movement, for the Chartists were then seeking to unite all sec

tions of the poorer classes on a programme of political Radical

ism. The situation entirely changed in the course of 1839. Many
lovers of order refused to listen any longer to Tory calumnies,

and acknowledged the services rendered by these churches of the

lower middle class. For it could not be denied that their ministers,

in spite of the social ostracism which was their lot at the hands of

polite society, were active supporters of the ruling classes in their

struggle with the spirit of revolution.
4

1 Louis Blanc, Revue du Progres, vol. ii, p. 249 (1839): The Chartists constitute the

vanguard ofEnglish democracy. In their meetings they copy even the external forms of
French democracy. But for the vast majority of the nation the meetings were rather a
show than a serious demonstration, the audience gathered to hear the speakers as an

agreeable pastime, and traffic could move freely across the public places where they were
held. Cf. Life and Opinions of General Sir Charles James Napier, by Lieut-General Sir

William Napier, vol. ii, pp. 39, 43, 49.
2 R. G. Gammage, The History of the Chartist Movement, p. 153.
8 R. G. Gammage, ibid., p. 153; Annual Register, 1839, p. 304. See also The Times,

August 21, 1839, which quotes from the Leeds Intelligencer. At Bradford the working
men attended St. James s Church, having previously sent a deputation to the Rev.
Air. Bull, as had been done in other instances, requesting accommodation, and that a

certain text (Amos viii, 4-8) might be the subject of the discourse.
4 A few typical extracts from the Christian Advocate, the organ ofthe political dissenters ,

written when the Chartist agitation was at its height, will give aiu dea of the attitude of

Nonconformity. June 3, 1839 (account of the annual meeting of the Congregational
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. 5

On July i, the Convention reassembled at Birmingham. It had
received from its electors the mandate to make preparations for

the sacred month , that is to say, for a general strike. It postponed
the matter until the House of Commons had discussed the

Petition, that is to say until July 13, and decided to return to

London where the delegates met on the tenth. On July 12, the

Commons, after a half-hearted speech by Attwood in support of

the Petition, a spirited rejoinder by Lord John, and an eccentric

speech by the young Disraeli,
1 refused by a majority of237 to 48

Radical votes, to take the Petition into consideration. The

following day, the Convention took action, and proclaimed a

sacred month to begin on August 12. At Birmingham, where for

the last fortnight the excitement had been at fever heat, and where

on the 8th, the arrival of additional police, draughted from

London, had caused a preliminary skirmish, serious riots broke

out on the istL Every shop in the most important street was

looted. Then the ministers decided to adopt severe measures.

Since the National Petition had been duly taken to Parliament and

received by the House, the agitation had no longer any legal

justification.
Numerous arrests were made.2 The prosecutions did

not stimulate the Chartists to more vigorous action. On the con

trary, the movement collapsed.

On July 16, the Convention adopted a temporizing resolution,

Union) : The Rev. J. A. James referred to the numerous revival meetings lately held

in this country. Will it be believed by a large portion of the members of the Establish

ment in this country that portion that considers the Dissenters as little else than *

political faction that forty Dissenting ministers could meet in three days* solemn public
o hich have

,

nothing 1 Yet it seems difficult to reconcile all this with the comparative insignificance of

the Chartist meetings, and the somewhat contemptible tranquillity that has followed

their note ofpreparation for open hostility. July 15, 1839: Far be it from us to apologize

for the violence of Chartism: but that is the puling ofchildren compared with the dangers

which must ensure, if, under the guise of free and popular institutions, we must longer

continue to exclude the people from the fair enjoyment of those physical and moral

blessings, which, under the providence of God, we are able, and bound, to confer upon

them On July 22, after denouncing in scathing terms the atrocious conduct of the

Birmingham rabble , the Christian Advocate declares that the rising sprang, no doubt,

from the loins of that anti-poor-law agitation which the Tory Press has so much en

couraged*.
1 H. of C., July 12, 1839 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, voL xhx, pp. 220 sq.q.,

23
* ^fco^nations in 1839-40, according to Lovett (Life and Struggles of William Lovett

p. 238) ; 543 according to Rosenblatt (Social andEconomic Aspects ofthe Chartist Movement,

pp. 205-6).
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declared itself unable to take the responsibility of dictating the

time or circumstances of a strike and appointed a committee of
five of its members to draw up a manifesto, defending its retreat.

It appeared on August 6, and explained almost in so many words
that a general strike was impossible without the co-operation of
the trade unions, and that the unions had turned a deaf ear to the

appeal of their more distressed brethren .
1
August 12 passed with

out any disorder worth mention. On September 6, the Convention

pronounced itselfdissolved. In October, at a banquet given in their

honour at Edinburgh, Liberal statesmen took credit for having

suppressed Chartism with no other weapon than the good sense

ofthe country and boasted that Chartism had vanished into smoke
9

.
2

Suddenly on November 6, when Chartism seemed almost a

thing of the past, Londoners read in their morning paper that on
the day before, a serious rising had occurred at Newport, a town
on the border of South Wales. Several thousand Chartists had

besieged the Town Hall. Nothing short of a battle had been

fought. Later the news arrived that a general insurrection had been

arranged to begin simultaneously in Yorkshire and Wales. The

projected rising had not taken place in Yorkshire, because

O Connor had taken fright at the last moment and recalled his

orders. But his order countermanding the revolt had not reached

Wales in time, and the Chartists had risen on the appointed day.
It was a feeble affair. The Mayor, assisted by a few important
persons of the neighbourhood, and twenty-eight soldiers under
the command ofa lieutenant, successfully held in check a mob of
rioters armed with guns and pikes.

3 Ten Chartists were killed in
1 It is the deliberate opinion of this Council, that unless the trades ofGreat Britain shall

co-operate as united bodies with their more distressed brethren, in making a grand
national moral demonstration on the i2th instant, it will be impossible to save the country
from a revolution of blood. . . . Under these circumstances, we implore all our brother
Chartists to abandon the project ofa sacred month We also implore fie united trades,
if they would save the country from convulsion, and themselves and families from ruin,
to render their distressed brethren all the aid in their power, on or before- the I2th inst.,
towards realizing the great and beneficent object ofthe holiday* (R. G. Gammage, History
of the Chartist Movement, p. 155).

2 See the report of the speeches, Quarterly Review, December 1839, vol. Ixv, p. 294.
3
Stanhope (Conversations with Wellington, p. 195) records under November 13, 1839:

*The Duke gave us a full account of the Newport revolt. There is one thing, he said,

always to be borne in mind in this country, and that cannot be impressed too much,
though in France it does not prevail, at least not at all to the same degree, that, whenever
people do what they know is wrong and against the law, they become most terribly
frightened, and run away. How else can you account for thirty men putting to flight six
thousand? J. &quot;West, however, in his History of the Chartist Movements, pp. 143-4, casts
doubt on the alleged number of the rioters, and concludes, Tor a precisely parallel case,
see FalstafFs account ofhis adventure in Shakespeare s Henry IV, Part I, Act 2, Scene iv.

326



THE CHARTIST RISING

the riot and fourteen tried for high treason. At the head of the

latter group was the organizer ofthe revolt,John Frost, who until

March, had been one of Lord John s Justices of the Peace.

O Connor disappeared for a time from public life and returned to

Ireland.

When Parliament reassembled in February 1840, Conservatives

were naturally not wanting in both Houses, who lamented the

recent disturbances, and blamed the weakness ofthe Government.

But if their fears had been genuine, distinguished members of the

bar, and Conservatives to boot, Sir Frederick Pollock and Goul-

burn, would hardly have come forward to defend the Chartist

prisoners at their trial. The nature of the defence is easily guessed.

The speeches, and even the acts, of the Chartists were no worse

than die speeches and acts ofthe Radicals in 1832, when, with the

entire approval ofthe Whig Cabinet, they were seeking to compel
the surrender ofthe House ofLords and the passage ofthe Reform

Bill. Among the magistrates entrusted, in July, with the task of

restoring order in Birmingham., were former delegates of

Chartist meetings. And Frost himselfhad been a magistrate until

the authorities took alarm at his conduct, and had been fined for

taking part in meetings which Lord John had at first expressly

recognized as legal. The argument was unanswerable. But the

inference is plain. Ifthe Tories were so successful in exploiting the

fear of Chartism, it was because they were not very afraid of it

themselves.

All over the country Chartist workmen were promising, in

their hatred of the Whigs, to help the Tories at the next election.

&quot;Conservative Working Men s Associations continued to enroll

new members in Yorkshire and Lancashire. In a brilliant essay,

Carlyle drew the moral of the Chartist rising. Although the

Chartist programme was itselfRadical and political,
he regarded

the rising as a token that political Liberalism
and even Radicalism

were bankrupt. According to him it proved that the social

question was thrusting the political
into the background, and that

the modern world was tending towards a system, at once mon

archical and aristocratic, a paternal government invested with

religious awe. And for the Tory public this work was the more

valuable, because Carlyle owned allegiance to no political party.

If the ruling classes had been momentarily alarmed at the

beginning of 1839, their fears were dissipated as soon as the

327



CHARTISTS AND FREE-TRADERS

Chartists were obliged to proceed from words to deeds, and the

full extent of their weakness was revealed. This was plainly no
French revolution, but simply one of those widespread popular
movements which had been common in the manufacturing
districts of the north during the period immediately following
Waterloo, and of which the nation was now growing weary.

1

Greville was right in June 1837, mistaken in December 1838.

Nothing happened. In England, nothing ever did happen.

During the entire spring and summer of 1839, Parliament

devoted ten hours to the government of Ireland and Jamaica for

every hour it spent upon the danger ofrevolution at home. Now
the Convention had broken up, the Chartist leaders were safe in

prison, and the nation was thinking of nothing but the Queen s

marriage. Nor had the Chartist agitation improved the position
ofthe Radicals in Parliament. On the contrary, the Conservatives

were now taking the offensive, and asking for a restriction ofthe
franchise established in 1832. Lord Stanley introduced an Irish

Registration Bill, which, on the plea of putting an end to the

glaring scandals which attended the compilation of the registers

in Ireland, sought to make it more difficult for the small-holders

to obtain the franchise, and thus, indirectly, to reduce the number
ofCatholic electors.2 It was only by employing for months every
device of Parliamentary management, that the Government

prevented his bill from becoming law.

1 See the interesting article by a French disciple of Fourier who visited England at this

period, and whose evidence (La Phalange, August 15, 1837) is above suspicion, since he

regarded the Chartist movement or rather the ideas which it was inculcating upon the
lower classes

, as a force capable ofpulling down the entire social fabric of Great Britain.

He continues, however, *That is the decided opinion which I have reached during my
visit to this country, in spite of the imperturbable confidence displayed by the upper and
middle classes , and a little later, The English are so far from sharing my view of the

agitation that whenever I mention the Chartists to an Englishman &quot;the Chartists,&quot; they
say, &quot;who in England ever bothers his head about the Chartists? It is only in France that

any notice is taken of them.&quot;
&quot;

Before I conclude, continues the writer ofthe article, I

must tell you of an episode which has given me no little amusement and is very charac
teristic. Only imagine; Feargus O Connor, a little while ago, speaking at a mass meeting,
propounded an infallible method of effecting a revolution. I will wager my readers ten thou
sand to one they will never guess what that infallible method was ... to empower the

Association to bring fifty republicans from Paris and pay them 55. to los. a week from
the funds of the Association so long as they remained in England. &quot;I should advise

you,&quot;

he added, &quot;to settle in every large town where we wish to establish the movement, some
ten to twenty of them according to the size of the place, and I promise you that once
these good fellows are here, things will begin to look

up&quot;/
A Pole named Beniowski

was believed to have been the organiser of the abortive rising in November (M. Hovell,
The Chartist, p. 177); cf. the documents quoted in my article Chartism

7

(Quarterly Review,
July 1921, vol. ccxxxv, pp. 71 sqq.).

2 H. of C., February 25, 1840 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. Hi, pp. 615 sqq.).
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i

Since popular agitation always turned, as though by some
decree of fate, to the advantage of the Conservative Opposition,
what resource was left to the Liberals and the moderate Radicals?

They might attempt to recover their popularity by playing off
the Anti-Corn-Law agitation against die Anti-Poor-Law agita
tion, and in the language of a Nonconformist journalist, try
whether Manchester might not prove a match for Tamworth .

1

What then, while the Chartist movement failed, had been the

fortunes of the counter-movement organized by the partisans of
free trade?

Undoubtedly the delegates who on February 4, 1839, met in

Brown s Hotel, exactly opposite the Houses of Parliament, to

bring up the petition for free trade and ensure that it should be

seriously discussed, entertained at first considerable expectations
of success. For, five days after the conversion of The Times, Lord

John, the leader of the Commons, had addressed a letter to an

Anti-Corn-Law meeting held in his constituency, in which he

declared himself in favour of replacing the sliding scale by
c

a

fixed and moderate duty .
2 This surely was a sign that the ministry

was being converted to the views of Manchester.3 But the dele

gates were quickly disillusioned. Their failure was as complete as

die Chartists and more rapid. The question ofthe Corn Laws was

raised during the debate on the Address, by Brougham in the

Lords, and in the Commons by G. W. Wood, President of the

Manchester Chamber of Commerce. The Cabinet had invited

Wood to move the adoption of the Address. It was intended as

a compliment to the Manchester Chamber ofCommerce, and the

free-traders ofthe district. But Wood had always been extremely

lukewarm in the cause of free trade, and it was in fact owing to

his opposition that the Chamber of Commerce Had delayed so

long before committing itself. He therefore painted a very rosy

picture of the state of British trade generally, which he depicted

1
Patriot, March 18, 1839: Can it be doubted by whom the Chartists have been en-&quot;

couraged in their insane violence? But Manchester will be a match for Tamworth yet.*

2 The Times, January 26, 1839.
3 Sir James Graham to Sir Robert Peel, January 30, 1839: Every day throws fresh

light on the intention ofthe Government to raise the question ofCorn Laws* (C. S. Parker,

SirJames Graham, vol. i, p. 277)-
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as extremely prosperous, and in particular of the cotton manu
facture.1 Peel was quick to take full advantage of his speech: if

British trade was really so flourishing, whatjustification was there

for the alarmist language of the Anti-Corn-Law Association?2 A
few days later, Brougham on February 1 8 in the House ofLords,

and VilHers on the igth in the House of Commons, moved that

in view of the numerous petitions which had been presented to

Parliament, both Houses should appoint committees to inquire

into the question. They delivered brilliant speeches. Nevertheless

the motion was rejected in the Lords by show ofhands, and in the

Commons though it secured a far larger number ofvotes than in

the previous session, 174 instead of97, itwas rejected by a majority

of i8p.
3 Peel again took the offensive, and his oratory won

another success. The debates had been expected to last two or

three days. The business was despatched in a single sitting. The

delegates reassembled, adjourned sine die, and decided to return to

their homes. A month later they were again in London to support

with their presence a new motion introduced by Villiers. Like the

former it was rejected.
4 The Cabinet showed signs ofretreat. The

Times, reassured as to their intentions, displayed no further

interest in the question of the Corn Law. Like the Chartists the

free-traders had no other resource except to appeal to the country.

They decided to combine without further delay the local

associations in every town which had sent delegates to London, in

a single organization, which took the tide, soon to become

famous, ofthe Anti-Corn-Law League. Manchester continued to

be their headquarters. Since the December election the opponents
of the duties on corn had controlled the Corporation.

5 Since the

annual election had been held the previous February, they had

also controlled the Chamber of Commerce; every member who
had failed to give active support to the cause of free trade they
were sixteen out of twenty-four, Wood at their head had been

unseated and replaced by an enthusiastic free-trader. 6
It was in

1 H. of C, February 5, 1839 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xlv, pp. 55 sqq.).
2 H. of C., February 5, 1839 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xlv, pp. 104-6).
3 H. of C., March 15, 1838 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xli, p. 946). February 19, 1839 (ibid.

3rd Series, vol. xlv, p. 691).
4 H. of Q, March 12, 13, 14, 15, 18, 1839 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. xlvi, pp. 333 sqq.,

441 sqq., 628 sqq., 715 sqq., 805 sqq.).
5 Manchester Guardian, December 15, 1838: Of 8,000 entitled to vote, 3,500 voted.

Except in a single district which elected six extreme Radicals (Chartists), the free-traders

were everywhere returned uncontested/
6 A. Prentice, History ofthe Anti-Corn-Law League, vol. i, pp. no sqq.
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Manchester that the organ of the League, the Anti-Corn-Law

Circular, was published. The first number appeared in April.
And it was in Manchester that the Free Trade Hall was erected in

Saint Peter s Fields, on the very site where in 1819, the battle of

Peterloo had been fought. It was an enormous edifice, built to

house the meetings of the League, 150 feet long, 105 broad, and

occupying an area of 15,750 square feet. Banquets could be given
in the Hall, with places laid for 3,800 guests. On the wall which

rose behind the President s Chair, the word Justice was em
blazoned in fiery letters, a yard high. And the walls were hung
with 20,000 yards of pink and white calico.

1

Mass meetings were held to gather signatures to monster peti

tions. Lecturers were sent into the country districts at the League s

expense, to win the agricultural labourers and the farmers, by

attempting to prove that under the tariff system set up in 1828,

they also were sacrificed to the interest of the landlords. In the

manufacturing centres, the propaganda had to contend with

attempts at violent obstruction by the Chartists who were often

in the pay of the Tories. In the country districts, the missionaries

offree trade were subject to organized persecution at the hands of

the squire, the parson and their dependants. But in spite of these

obstacles, the free-traders saw their propaganda increasingly

successful, and even began here and there to employ the language

of revolution. According to the calculation of Prentice in his

History of the League, during the single year 1840, 800 lectures

were delivered, over 1,000,000 pamphlets and leaflets distributed,

200,000 copies ofthe Anti-Corn-Law Almanack, and 330,000 copies

of the Anti-Corn-Law Circular sold.
2 The same year the League

collected almost 1,500,000 signatures to its petition
for the total

repeal of the Corn Laws. It is of interest to remark by way of

contrast, that two petitions
for the grant, not of universal, but

merely of household suffrage, together obtained only 22,000

signatures.
3

2

As a result ofthe League s activities, a new Radical party came

into existence. It drew its members from the manufacturers both

large and small, the middle class and even the working class. The

moral force section of the Chartists, disgusted by the violence of

1 A Prentice, History of the Anti-Com-Law League, vol. i, p. 142.

* fcia!h i! p. 173.
3 Mo ns chronkk* August I4 I84
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the revolutionaries, renewed on the basis of the Anti-Corn-Law

programme the alliance with the middle class, which had proved
barren a year earlier when it was based on the programme of

universal suffrage: William Lovett, who had been sent to prison,

wrote in gaol, under the title Chartism, a pamphlet which shows

no trace ofhis former Communism. Ebenezer Elliot, the working-
man poet, who had always been a violent adversary of the Corn

Laws, exchanged O Connor s party for Cobden s. The move

ment, moreover, could still represent itself as an off-shoot of

orthodox Benthamism. George Villiers was a member of the

same parliamentary group as Grote, Roebuck and Sir William

Molesworth. Bowring had been the confidant ofBentham s old

age. But the Manchester Leaguers, fascinated by free trade,

dropped the greater part of the master s programme.
There was no longer any question ofattacking the Crown or the

House ofLords; the problems ofpolitical radicalism were shirked.

As, in the eighteenth century, the Whig aristocracy, content

with the reality ofpower, had preserved the forms of monarchy,
so at present the manufacturers, who had rallied to the new
Manchester programme, were prepared to accept an aristocratic

constitution, provided the aristocracy allowed them to decide

the nation s commercial policy. An even wider gulf divided the

new school from the Utilitarian creed. Bentham s philosophy

possessed two distinct aspects. In one aspect it regarded society as

a creation of the legislator, the offspring of positive law. It there

fore had no tendency to restrict the field of State action. Provided

the State were a democratic State and expressed the will of the

greatest number, the Utilitarian was ready to welcome a consider

able extension of its functions. In another aspect it regarded

society as the spontaneous product of the wills of its individual

members, a free growth in which the State had no part. This was

the traditional doctrine ofHume and Adam Smith, revived later

by the Benthamites and held at present to the exclusion of the

complementary aspect by Cobden and his followers. Hence the

Radicalism of the Manchester School differed from Bentham s

by a more thorough-going dislike of State interference in all its

forms.

Abandon, said the Leaguers, this fiction ofa collective wisdom,

capable of guiding from above the conduct of the individual

citizens. Individuals alone exist. Only let every man earn his own
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living by his work without concerning himself with his neigh
bour, buy in the cheapest market, sell in the dearest, and peace and

justice will reign throughout the world. Was the system no
more than a philosophy ofbusiness men, the ethics ofcommercial
travellers? We shall wrong the Manchester school, ifwe fail to

recognize the humanitarian element in its propaganda. Many years
before the Anti-Corn-Law League was founded, England had
been the scene of another agitation entirely disinterested and

triumphantly successful, the agitation for the emancipation ofthe
slaves. Oastler and Stephens had copied its methods and had

to show pity for the slaves ofthe factories and the prisoners ofthe

workhouse, whose lot was as miserable as that ofany negro on the

West Indian plantations. It was now the turn of die speakers of

the Anti-Corn-Law League to embarrass Oastler and Stephens by
arguments of the same order. They denounced the hypocrisy of

the country gentlemen, who professed to pity the lot ofthe factory

operatives, though the condition ofthe agricultural labourers, and

they produced statistics in proof of their contention, was equally

hard. Nor were the agricultural labourers the only class of the

community whom they represented as serfs of the British aristo

cracy. Every labourer and every consumer had been strictly

enslaved by the diabolic system ofthe corn laws. They also were

therefore engaged in a crusade for the emancipation of slaves, and

they directed their appeal to the humanity of the public. As they

addressed their meetings from the platform, they moved their

audience to tears. Sometimes they even wept themselves.1

At first sight it is astonishing to find such deep emotion among
these cotton manufacturers whom their enemies, whether revolu

tionaries or Tories, agreed in depicting as callous selfseekers and

pitiless tyrants.
But our astonishment is diminished when we

compare the mass meetings ofthe free-traders with those religious

meetings which Wesley and Whitefield had introduced a century

before and which had been conducted ever since by generations of

itinerant preachers,
nurtured in their tradition. Methodism had

devised an elaborate technique to excite and at the same time

guide the emotion of the crowd, and every Englishman since

i See the incident related by Prentice which occurred when the free trade delegates

were received by Lord John Russell (History of the Anti-Com-Law League, vol. i, p. 155).
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Wesley who had organized a campaign of propaganda, had

copied intentionally or unintentionally the Wesleyan model. No
doubt free trade was not in itselfa doctrine which made an appeal
to the heart. Cobden was a Utilitarian, and when he tells us that

his sympathies are with the Protestant religion, it is an entirely
unemotional preference dictated by political reasons : he regarded
the Protestant as more favourable than the Catholic system to the

development of industrialism.1 But Bowring whose visit to

Manchester in September 1838 occasioned the foundation of the

Anti-Corn-Law Association, was a Christian of the emotional

type and an active member of the Unitarian body. John Bright,
a member of the provisional committee of the Association, was a

Quaker. And when the League was formed the pastors of the

different Nonconformist bodies made haste to join it.

Anxious to keep their flocks from the snares of the revolu

tionary Chartist and the Tory demagogues who were proving
dangerously attractive, they were tired of preaching a prudence
which was purely negative. The programme of the League
offered them a way out of the difficulty. They could now teach

their people a doctrine which was not a doctrine of class strife,

but on the contrary, of peace between classes and nations alike.

God had willed that all mankind should be one. Why therefore

should evil laws range men one against the other? He had caused
the earth to bear sufficient corn to feed the entire human race.

How then dare man forbid corn to be brought from regions
where there was a superabundance, to feed the hungry in a land
where the harvest was scanty? In 1841, to take the place of the
Patriot and the Christian Advocate, which had ceased to exist, the

Nonconformist sects founded a new organ, MiaWs Nonconformist,
which adopted as its motto The Dissidence of Dissent and the

Protestantism of the Protestant Religion
5

. Its publication is of

importance in the history ofthought because it was in its columns
that Herbert Spencer would shortly address the public for the
first time. The editorial which introduced the first number
argued that if, since 1832, the Nonconformists had exercised so

little influence on the political life of the nation, it was because

they had failed to look beyond the particular interests of their

sects. It was the object of the new paper to represent, not a class

but principles , the religious principle of justice to all men,
1
England, Ireland and America, chap, ii (Works, vol. i, pp. 55 sqq.)
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freedom for all men, peace between all men*; in other words the

full application of the principle of free trade.1 On August 17, a

Conference of Ministers of Religion opened in Manchester, to

discuss the question ofthe Corn Laws, in which 650 clergymen of

various Christian denominations took part. Among them were

Nonconformists, Socinians and Catholic priests.
But only one

Anglican parson accepted the invitation. The Wesleyans refused

to attend in obedience to the rule of their Church, which forbade

ministers to take part in any political agitation whatsoever.

Bunting however, at that time the Sovereign Pontiff of the sect,

in his reply to the invitation of the organizers, publicly declared

himself in favour of repealing the Corn Laws, The deliberations

lasted three days, and the Conference affirmed by a unanimous

vote that the Corn Laws were a great national offence against

that Being by whom kings reign and princes decree justice .
2

Free trade was becoming a religion.

3

The agitation was successfully floated. How would it influence

future legislation?
The shocking condition of the national

finances which grew worse every year, presented an obvious

handle to the criticisms of the free-traders, criticisms which the

Liberal cabinet could silence, if they would but perform the

promises they had made when they took office at the end of 1830.

Why had they delayed so long? Every year the cost of die army

and navy was greater than the year before. It had never been so

low as it had been in the budget introduced by Peel during his

brief tenure of office. Since then it had continuously increased.

The expenditure upon the army increased fairly slowly, rising

from .6,400,000 in 1835 to 6,600,000 in 1840; for the ordnance

the rate of increase was higher, 1,100,000 to 2,000,000, and

the naval expenditure rose more rapidly still, from 4,000,000 to

5,500,000. It was the cost of Palmerston s policy.
But even in

i The Nonconformist, April 14, 1841: At pr^ent
we^

report of the Conference in the Morning Chronicle, August 18, 19, 20, 21, 23, also a

sarcastic report in The Times, August 19, 20, 21, 1841.
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1835, before these increases had been made, the free-traders were

complaining that the Whigs had spent too much money on the

navy.
1

Not only had the national expenditure become heavier, the

depression of trade had reduced the revenue. The Chancellor of
the Exchequer was no longer in the fortunate position of Lord

Althorp, who disposed of a surplus every year, and could there

fore grant the reductions of taxes the public demanded. On the

contrary, as the need to remedy the growing deficit became more

urgent, the more unlikely it became that a prudent government
would dare to adopt the method Sir Henry Parnell had formerly
advocated, and sacrifice immediate receipts in order to revive

trade, and thus restore in tJtie end a satisfactory balance.

The budget of 1836 was the last in which the Chancellor ofthe

Exchequer was able to make any sensational reduction of taxes.

He consolidated and reduced the tax on paper, reduced the stamp
tax on newspapers and abolished Lord Althorp s additional tax

of 50 per cent on the sale of intoxicants. In 1837 no reductions

were made. In 1838 there was an admitted deficit which had to

be made up by the issue ofExchequer Bills. In 1839 Parliament

compelled the Chancellor of the Exchequer to introduce penny
postage. But it was evident the following year that he had been

mistaken in his forecast that since trade had improved, the finan

cial position must improve in consequence. When the budget of

1840 was drawn up, the receipts were estimated at .46,700,000,
the expenditure at .49,432,000, that is to say, a deficit was

expected of .2,732,000. To make it up, Baring, who had just
succeeded Spring Rice at the Exchequer, increased the assessed

taxes by 10 per cent, the customs and excise duties by 5 per cent,

and placed a new tax of 4d. a gallon on spirits. Even if all these

taxes could be leaded immediately, the budget could be balanced

only by further borrowing to an amount Baring estimated at

;395&amp;gt;ooo. Since, however, several months must pass before the

new taxes came into full operation, he proposed to borrow an

additional .850,000. This spelt the complete and frank sacrifice

of every financial principle the Liberal party had professed on its

advent to power.
After this financial defeat the free-traders transferred the contest

to another field. Ever since the campaign against the Corn Laws
1 R, Cobden, Russia (Works, vol. i, p. 320).
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began, their defenders had never tired of pointing out that corn

was not the only article ofcommerce protected by a tariff against

foreign competition. Woollen stuffs, to take an example which

particularly affected the textile industry, were subject to a far

heavier duty than that imposed on raw wool. The Manchester

manufacturers however had been careful to declare in favour of

universal free trade. They knew that these duties which proved so

awkward when they were arguing against the Corn Laws were

not needed to protect the manufactures of England, already

secure against foreign competition. Nor did the objection in any

way apply to the cotton manufacture, since the duty which

protected it was so slight that it was impossible to compare it

with the heavy duty, a duty which did in fact hamper trade,

levied on raw cotton from America, for the benefit of the West

Indian planters. The delegates of the Anti-Corn Law Meetings
had hardly arrived in London, when on February 5, 1839, they
made for the first time a definite pronouncement on the question.

1

On March 18, after their petitions had been rejected, they

appointed on Cobden s motion a sub-committee offive members

to carry out with the least possible delay a statistical investigation

into the operation of the existing tariffs, discover what were the

duties, whether on manufactured articles or on articles of food,

which could be considered protective, and advise upon the best

methods ofbringing the results oftheir inquiry before the public.
1

And at the suggestion ofthe Anti-Corn-Law League, Hume asked

the House of Commons to appoint a Committee to investigate

the operation ofthe tariff system.
3

It was appointed. Among its members were Hume himself,

Villiers and Sir Henry Parnell. In spite of the opposition of a

protectionist minority, the committee soon declared itselfsatisfied

by the evidence which had been given, and issued a report drawn

up by Hume, a Radical theorist and an uncompromising free

trader. He reviewed the tariffs set up in 1833. Articles of com

merce were arranged in 1,150 distinct classes, for each a special

duty was provided, and of these, seventeen accounted for 94^

per cent of the receipts. What was the use ofcharging a duty on

the remaining 1,133? Further, was the interest either of the

1 A. Prentice, History of the Anti-Com-Law League, vol. i, p. 108.

a The Times, March 19, 1839.
, n .

* H. of C., May 5, 1840 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. lui, pp. 1308-9).
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British producer or the British consumer best promoted by
the choice of these seventeen articles? The attempt to make the

customs a source of revenue, that is to say, to encourage the

import of the articles on which duty was paid, and at the same
time to use them as a means of protection, that is to say, to dis

courage imports, was self-contradictory. The principle on which
a sound tariff should be based was to impose duties on a small

number of articles selected so as to restrict consumption as little

as possible, and therefore to provide the largest possible revenue.

Even more interesting perhaps than Hume s report, was the evi

dence given by certain witnesses, by John Macgregor, one of the

Joint Secretaries ofthe Board ofTrade,James Deacon Hume, who
had just retired after thirty-eight years service in the Customs,
and eleven years at the Board of Trade, and George Richardson

Porter, the head of the Statistical Department of the Board of

Trade, established in 1832. It was principally on the evidence of

these three government officials, that Hume based his recommen
dations. Evidently the Board ofTrade had been converted to the

economics of the Manchester school.

It was therefore widely believed that the entire inquiry had been

decided, arranged and controlled by the Cabinet.1 The belief

went far beyond the truth. There were, no doubt, in the Cabinet,

convinced free-traders. We have already seen that at the beginning
of1839, LordJohn had caused a sensation by his public declaration

against the Corn Law. On the whole he was adopting the very

policy against which he had fought when still a young man, on its

first adoption by Lord Liverpool about 1820. He was attempting
to divert the people from claims whose revolutionary character

alarmed him, by adopting the programme ofreform put forward

by the Liberal economists. But he could satisfy their wishes only

by making a frontal attack on the landlords, and it was not sur

prising that he failed to gain the support of* the majority of his

colleagues, who were themselves country gentlemen, some of
them even great landowners. Moreover Melbourne was in every

respect a more timid statesman than the head ofthe Tory Cabinet

twenty years earlier. He refused to yield an inch to Lord John s

a H. of C., April 5, 1841, Herries speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. Ivii,

p. 914)-
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views.1 This was the explanation ofthe Cabinet s attitude in 1839,

when it disappointed the free-traders hopes. In 1840 he was

equally obdurate, and if, when speaking in the House of Lords,

he used the hesitating language to be expected from the head ofa

ministry divided against itself, he expressed the opinion that to

raise the question or even institute an inquiry would involve the

country in the danger of revolution.2 In the Commons, when
Villiers brought forward his annual motion for an inquiry into

the operation of the statute of 1829, his opponents first contrived

to stop the discussion by raising a question ofprocedure, and on a

second occasion drowned the defenders of free trade by a storm

of noisy protest. The motion was rejected by 300 to 167 votes.3

No doubt the very violence of Melbourne s language and the

tactics of obstruction to which the defenders of the Corn Law
had recourse in the Commons, could plausibly be interpreted by
the free-traders as favourable signs which proved that their

opponents were afraid. When the session opened, Graham had

expected that the ministers would make the establishment of a

fixed duty their official programme, invite defeat and appeal to

the country on the question.
4
During the debate on Villiers

motion, a Radical member, named Warburton, predicted that it

would be carried in 1841 by an overwhelming majority.
5 But all

this did not alter the stubborn facts that Melbourne s opposition
was as inflexible as ever, and Villiers motion had secured fewer

votes than it had obtained in 1839; and when the session closed

the free-traders were extremely disheartened to find that their

campaign of petitions though so brilliantly organized had borne

little fruit. *I fear, wrote Baines, that nothing but famine will

extort from them their monopoly .
6 In August, the Morning

Chronicle reluctantly admitted that the public were calm, even

apathetic, and that the Anti-Corn-Law agitation had reached a

temporary lull .
7 The publications issued by the committee of

inquiry into import duties do not appear to have been noticed

1 Lord Melbourne to Lord Jobn Russell, December 29, 1838; January 18, 20, 21, 23,

29, 1839 (Lord Melbourne s Papers, pp. 387 sqq.).
2 H. ofL., June n, 1840 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, voL liv, pp. 1040 sqq.).
3 H. ofC., April i, 2, 3, 1840 (ibid., 3rd Series, voL Kv, pp, 315 sqq, 432 sqq., 481 sqq.).

May 26, 1840 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. liv, pp. 563 sqq.).
4 SirJames Graham to Arbuthnot, February 28, 1840 (C. S. Parker, SirJames Graham,

vol. i, p. 293).
6 H. of C., May 26, 1840 (Par?. Deb., 3rd Series, vol. liv, p. 627).
* E. Baines, Jun., The Life ofEdward Baines, p. 260.
7
Morning Chronicle, August 29, 1840.
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in any of the important London papers, and Prentice, who

published long extracts in the Manchester Times, admitted that

even in Manchester few people displayed any interest in the work
of the committee.1

The apathy of the public is explained by the fact that towards

the close of the year 1840 their attention was preoccupied by the

eastern question, and in December the brilliant diplomatic victory
won by Palmerston seemed likely to remove all the difficulties

which beset the Cabinet s domestic policy. When Parliament

reassembled on January 24, 1841, foreign politics were almost the

sole theme of the speeches delivered during the debate on the

Address. In the Lords, Wellington agreed with Brougham, and

in the Commons, Peel agreed with Hume, in regretting that

Palmerston had jeopardized so lightheartedly the good under

standing which had existed between France and England.
CA

cordial and good understanding between England and France

was,
3

he declared, essential to the peace and the welfare of

Europe/ He hoped that twenty-five years of peace had taught
the lesson that the maintenance ofpeace was for all alike not only
an inestimable advantage but a great moral obligation , and that

the new material interests which had arisen during that period
were sufficiently strong to prevent any future explosion of war
like passions.

2 To censure the foreign policy ofthe Whig adminis

tration, Peel had borrowed the pacifist language of Cobden. But
for the moment Palmerston s position seemed impregnable, and

his fellow ministers, though their personal dislike oftheir colleague
was as bitter as ever, hoped for several days that his popularity
would strengthen the position of the Government. They were

speedily disillusioned. Four by-elections were held during the

early part ofFebruary.
3
They were all unfavourable to the Whigs,

although three ofthe four constituencies had been represented by
a Whig since 1837. These defeats following, as they did, many
others suffered during the past year, were a serious matter for a

ministry whose majority in the House was infinitesimal. And their

gravity was increased by the fact that the Anti-Corn-Law League
had a share in bringing them about. After the defeat of Villiers

motion in April 1840, the members of the League had decided to

1 A. Prentice, History of the Anti-Com-Law League, vol. i, p. 165.
2 H. of C., January 26, 1841 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. Ivi, pp. 95-6).
8
Walsall, February 2; Canterbury, February 3 ; East Surrey, February 8; Monmouth

shire, February 9.
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take concerted action at elections. Dissociating themselves from
all political parties , they pledged themselves to do their utmost

to secure the return ofcandidates in favour ofrepealing the Corn
Laws.1 At Sudbury in June they had won their first victory; the

candidate supported by the League defeated the Tory candidate.

But at Walsall on February 2, 1841, they took a bolder step. The
Liberal candidate, who had several important connexions among
the Whig aristocracy, refused to declare himself opposed to the

Corn Laws. He was compelled to retire, and his place was taken

by J. B. Smith, the President of the Manchester Chamber of

Commerce.
The Tory candidate, however, defeated his Manchester oppon

ent by a small majority. The ministers were now placed in an

awkward dilemma. They could not hope to keep for long a

majority in theCommons. &quot;When they lostit theywould be obliged
either to resign or dissolve Parliament; and in either case a general
election was unavoidable. With what programme should they

go to the country? If they yielded to the pressure of the League

they would endanger the unity of the party without even the

hope, as the Walsall result had proved, ofsecuring a majority. If,

on the other hand, they persisted in their refusal to make the repeal
ofthe Corn Laws a Cabinet question and, true to the. policy they
had adopted in 1834, continued to treat it as an open question,

they would be faced in many constituencies with the organized

opposition of the League. The free-traders would either abstain

from voting or run independent candidates. And that would spell

disaster.

For three months longer the debates dragged out. The Cabinet

introduced a bill to continue for ten years the operation of the

Poor Law of i834.
2 There was an assured majority in favour of

the bill, but it was opposed by a large number ofspeakers, Ultra-

Radicals and Ultra-Tories, who urged with the utmost acrimony

1
&quot;With the free trade programme, however, they combined a programme of parlia

mentary reform. See Manchester Times, September 19, 1840: Free trade; triennial parlia

ments; one-third of the members to be elected annually; the ballot; and redistribution

of seats, and the right of voting to all who can read and write. The Morning Chronicle,

December 23, 1840, mentions the foundation at Leeds of a Parliamentary Reform

Association with a programme of five points which reproduced in a modified form the

six points of the Charter. This further programme was, however, an after-thought, a

bid for the support of the moderate Chartists. For the League s new strategy, see A.

Prentice, History of the Anti-Com-Law League, voL i, pp. 158, 169, 174, 175, 184 sqq.).
2 H. of C., January 29, 1841: Lord John Russell s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd

Series, vol. Ivi, pp. 155 sqq.).
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all the stock arguments against the tyranny ofthe three Commis
sioners and the barbarity ofthe workhouse. The Tories welcomed
their speeches, and when a seat fell vacant for the borough of

Nottingham,John Walter, the editor of The Times, came forward
as a candidate. Nottingham was one of the citadels of the Liberal

party. Nevertheless, &quot;Walter, who contested the seat exclusively
on the Poor Law question, was returned. It was a warning to the

Cabinet that opposition to the Poor Law was still a living issue.

They must be prepared at the next election to face an alliance of

Tories and Chartists on the Anti-Poor-Law programme.
Lord Stanley now reintroduced his Irish Registration Bill.

1 The
Cabinet decided to oppose it by bringing forward a measure of

its own. The Government bill, introduced by Lord Morpeth,
admitted the necessity ofcontrolling more strictly the compilation
ofthe registers, but to prevent an excessive reduction of the elec

torate in the Irish counties proposed to reduce the property quali
fication from 10 to 5.2 The bill was a gross blunder. It was

barely three years since LordJohn had declared in a speech which
obtained considerable notoriety that the Reform Bill of 1832 was
sacrosanct. Now to please O Connell he was prepared to amend
it on an important point in the case of Ireland. Lord Morpeth s

bill was read before Lord Stanley s. But the Cabinet secured this

advantage by a majority offive only.
3 When the clause extending

the franchise in the Irish counties was read, it was amended in

debate by the Government and amended by the Opposition; and,

in spite of these amendments, rejected by a majority of 300 to

289 votes.4

5

A dramatic surprise followed. On April 30 Baring brought in

his budget. He began by explaining that the financial situation

was worse than he had expected when he had made his estimates

the year before. He had estimated the expenditure at .49,432,000,
the receipts at 48,641,000; that is to say, a deficit of 858,000.
But if the expenditure had been slightly less than he had antici

pated, the receipts had been very much less. The actual deficit

was 1,840,000. Owing to the increased cost of the army and

1 H. of C., February 2, 1841 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. Ivi, pp. 220 sqq.).
2 H. of C., February 4, 1841 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. Ivi, pp. 274 sqq.).
8 H. of C., February 25, 1841 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. Ivi, p. 1126).
4 H. of C., April 29, 1841 (ibid., 3rd Series, vol. Ivii, p. 1274).
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navy and the special expenditure necessitated by the situation in

Canada and China, he estimated the expenditure for the new year

at .50,731,000. Taxation, however, would produce a revenue of

no more than .48,310,000. There would therefore be a deficit of

-2,421,000, of .1,700,000, if certain special expenses which

were not recurrent were left out of consideration. Baring did not

propose any new taxes, such as the succession duty on real estate,

which Hume had proposed in 1840, or an income tax. He pro

posed to improve the national finances not by additional taxation,

but by adopting the daring method advocated by the firee-traders,

and reducing the existing duties.

Under the present tariff an import duty of los. was levied on

colonial timber, of 55$. on foreign. Baring revived Lord Althorp s

plan, and proposed to raise the los. duty to 205. and reduce to 505.

the 55s. duty. Colonial sugar paid a duty of245. per cwt., foreign

sugar a duty of 635. Baring adopted in a slightly
modified form

a proposal made in 1840 by a Radical member named Ewart,1

and while keeping the duty on colonial sugar at the existing figure

reduced the duty on foreign to 36s. From the increase which he

expected in the imports of foreign timber and sugar, he antici

pated an additional revenue of 1,300,000. He had still to find

400,000. Instead oflooking for new sources ofrevenue to make

good the deficit, Baring attacked the third great monopoly, not

colonial this time but British the corn monopoly. He proposed

to reduce the duties on the import ofcorn. The reduction was not

indeed formally included in the budget, but even before Baring

introduced the budget, LordJohn had given notice to the House

ofCommons that on May 31 he would invite the House to con

sider the acts relating to the trade in corn .
2

Is it possible to discover any ofthe reasons
which finaUy induced

the Cabinet to take this startling decision? Although its delibera

tions were never revealed, there is good reason to believe that

the course of events was as follows. The Conservatives main

tained that the ministers had drawn up their budget in a hurry,

in March or even in April, to escape from their dangerous Parlia

mentary predicament. They even charged them with preparing

i H ofC.June 25, 1840 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series voh cv, pp.

Sugar Duties.
a
Ibid., 3rd Series, vol. Ivii, p. 1294-
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two budgets at the same time, one for fine, and the other for

bad weather and producing the second when they saw a storm

brewing.
1 The ministers emphatically denied the charge and they

are entitled to credit. It is probable that even before Parliament

met several ministers had demanded a free trade budget. For the

past two years Lord John had been urging a reduction of the

duties 011 corn, and the section of the Cabinet in favour of free

trade had been asking for a simultaneous attack on the three great
interests.

2
It was not therefore surprising that at the beginning of

1841 Lord John, who for the past four months had been humili

ated and flouted in the Cabinet by Pahnerston, should attempt to

take his revenge.
At the beginning ofJanuary a Radical journal, the Spectator,

published as a supplement a very extensive summary ofthe report
issued the year before by Hume s Committee. Thirty thousand

copies were sold.3 This piece of propaganda was presumably
encouraged by the free-traders in the Cabinet. And the very day
on which Parliament opened, the Edinburgh Review devoted a long
article to the work of the Committee and demanded a radical

reform of the tariff system.
4
Everybody believed the article was

inspired by the Cabinet.5 But it was significant that the Edinburgh
Review did not suggest that the reform should be immediately
incorporated into the budget. It proposed that the same procedure
should be adopted as in the case ofthe new Poor Law, and a Royal
Commission appointed to inquire into the question. If this pro
cedure were followed, the Commission could not issue their

report, at the earliest, before the summer, and however quickly
the matter were despatched the reform could not be effected until

1842. This is a clear proof that the ministry had not yet reached
a definite decision. It was still feeling the pulse of the public. In

1 H. of C., June 4, 7, 1841 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. Iviii, pp. 1239,
1264, 1266-7. Sir Robert Peel s speech; Lord John Russell s reply).

3 Lord Sydenham s Diary, September 21, 1839 : . . . in England there is little to be done
by me. At the Exchequer all that can be hoped is to get through some BAD TAX. There
is no chance of carrying the house with one, for any great commercial reform, timber,

corn, sugar, etc/ (G. Poulett Scrope,L/e ofLordSydenham, p. 102).
3
Spectator, January 2, 1841. H. of C., April 30, 1841: speeches by A. Chapman and

Hume (Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. Ivii, pp. 1365-6).
*
Edinburgh Review., January 1841, Customs Duties Effects of the Protective System*

(vol. Ixxii, pp. 418 sqq.)-
5
Quarterly Review,June 1841, The Budget and the Dissolution (vol. bcviii, pp. 243-5).

This report was made the subject of an article in the Edinburgh Review of last January,
attributed to two official pens . . . This article was published just at the opening of the
Session.
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all probability the proposal to reduce the duty on corn still met
with an obstinate resistance within the Cabinet, and as regards
the duties on sugar and timber the Government were waiting for

the replies of the colonial governors they had consulted. This
would explain the silence of the Speech from the Throne on the

question of finance.

On February 2 the Cabinet laid before the Commons a bill by
which rum from the East Indies would pay the same duty as rum
from theWest Indies, which received a preference.

1 It was another

attempt to test public opinion. How would the West Indian

planters and their friends in Parliament receive this first attack on
their interests? At the same moment Baring was submitting to

his colleagues the first draft ofhis budget, in which he dealt with
the duties on sugar and timber.2 The rum bill was well received

by the House ofCommons, and Peel delivered a speech in favour

of free trade, which received the praise of The Times? and must
have been very encouraging to the Cabinet. But Baring s draft

did not touch the duties on corn. On February 9, in a memoran
dum submitted to his colleagues, LordJohn protested against the

omission.4 It was at this very moment that the Whigs were losing
a series of by-elections. It is difficult not to connect Lord John s

memorandum with these defeats.

Lord John s immediate proposal, however, went no further

than a modification of the sliding scale. When was the budget of

1841 adopted by the Cabinet in its final form, in which it included

a revision of the duties on corn and the substitution of a fixed

and moderate duty for the sliding scale? Statements made by
ministers would lead us to believe that it was the second half of

February. But these statements are extremely vague,
5 and only

1 H. of C., February 2, 1841 : Labouchere s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series,

vol. Ivi, pp. 204 sqq.).
2
Sp. Walpole, Life ofLordJohn Russell, voL i, p. 368. In this draft Baring made the

same mistake as Lord Althorp had made in 1831, and to lessen the inequality between the

duties on timber of different origin, proposed to raise the duty on Canadian timber.
8 KL of C., February 12, 1841 (Parl Deb., 3rd Series, vol. Ivi, pp. 617 sqq.). The Times,

February 15, 1841.
4
Sp. Walpole, Life ofLordJohn Russell, voL i, pp. 368-9.

6 H. of C., May 7, 1841: ford John Russell s speech (voL Iviii, p. 18). In this speech
LordJohn Russell informs us that on April 30 he received from Lord Sydenham (Poulett

Thomson, now Governor-General of Canada under that tide) a reply to a letter from
London informing him ofthe Cabinet s decision. This letter can hardly be identified with

the letter ofMarch 21, published by Poulett Scrope (Life ofLord Sydenham, pp. 88-9). It

must therefore have been written between March 22 and 25, for it can hardly have left

Quebec at any later date. It was on April 7, 10, and 19 that bodies ofCanadian merchants,
to whom the decision ofthe Cabinet had been communicated by Lord Sydenham, began
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two facts are certain. About the beginning ofMarch a campaign
of petitions was opened in favour of a general reform of the

tariff.
1 It was probably instigated by the Cabinet. Simultaneously,

Labouchere, who had replaced Poulett Thomson at the Board
of Trade, laid before the House of Commons a comprehensive
scheme to reform the system of tariffs to which colonial trade was

subject.
2

The object of the measure was to abolish the restrictions im

posed in the interest ofthe British exporter which hampered trade

between the colonies and foreign nations. In other words, the

Government wished to compensate in advance the West Indian

and Canadian merchants for the very considerable sacrifice it

intended to ask from them. Liberal speakers insisted that the bill

did no more than give effect to the recommendations ofthe com
mittee of1840. They also pointed out that they were only carrying
to its conclusion the policy the Tories had initiated so successfully
when Huskisson was President of the Board of Trade.3

They
obviously hoped by raising the question of free trade to divide

and thus weaken the Conservative Opposition. Perhaps LordJohn
believed that the leader ofthe Opposition, Peel, would be obliged,
on the issue of free trade, to support the Government s policy.
He was mistaken. In the Cabinet he had gained the victory, a

double victory. A victory over Melbourne, who gave way after

holding out for two years. A victory over Palmerston, who was
forced into the background while Lord John became once more
the leading Liberal statesman. To leave the Church alone, keep
the question of parliamentary reform in the shade, concentrate

to show alarm at the threat to their interests (Correspondence between the Secretary of State

for the Colonial Department and the Governors of the British Possessions in North America,
relative to proposed Alteration in the Duties on Timber, 1841). When could the letter from
London informing Lord Sydenham have been written? Between February 15 and 20; in

other words, within a few days of Lord John s memorandum. This suggests that Lord

John s statement was deliberately vague, and the budget which was communicated to

Lord Sydenham was the first draft which revised the duties on sugar and timber, but not
the duty on corn. In that case our questions remain to be answered: At what date (no
doubt before March n) was the reform of the duties on corn incorporated into the

budget? At what date (possibly after March n) was it decided to replace the sliding scale

by a fixed and moderate* duty?
1
Morning Chronicle, March 10, 13, 20, April 27, 1841. H. of L., April 29, 1841; H. of

C., March 10, 28, April 30, 1841 (parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. Ivii, pp. 1166,

1242, 1294).
2 H. of C., March 12, 1841 (ibid., vol. Ivii, pp. 148 sqq.).
3 See Merries* speech in praise of Huskisson (H. of C., April 5, 1841, ibid., 3rd Series,

vol. Ivii, p. 905) ; Lord John Russell immediately took hold of the handle presented by
this speech (ibid., p. 909).
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upon a programme strictly economic, and take up the task of
financial reform which Sir Henry Parnell had preached in 1830
and Lord Althorp had failed to carry out in 1831, this was his new

policy, which he had successfully imposed upon the Cabinet. But
the victory was not won until it had obtained the assent ofParlia
ment and the nation. Here he failed.

The debate upon the budget began on May 7, and from the yth
until the i8th the House ofCommons debated the reform ofthe

sugar duties. It was one of those imposing and solemn debates

which were the pride of the British Parliament Forty-eight

speakers addressed the House, among them Lord John, Lord

Stanley, and Peel, and it was unanimously agreed that LordJohn s

speech was a masterpiece. But several members of the Whig aris

tocracy who were landlords, and therefore in favour of protec

tion, deserted the Government. The Conservative Opposition

exploited against the Cabinet the anti-slavery feeling ofthe coun

try. Did the Government propose to give a preference to Brazilian

sugar grown by slave labour, over West Indian grown by free

labour? When the division took place on the i8th the Govern

ment obtained 281 votes, the Opposition 317. The Government

was therefore in a minority of 36.

Two courses were open to the Cabinet: to resign immediately,

or to continue in office, bring the question of the corn duties to

a division and then, but not before, appeal to the country. Mel

bourne was in favour of the former alternative. He was a believer

in Protection and felt himself being pushed by his colleagues

where he had no wish to go. But once more he gave way. The

debate on the Poor Law Bill was adjourned; on May 20 Baring

asked the House of Commons to pass the customary duties on

sugar, and LordJohn announced that onJune 4 he would submit

the question of the Corn Laws to the decision of the House. Peel,

however, did not leave him time to fulfil his intention. Confident

now of victory, he asked the House ofCommons to declare that

the Government no longer possessed its confidence, and that its

continuance in office violated the spirit of the Constitution. The

debate continued a week and was concluded on June 4, the very-

day on which LordJohn had intended to raise the question ofthe

Corn Laws; 312 members voted for Peel s resolution, 311 against

347



CHARTISTS AND FREE-TRADERS

it. The Cabinet was obliged to choose one of two courses : to

resign or dissolve Parliament. It chose the latter.

Lord John s proposal which the Cabinet had adopted was to

impose afixed and moderate duty on imported corn, not to abolish

the duty entirely. The members ofthe League blamed his timidity.
But the free-traders in Parliament, headed by Villiers, declared

themselves satisfied. Only Grote stood out and refused to com

promise. In spite of inevitable concessions the cause of free trade

had won an undeniable victory. For Lord John announced his

intention to propose a fixed duty of 8s. a quarter, that is to say,

a duty lower by 2s. than that which Ricardo had been willing to

accept twenty years earlier.1 The Manchester League had been

in existence for little more than two years, and it had compelled
the Whig Government to espouse its cause. But the attempt to

breathe fresh vigour into a party so exhausted by endowing it

with an entirely new programme on the eve ofa general election

came too late. The election which began onJune 28 and ended on

July 17 was a catastrophe for the Liberals. As was a foregone con
clusion in every election, they kept a majority in Scotland and

Ireland; but it was reduced. And had it remained as large as it

had been in 1835 and in 1837, it could not have compensated for

the overwhelming majority the Conservatives obtained in the

English constituencies. The Liberals lost ground even in the

boroughs which were divided almost equally between the two

parties. But the Conservatives swept the counties, which returned

only 23 Liberal members as against 136 Conservatives. The elec

tions left the Conservatives with a clear majority of y6.
2

The sudden conversion ofthe Cabinet to the repeal ofthe Corn
Laws was regarded by the public as a mere electioneering man
oeuvre, and the manoeuvre failed. Peel won at last the victory
for which he had waited and worked so many years. But was his

victory after all the victory he had sought? When the Reform
Bill was passed in 1832 he had expected that the Radicals, the

opponents of the monarchy, peerage and Church, would be re-

1 H. ofC, May 7, 1841 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. Iviii, p. 16). We must,
however, bear in mind that the IDS. duty formerly proposed by Ricardo had been
intended to compensate the landlords for the special burdens to which they were liable,
and that it might reasonably be claimed that these burdens had been considerably lightened
in the interval by the reform of the Poor Law and the abolition of several taxes.

2 For the election of 1841, see an excellent article by Duvergier de Hauranne, *De la

derniere session du Parlement anglais et du prochain ministere (Revue des Deux-Mondes,
August i, 1841, vol. xlix, pp. 341 sqq., especially pp. 372-3, 375).
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turned in larger numbers at every successive election. But he

refused to believe that the venerable institutions of the country
had lost their power over the hearts of Englishmen, and had
waited patiently for the day when he would gather into the rants

of a Conservative party led by himself, the survivors of the old

Tory party and the old Whig party, when both alike had perished.
The event had belied his forecast.

The Radicals had failed either to form a third party independ
ent of the two historic parties, or to absorb the Liberal party.
Their programme of administrative and ecclesiastical reform had
not been realized, the Liberal Parliament had always voted for a

compromise, and the compromise had very often been formu
lated by Peel. Moreover, the Radicals had been overwhelmed by
the revolutionary violence of the Chartists, and discredited, like

the Liberal administration itself, by the alliance which O Connell

had forced upon them. The history ofthe period since the Reform
Bill proved that England, which the attraction of the French

revolution of 1830 had temporarily deflected from the orbit she

pursued in isolation from the movement of the continental

nations, was already returning to her regular path. The Liberal

party, yielding to the pressure of the Anti-Corn-Law League,
was now appealing to the electorate on a programme, ofreform

no doubt, but of reform as understood by the middle class,

Liberal, inasmuch as it was a declaration of war upon the mon

opoly ofthe landlords, but nevertheless Conservative* in the sense

in which Peel understood the term. For it left intact the entire

constitutional edifice of the country, indeed strengthened it by
diverting public attention to reforms of a different nature,

1 a

programme which was no more than a somewhat bolder applica

tion of the policy which Lord Liverpool s ministry had pursued
so successfully for several years before the crisis of the Reform
Bill. The Conservative party, on the other hand, had become once

more a Tory party in the stricter and more uncompromising sense

of the term. To defend the political and economic privileges of

the landlords, it was prepared to welcome any allies against the

middle-class industrialist, was even willing to conclude the pact

1 Lord Sydenham to Lord John Russell, May 24, 1841 : . . . You have taken a bold

step. ... It has everything to recommend it, in what it touches, and in what it lets alone.

It does not meddle with religious prejudices: it does not rekte to Ireland: it does not touch

on any of the theoretical questions of government on which parties have so long been

divided* (Poulett Scrope, Life ofLord Sydenham, p. 89).
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with the followers ofO Connor which ever since Walter s elec

tion was known as the treaty of Nottingham .
1 Peel made no

objection when the candidates of his party adopted in the con
stituencies this policy of alliance with the Ultra-Radicals which
he refused to adopt himself in the House and in many English

boroughs, it was by declaring themselves opposed to the factory

system and the workhouse that the Conservative candidates

secured sufficient support to win the election.

All his antecedents had unfitted Peel to be the leader of such

a party, and during the important debates which had preceded the

election many speakers had noticed the incongruity and called

attention to it. His speeches were carefully scrutinised in the hope
of finding some augury of his conversion. It was sometimes re

marked that he adopted an intentional obscurity and refused to

commit himself as to his future policy. Or ifhe expressed himself

clearly, loopholes were detected in his statement. No doubt he

rejected the idea of a fixed duty, but he was prepared to accept
a modification of the sliding scale and that modification might be

such as to give the agriculturalists, at the present price of corn,

an even smaller measure of protection than they would have

received from LordJohn s fixed and moderate duty . Moreover,
he had once already changed front on the question of Catholic

Emancipation after agreeing with the Ultra-Tories to denounce

it as a revolutionary measure. Members who put forward these

considerations in the House were often inspired by feelings of

hostility, or at least were speaking in sarcasm.2 But this was not

always the case, and there were many who evidently felt that

when the great decision must finally be made, they would not

look to Peel in vain. 3 And it would be to Peel they would look

1 H. of C., June 2, 1841: Handley s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. Iviii,

p. 1042).
2 See the frankly hostile speech by Handley, a Protectionist Whig (H. of C., June 2,

1841, ibid., 3rd Series, vol. Iviii, pp. 1036 sqq.). Lord John s speech necessarily hostile

(H. of C., June 4, 1841, ibid., 3rd Series, vol. Iviii, pp. 1197-8), and the speech delivered

by Sir John Hobhouse, which was conceived in the same vein as Lord John s, but was
more friendly to Peel (H. of C., May 21, 1841, ibid., 3rd Series, vol. Iviii, pp. 854-5).

3 See especially the speech of the Radical, Wakley: The right hon. Gentleman, it

must be admitted, possessed great capacity and was at the head of a great party in that

House, the right hon. Gentleman commanded powers which caused him to be in the

highest degree capable of rendering services to this kingdom; and he would therefore

entreat the right hon. Gentleman to ... let them know boldly and distinctly what it was

they were to expect from him and his supporters, if they should come over to that side

of the House. He could tell the right hon. Gentleman, that if he would promise more
than the present Ministry, he, for one, would vote for him, and no one would give him
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rather than to Lord John. IfEngland, after the crisis from which

she had just emerged, were to regain her balance, and find it in

a liberty expressed by economic rather than by political formulas,

formulas wholly British and utterly un-French, the creation of

Adam Smith and Ricardo, they preferred to believe that it would

be Peel, not Lord John, who would have the honour of leading

his country into the new era of plenty and social peace.

a more cordial and hearty support (H. of C, May 24, 1841, ibid, 3rd Series, vol. Iviii,

pp. 717-18). Cf. another speech by Wakley (H. of C.June 7, 1841, ibid., 3rd Senes, vol.

Iviii, pp. 1278), also a speech by Ewart, delivered after the election (H. of
C^August

25,

1841, ibid., 3rd Series, voL lix, p. 1
1&amp;lt;5). Many Radicals exasperated with the Whigs agreed

with the forecast of the policy of a Tory Cabinet which Sir William Molesworth had

expressed three years earlier : I do not believe, Sir, thatwe shall ever again have a Govern

ment acting upon Tory principles. If the Tories were under the responsibility
ot otnce,

they would be as Liberal as the country: they would be controlled by the Opposition

just as the Government is controlled, the only difference being that whereas the guiding

opposition is at present Tory, it would then be Liberal* (H. of C., March 6, 1838, Parlia

mentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. xli, pp. 489-90). Lord Sydenham wrote on September

21, 1839: . . . If Peel were in, he might do this, as he could muzzle or keep away Jus

Tory allies and we should support him. If he got in, and he had courage, what a neld

for him ! (Poulett Scrope, Life ofLord Sydenham, p. 102).

351





Index

Abercromby, Lord, 175, 181

Aberdeen, Lord, 14, 20, 50*1. , 78-9
Acaster, Rev. John, 138
Acts of Parliament:

1831, To extend sporting rights and

legalize trade in game, 85; to reform

civil list, 91; to consolidate previous
statutes regulating hours of labour in

cotton industry, 108; Anti-truck Act,

II5M.; to grant limited financial auton

omy to Canada, 235; to render the

constitution of vestries democratic, 125-

6; to establish uniform procedure in

Westminster Courts, 102; to replace

court fees by salaries, 102; to establish

Bankruptcy Court, 102

1832, Parliamentary Reform, 58 (for its

character and history, see Reform Bills) ;

to reduce certain duties, 97; to abolish

death penalty for various offences, 102;

further to regulate procedure in West
minster Courts, 102; to abolish Court

of Chancery sinecures, 102; to replace

court fees by salaries, 102; to alter the

constitution of vestries, 126-8; to estab

lish prescription for time payment, 150

1833, To emancipate slaves, 84; to amend

law of real estate, 85, 102; to abolish

East India Company s monopoly of

Chinese trade, 86; to restrict and regu

late the privilege of the Bank of Eng
land, 87; to reduce certain duties, 97;

to abolish death penalty for various

offences, 102; to abolish further Court

of Chancery sinecures, 102; to reform

Privy Council, 102; Factory Act, 114-17;

Municipal Corporations Act (Scottish),

212, 214; Peace Preservation and Coer

cion Act (Irish), 130-1 ;
to Reform Church

of Ireland, 130; to collect Irish tithe on

behalf of the Church, 170

1834, To reduce certain duties, 97; to

establish Central Criminal Court, 102;

to prohibit employment of children as

chimney sweeps, H5.; Poor Law

Amendment Act (New Poor Law), 121-2,

124-9; Irish Coercion Act renewed and

modified, 174; to restrict lay patronage

in Church of Scotland, 165; to establish

colony of South Australia, 231

1835, Municipal Corporations (Reform)
Act (England and Wales), 212-17;

Highway Act, 219; County Police Act,

22on.; Prison Reform, 224/1.; to regu
late the government of Western Aus

tralia, 230.
1836, To introduce Civil Registration,

201 ; to permit non-Anglican marriages,

201; to permit time commutation

(English), 201-2 (three Minor Tithe

Acts, 20i.); two acts to abolish secular

Jurisdiction of Archbp. of York and

Bps. of Ely and Durham, 204*1.;

Established Church Act (to regulate sees

and episcopal incomes, set up ecclesi

astical commissioners and restrict plural

ism), 204, 207; further to regulate

governmentofWestern Australia, 230*1. ;

to amend polling regulations, 29171.

1 8 3 8, IrishTithesCommutation Act, 203. ;

to restrict pluralism, 205; to extend

Poor Law to Ireland, 211; further

to regulate government of Western

Australia, 23 in.; to amend the statute

establishing colony of South Australia,

230.; to regulate administration of

colonial prisons, 240; to grant further

rights to Joint Stock Banks, 282 (re

newed 1839 and 1840, 289/1.); to alter

property franchise, 291*1.

1839, County Police Act, 220, 318;

Education Act, 223-4; Prison Reform,

224*1.; Jamaica Act (to suspend consti

tution), 240-1, 245 ;
to modify Coercion

Act of 1819, 318

1840, To abolish employment of children

as chimney sweeps, ii5.; Ecclesiastical

Commissioners Act (to reform cathe

dral chapters), 205, 207; Church Disci

pline Act, 207; Municipal Corporations

(Reform) Act (Ireland), 213-15; County
Police Act, 22on.; to establish colony of

New Zealand, 232; to grant Canadian

Home Rule, 236; Naturalization Act

(Prince Albert s), 249; Railway Control

Act, 276

Aden, 227

Afghanistan, 227, 257-9, 267

Agitation, popular: against Church ofEng

land, see Anti-Clericalism; see also Public

Meetings, Poor Law, Chartism, Anti-

Corn Law and Strikes; for Ireland, see aho

353



INDEX

Ireland. Agrarian disturbances, 1830, 6-9;

suppressed, 15; agrarian disorders, 1834,

118-19; in London against Wellington,
1830, 11-12; industrial riots, 15; for

revolutionary reform, 1831, 16-19, 44-5 J

for Parliamentary Reform, 41-7; riots at

Derby and Nottingham, 41; Bristol, 42;
disturbances suppressed, 51; renewed, 55-
6; by ultra-radicals against reformed parl.,

1833, 68; Calthorpe Street riot, 68; by
radicals for universal suffrage, 291-5;

merged in Chartist Agitation, 295-8, 311-
14, 317-28; Chartist riots, 313, 325; New
port rising, 326; by agriculturalists against
malt tax, 1833, 92-3; by urban dwellers

against assessed taxes, especially house tax,

93-4; by O ConnelTs supporters against
House of Lords, 289-90; London demon
stration against Dorchester sentences, 1 834,

118; Trade Unions* against Glasgow
sentences, 1838, 293-4; for factory reform,

109-12; for eight-hour day, 117-18;

against factory system, 283-4, 299, 333,

350; against New Poor Law, 129, 211-12,

284-6, 292, 297-8, 301, 310, 3130., 317,

323, 333, 341-2, 350; anti-clerical, 8, 41-3;
for entire or partial disestablishment of
Church of England, 132-6, 149-52; its

weakness, 152-9; its failure, 164-60 of
Church of Scotland, 135-6, 151, 104-6;
of Church of Ireland, see Church of Ire

land; for Church defence, 149; anti-Irish,

7, 153; against Palmerston s Russian

policy, 1840, 260-4; against Joint Stock

Companies, 280-1; for repeal of Corn
Laws, 301-11, 329-35, 340-1; in Ireland

by O ConnelTs supporters, 1831, 19; riots

and outrages, 130-2, 169-70, 197; for

Home Rule, 131; against Church of Ire

land and tithes, 19, 132, 136, 153;

Agriculturalists (country gentlemen and

farmers), agitate against malt tax, 92-4;

support New Poor Law, 128, 217-1 8.;
defeat Hume s Bill to establish county
boards, 218; condition of, 92, 302; in

Whig cabinet, 337; Conservative agrarian

group, 1833, 181; Association of, 303-4

Agriculture, state of, 92, 302-3
Albert, Prince ofSaxe-Coburg Gotha (Prince

Consort), 246-50, 263-6

Algiers, 74
AH, Mehemet, 75

Alliance, Quadruple, 76, 251-2; Austro-

Russian, 258-9

Althorp, Lord John Charles, later Lord

Spencer, 9, 13, 21, 22, 25, 33, 39, 55, 61,

86-7, 103, 106, 112-13, 119-20, 123-9,

132, 142, 171, 173-5, 189

America, Canada, see Canada; U.S.A., see

United States; British Colonies, see

Colonies, British American Particular

Colonies, and West Indies ; see also Slavery;
Brazil, see Brazil; Spanish America, see

Particular States

Amis du Peuple Society, 43

Anglesey, Lord, 19

Anson, George, 250
Anti-Clericalism, see also Irreligion; among
farm labourers, 1830, 8; anti-clerical agi
tation, 41-3, 132-6, 149-52

Army, estimates, 1830 and 1834, 96; 1835
and 1840, 335; power of Tories in, 189;

promotions in, 189

Arnold, Thomas, 139

Ashley, Lord Anthony Ashley Cooper, later

Earl of Shaftesbury, 112-13, H5., 116

Associations, see also Unions and Anti-Corn
Law Convention and League; Conserva
tive Association, 181; Anti-Poor Law
Association, 287; anti-Corn Law, 302-3;
of Manchester, 305-6; London Working
Men s, 291-5, 297, 302; Provincial Work
ing Men s, 293; Democratic Association,

295; Radical Association, 295; Association

of Agriculturalists, 303; Association for

Parliamentary Reform, 341^.

Atheism, see Irrehgion.

Attwood, Thomas, 16, 64, 87, 220, 293, 296,

300, 318-19, 325

Austin, John, 5, 102, 104-5

Australia, 230-1, 286

Austria, 72, 73-7, 188, 253, 257, 260, 262,

267, 308

B
Bagot, Sir Charles, 3

Baines, Edward, 63
Bank Crisis, 1836-7, 1839, 277-82
Bank ofEngland, 86-7, 278-80, 281-2

Banks, Provincial and Joint Stock, 87, 277-8,
280-2

Baring, Alexander, 57

Baring, Sir Francis Thornhill, 336, 342-3,

345

Baptists, 8 1, 156

Barrington, George, 13

Bastardy Laws, 122

Bathurst, Lord, 80

Belgian National Congress, 20

Belgium, 6, 20-1, 50, 73-4, 77-8, 254-6
Bentham, Jeremy, 32, 43, 68, 100-101, 126-

7, 208, 226, 228-9, 231; for Benthamites
and Benthamism, see Utilitarians, Utili

tarianism

Bills:

1831, Parliamentary Reform, Lord J.

Russell s first, 23-4; second, 32-8;

third, 1831-2 (became Reform Act),

47-50, 54-9; Hobhouse s factory bill,

destroyed by amendment, 108; Arch-

354



INDEX

bishop of Canterbury s three bills for

Church Reform, 136

1832, Sadler s factory bill, 109-10
1833, William Brougham s, for survey of

real estate, 103; Lord Brougham s to

institute local courts under paid judges,

103; Lord Morpeth s factory bill, in;
Lord Ashley s factory bill, in, 113;
Lord Brougham s Municipal Reform
bill, 214

1834, Brougham s bills against pluralism
and non-residence, 166&quot; ; Lord J. Rus
sell s to legalize Nonconformist mar

riages, 168; to open universities to

Nonconformists, 168-9; Littleton s Irish

tithe bill, 170-7

1835, Peel s bill to reform Church courts,

1 81-6; Peel s Irish tithe bill, 186; Eng
lish tithe bill, 1 86, 201-2

1836, Poulett Thompson s bill to increase

children s hours oflabour, 284; Hume s

bill to establish county boards (councils),

218

1837, Lord Brougham s Education bill,

221-3; bill to extend powers ofEcclesi
astical Commissioners and abolish

Church rates, 206

1838, Lord Russell s Prison Reform bill,

224.
1839, Hume s second bill to establish

county boards, 218; highway bill, 219

1840, Lord Stanley s Irish Registration

bill, 328

1841, Baring s rum-duty bill, 345; Lord

Stanley s Irish Registration bill re-

introduced, 342; Lord Morpeth s Irish

Registration bill, 342; to continue New
Poor Law, 341, 354; Sir Andrew Ag-
new s annual Sabbath observance bffl,

163

Binney, Rev. Thomas, 150

Blandford, Marquis oft 25, 38

Bowring, Sir John ,8, 78, 84, 157, 208, 307,

332, 334
Brazil, 309

Bright, John, 334
British and Foreign Society, 107
British Association for the Spread of Co

operative Knowledge, 44
British Magazine, 145
British Scientific Association, 104

Brougham, Henry Peter, Baron, 9-10, 12,

14, 40, 55, 84, 101-3, 105, 120, 128, 157,

166, 172-3, 1 88, 2I4., 221-3, 238, 262fl.,

290*1., 315, 329, 340

Budgets:
1831, 21, 88-91, 96

1832, 92, 96
1833, 93-4, 9&amp;lt;5

1834, 95-7, 107, also io&quot;3.

Budgets, contd.

1835, 335

1836, 291, 336

1837, 336

1838, 336

1839, 33&amp;lt;5

1840, 336

1841, 342-5
Buenos Ayres, 251
Bull, Rev. G. S. in
Buller, Charles, 236, 240

^r, Edward Lytton, see Lytton, Edward
Bulwer

Bunsen, Christian CharlesJosias, Baron Von,
255-

Bunting, Rev. Jabez, 154, 335

Burdett, Sir Francis, 23, 45, 64
Buxton, Sir F. Thomas Fowell, 82, 84,

233

Cabinets:

1. Tory, Wellington s in office till Nov.

1830, 3-12
2. Whig, Lord Grey s, Nov. i830-July

1834, composition o 13-15; resigns

May 1832, 55; resumes office, 57; first

crisis, 1834, 4; ministers resign, 171;

reconstructed, 172; second crisis, Lord

Grey resigns, July 1834, 173-4
2A. Lord Melbourne s, July-Nov, 1834,

174; dismissed, Nov., 176

3. Tory, Sir Robert Peel s, Nov. 1834-

Apnl 1835, composition of, 177;

resigns, 186-7

4. Whig, Lord Melbourne s, April 1835-

1841, composition o 187-9; resigns,

1839, 240; resumes office, 244; de

feated at general election 1841, 348

Cameron, Charles Hay, 123

Campbell, John, 37^.

Canada, 235-40

Cape Colony, 232-3

Carlile, Richard, 17, 44
Carlos, Don, 76, 77

Cariyle, Thomas, 158, 299, 327

Carpenter, William, 17

Catholics, Roman, 136, 139, 159-62, 182,

208, 221-2, 255-6, 335
Census (Lancashire), 272.
Centralization, Administrative, 98-001, 104,

114, 122-9, 2ii-i2 220

Chadwick, Edwin, 100, 112, 114, 116, 123**.,

124, 127, 212, 288n.

Chalmers, Dr. Thomas, 164, 209

Chandos, Marquis of, 37**., 49, 8l, 181

Charles X, King of France, 4, 5, 7
Christian Year, 145

Chartism, 295-301, 311-28; significance of,

320-4; Radical agitation for universal

M* 355
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suffrage forerunner of, 290-5 ;
favoured by

high price of corn, 1838, 303-4; People s

Charter, 1838, 295; meetings, 296-7, 299-
301, 309, 311, 313, 319, 322-4; General

Convention of Industrious Classes, 296,

299-300, 311-14, 325-6; its manifesto,

May 1839, 313; national petition, 296,

312-13, 319-20; projected general strike,

297, 313, 320, 325; revolutionary character

develops, 297, 300-1, 312-13, 318, 326;

riots, 313; Birmingham riot, 325; New
port rising, 326; convention shrink

revolution, 313-14, 326; Chartist opposi
tion to revolution, 313-14, 319; orderly
conduct of Chartist majority, 324; geo

graphical diffusion of Chartists, 320; not

largely supported by factory hands, 321 ;

weakness of Chartism, 318-19; relations

with anti-Poor Law agitation, 297-8, 322;
with anti-Corn Law agitation, 301-2, 304,

306-7, 309, 331-2, 336-7; moderates

desert to anti-Corn Law movement, 336-

7; with O Connell and Radicals, 292-3,

297, 300-1; with Tories, 327, 331, 349-

50; with Dissent, 24; trade unions first

support then desert Chartism, 322, 32671.;

Government policy towards, 314-18;
Government repression of, 317-18, 325;

temporary collapse of, 325-8; Chartism

not Socialism, 323

Children, employment of, see Factory Re
form; also 284

China, 86, 227-8
Church of England, Attack upon, agrarian

against tithe, 8, 149; unpopularity, 1831,

41-3; attack on Church rates, 133-4;

agitation for disestablishment entire or

partial, 132-6, 149-52; its weakness, 152-

9; attack on, in Upper Canada, 235.

Church Defence, 136-8, 145-9, 159-61, 165,

206, 208-9; revival, see Oxford Move
ment, 149, 159-61. Church Reform, 136-40;

projects of, 166, 185-6; supported by
Peel, 178-9; Royal Commission on, 179;

reports, 204, 204^.; pluralism restricted,

204-5; chapters reformed, 205; episcopal
incomes and sees reformed, 204; Ecclesi

astical Commissioners, 206-7; Church

Discipline Act, 207; see also 204-7; charac

ter of clergy improved, 162. Victory of the

Church, 207-8, 224; failure of disestablish

ment campaign, 165-6 ; restored popularity
of, c, 1835, 182; power of, c. 1837, 207-9;
Peel s plan for optional tithe commutation,
1 86; his bill to reform Church courts, 186;

tithe bill dropped, 167; Tithe Commuta
tion Act, 201-2; abolition ofChurch rates

defeated, 166-7, 206; educational mon
opoly of Church, 221-3 ; of universities,

151-2, 168-9, 199-200; Church loses

marriage monopoly, 200-1; temporal

jurisdiction ofcertain sees abolished, 2047*.;

power of Tories in Church, 189; struggle
with Dissent in West Indies, Si; attitude

to free trade, 335. High Church Party (see

also Oxford Movement, 145-9, !5^-&amp;lt;5i),

137, 205, 207, 208-9, 224. Evangelicals, see

Evangelicals. Broad Church, 207-8
Church of Ireland, attacks on, especially on

tithes, 132, 136; Irish tithe bill, 1834,

170-4; Peel s Irish tithe bill, 1835, 186;
sees and chapters suppressed, Church cess

abolished, 140-4; attempts at partial dis-

endowment appropriation*, 144-5, *7i
1 86; appropriation dropped, 203; Irish

Tithes Act, 1838, 203
Church of Scotland, agitation for disestab

lishment, 135-6, 151; its failure, 135-6; lay

patronage restricted, 164-5; see also 209
Cobbett, William, 8, 17, 27, 44, 64, 81, 103,

117, 134, 166

Cobden, Richard, 261-2, 274, 303, 306-7,

308., 332-5, 337
Coercion Act, Irish, 1833, 130-1, 173;

English modified, 174

Coleridge, Samuel Taylor, 152, 158

Colonies, British North-American, 233-4;

Canada, 235-40; West Indies, especially

Jamaica, 80-4, 239-40, 346

Colonies, Government of, 225-41 ; especially

228-9; India, 228-9; West Indies, especi

ally Jamaica, 239-40

Colonisation, 125, 227, 230-1, 386
Combinations of workmen, see Trade
Unions

Committees, Parliamentary, to enquire into

Civil List, 1831, 91; secret into privilege
ofBank ofEngland, 1832, 86; into factory

conditions, 1832, in; into national

education, 1834, 1838, 106, 223; into

revenues of Irish Church, 1834, 172-85;
on municipal reform, 178; to enquire into

prevalence of intoxication, 1835, 163; to

investigate banking system, 1836, 1840,

283; on agricultural distress, 1836, 302;
on Irish railway construction, 1839, 276;
Hume s on tariff system, 1840, 337

Commissions, Royal: on Judicial Reform,
1833, 102; on Municipal Reform, 1833,

212-13 *,
on Factory Conditions, i833i in,

116; on Poor Law, 1832-4, 119-24; on
Church Reform, 1835, 179, 185; on

County Finance, 1835-6, 217-18; on the

Condition of Hand-loom Weavers, 1841,

322.

Congregationalists, 134, 150, 157

Conservatives, see Tories, name, 66-7W.,

190-1
Convention ofIndustrious Classes (Chartist),

296, 299, 3H-I4, 318-19
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Corn Laws, 92; Agitationfor Repeal, 301-11,

329-35; origin of, 1836, 302; anti-Corn
Law associations, 302^5; Manchester anti-
Corn Law Association, 305-6, 311, 348;
National Anti-Corn Law League, 311,
330-4, 377, 340-1, 349; Lancashire head

quarters ofanti-Corn Law campaign, 303 ;

meetings, 309-10, 331; lecture campaign,
310, 331; Press campaign, 305; arguments
of, 306-9; petitions, 311, 331, 346;
national petition, 331; motion for fixed
corn duty defeated, 1837, 302-3; Villiers*

annual motion for committee of enquiry,
304-5, 339; delegation in London, 311,
329-30, 337; committee of enquiry re

fold, 1839, 330; appointed, 1840, 337;
committee s report, 337-8 ; anti-Corn Law
campaign broadens into general free-trade

movement, 336-7; Cabinet divided and

hesitating, 338-9; defeat in the Commons,
1840, 330; public indifference, 339-40;

electioneering campaign, 1840-1, 340-1;
Cabinet introduces free-trade budget,
1841, 342-5; defeated on free trade, 347-8;
free-trade election lost, 1841, 348; relations

of anti-Corn Law agitation with Chart

ism, 301,
304,^ 306-7, 309; a Radical

diversion to anti-Poor Law agitation, 329;
relations with Utilitarianism, 332; sup
ported, 310; then abandoned by The
Times, 330; supported by Nonconformists,
335; by Conference of Ministers of Reli
gion, 335; Peel s attitude towards, 345,
347, 350-1

Corn Prices, iSi, 301-2

Corporations, Municipal Reform of, 212-7
Cotton industry, 271-2; crisis, 278-9; sup

ports free trade, 303, 329, 337
Coulson, &quot;W., 123

Country gentlemen and farmers, see Agricul
turalists

Cousin, Victor, 106

Crisis, Economic, see Trade and Bank Crisis

Crisis, Political, 40-7, 55-9; see also Agitation
Croker, John Wilson, 38

Cumberland, Ernest Augustus, Duke o
from 1837 King George V of Hanover,
162, 191, 241

D
Dickens, Charles, 288

Disestablishment, see Anti-Clericalism, Agi
tation, Church ofEngland, of Scotland, of
Ireland

Dissenters (see also particular denominations),
numbers of, 62/1.; political power of, 62;

unrepresented in reformed Parliament,

62-3; attack privilege of Church ofEng
land, 42, 133-5; disunited, 154-5; attack

fails, 165, 209-10; attack slavery, 239-41;

attitude to factory reform, 114-15; mar
riage of, 167-8; university question, 169-
70, 199-200; educational discrimination

against, 221; conciliated by Peel, 178-9;
representation in new municipalities, 215;

appointed as magistrates, 216; popularity
among- working class, 324; attitude to

Chartism, 324; support free-trade cam
paign, 334-5

Disturbances, see Agitation
Disraeli, Benjamin, 99, i55., 190, 220
Droits de THornine* Society, 43
Duncannon, Lord, 13, 25
Duncombe, T. S., 49.
Durham, John George Lambton, Earl of,

13, 56, 142, 172, 196, 236-41

East India Company, loses monopoly of
Chinese trade, 86

Ebrington, Lord, 198
Education, National, 104-7, 113-14, 126-7,

221-4

Egypt, 74-5, 256-60, 264-7 &amp;lt;

Eldon, John Scott, Earl of, 8

Elections, General:

1830, 4-5

1831, 32-3

1832, 60-1

1835, 179

1837, 241

1841, 348
Elements oj Political Economy, 143

Emancipation of slaves, see Slavery
English National Society, 107

Evangelicals: religious revival, 51-2; anti-

slavery efforts, 81, 84-5, 232; work for

factory reform, 112-22; advocate Church
Reform, 136-8, 140, 207; moral reform,
162; religious education, 221, 224; power
of; 1833, 162-4; in Church of Scotland,

164-5

Evans, Colonel, 49*1., 95

Ewing, Marshall, 135

Exports: to Spain, decrease of, 78; statistics,

1836-40, 278*.

Factory Reform (for Factory Acts, see also

Acts of Parliament), 16-17, 107-19,284,

332-3

Factory System, agitation against, 283-6,
299-30, 349-50

Falmouth, Lord, 364

Faraday, Michael, 104
Ferdinand VII, of Spain, 76
Helden, John, 65, 110-12, 117, 118, 220,

287,
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Finance, see Budget, Bank ofEngland, Army,
Navy

Foreign Policy: Wellington, 5-6, 251;

Palmerston, 19-20, 71-8, 251-68, 340

France, 3, 4-7, 19-20, 39, 43, 59, 73-9, 106,

108, 119, 189, 251-69, 340
Free Trade, 79, 88-91, 338-51; see also Corn
Laws

Froude, Richard Herell, 145, 147

Gascoyne, General, 31, 48

Germany, Zollverein, 310

Gladstone, William Ewart, 190, 209

Glenelg, Charles Grant, Baron, 189, 235

Graham, Sir James, 13, 25
Grand National Trades Union, 44-6
Greece, 75, 251
Grcnville, Lord, 21

Grey, Charles, Baron and Earl; political

character of, 12; refuses to assist Tory
Government, Iin.; takes office, 12; pre

pares to introduce reform bill, 12; settles

Belgian question, 1831, 20; decides to

introduce reform bill, 22; opposes ballot,

25; pledges himself to reform bill, 40;

opposes large creation of peers, 26, 46-7;
asks for a creation of peers, 55; resigns
with his Cabinet, May 1832, 55; resumes

office, 57; accepts Irish Coercion Act,

129-30; refuses Irish disendowment, 160;

opposes distestablishment, 164; supports
Nonconformist access to universities, 166;

decides to renew Coercion Act, 171; re

signs, 171; favours Stanley s centre, 186;

retires from active politics, 187

Grote, George, 65, 70, 237, 291, 304, 305,

333,351
Guizot, Frangois Pierre Guillaumc, 75, 251,

260-1, 265-7

H
Habeas Corpus Act, suspended in Ireland,

131

Harewood, Lord, 81

Harrowby, Lord, 47 and ., 49., 53

Harvey, Daniel Whittle, 294, 296, 300, 324

Henley, Lord, 138

Hetherington, 18, 44, 116, 294
Hill, Rowland, 274-5

Hobhouse, Henry, later Baron Broughton,
22, 26-7, 5&amp;lt;5, 94-5, 107, 125, 189

Holland, 4, 1920, 50, 73, 77-8, 256-8
Howick, Lord, 13, 187, 189

Hume, Joseph, 84, 113, 139, 150, 197, 219,

224, 227., 238, 250, 262, 293-4, 304,

339-40, 341, 343

Hunt, Henry, 16-17, 27

Huskisson, William, 9, 97, 274

Ibrahim Pasha, see Pasha, Ibrahim

India, British, 227-30, 269

Industry, see Trade

Ingilby, Sir W., 94

Inglis, Sir Robert, 106

Ireland, Secretaries for: Lord Stanley, 13,

143; Littleton, 143; Lords Lieutenant:

Lord Normanby, 198; Lord Ebrington,

198; Tory majority returned, 1830, 3;

agrarian riots, 1831, 18; disturbances in

1832, 3, 128-30; 1834, 167; O ConnelTs

agitation, 1831, 17-18; agrarian outrages
after 1835, 198; agitation for Home Rule,

129-30; Home Rule demanded byO Con-

nell, 168 ; Habeas Corpus Act suspended,

131; Irish Coercion Act, 131; renewed

and modified, 172-3; parliamentary vic

tory of O Connell, 173 ; Irish votes turn

scale against Tories, 1835, x8o-x; O Con-
nelTs agitation dropped, 1835, 198;

government of Ireland left to O Connell,

1835-41, 197-9; agitation against Church

of Ireland, especially tithe, 18, 130, 134,

151 ; state reform of Irish Church, 139-40;
Irish tithe bill, 170-4, 186; Irish Tithes

Act, 204; Orange Lodges, 160-1; un

popularity of Irish in England, 151-2, 196;

popular education in, 106-7; Poor Law
in, 211-12 ; municipal corporations, reform

of, 214-16; Irish Registration bill, 329,

342; Ireland purchases British yarn, 271
Iron manufacture, 274

Irreligion: opposition to fast day, 52; anti

clerical attitude, Morning Chronicle, 52;

irreligious attitude ofLiberal intelligentsia,

156; decline of, 218; Owen s propaganda,
316

Irving, Rev. Edward, 51-2

Italy, 19, 74-5

Jamaica, 80

Joint Stock Companies, 279, 284; see also

Banks, Joint Stock

Judicial System, reform of, 100-1

K
Keblc, Rev. John, 145-9

Kent, Duchess of, 242-4

Landsdowne, Lord, 12, 13, 176, 189

League, Anti-Corn Law, 310, 320-2, 338,

340-1, 349-51

Leopold I, King of the Belgians, 244, 247-8,

250, 255, 263-4
Libel, in parliamentary reports, 269

Liberals, see Whigs
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Lichfield, Lord, 187

Ligue de la Resistance Bretonne, 43

Liverpool, Lord, 137
Llanidloes, riot at, 313

Londonderry, Lord, 79
Louis Philippe, King of the French, 3, 5, 6,

74, 78-9, 253-6
Lovett, William, 294, 297-8, 298**., 301, 306,

312,320,324,331-2

Lyndhurst, Lord, 54, 57, l?7&amp;gt; 192

Lytton, Edward Bulwer, 65, 101, 105, 11571.

M
Macaulay, Thomas Babington, Lord, 38, 50,

no, I52., 229-30, 262**., 289/1., 315

Machinery, manufacture of, 274-5

Magistrates, appointment o 216-8; juris

diction diminished, 123 ; increased, 221

Mahmoud, Sultan, 75
Mahon, Lord, 6in.

Malthusianism, 120-2

Maria, Donna, Queen of Portugal, 74-7

Marriage, of non-Anglicans, 167-8, 202-4,

214
Marx, Karl, 270^., 323

Meetings, Public, of sympathy with Paris

revolutionaries, 1830, 4; ofpolitical union,

1832, 45; against First Reformed Parlia

ment, 1833, 68; illegal mass meetings in

London, 1833, 97; to protest against house

and window taxes, 93.; London demon
stration of protest against Dorchester

sentences, 118; against New Poor Law,
1834, 128; of Dissenters against Anglican

privileges, 150-1; at London Tavern in

favour of Disestablishment, 130; against

New Poor Law, 290; Chartist, 311, 314,

320, anti-Corn Law, 213, 332
Mehemet AH, see AH, Mehemet
Melbourne, William Lamb, Viscount:

poHtical views, 194-5; as Home Secretary,

1830, 46; suppresses riots, 1831-2, sup

presses agrarian disorders, 1834, 118; as

Prime Minister, July 1834, 173; opposes
Lord John Russell on Irish Disendow-

ment, 174, 204; engineers his own dis

missal from office, November 1834, 175;

attacks Dissenters, 178; forced to accept
Radical support, 179; favour*s Stanley s

centre, 187; returns to office, April 1835,

188; forms Cabinet, 189; accepts Radical-

Irish alliance, 194; opposes new peerages,

194; appoints Liberal Churchmen, 208-9;

views on appointments of magistrates,

217; subservience to Peel, 226; introduces

Jamaica bill, 241; resigns, 242; resumes

office, 246; relations with Queen Victoria,

240-9, 251; with Prince Albert, 250-1;

attitude in bedchamber crisis, 244-6; fails

to make army promotions subject to War
Office, 190; averts Cabinet crisis, 1840,

266; opposes ballot, 293 ; makes it an open
question, 317; patronizes Robert Owen,
318; maintains New Poor Law, 318;
refuses to adopt free trade, 330; yields,

342-6; see also 48^., 255*?.

Methodists (see also Dissenters), numbers o

154; poHtical attitude of, 152-4; support
denominational education, 225, 355; sup

port tree trade, 336; also njn.
MetropoHtan Trades Union, 44
Metternich, Count (see also Austria), 253.,

254, 262

Mexico, 251

Miguel, Dom, 75-6, 78

Mill, James, 55, 139, 141, 227, 229, 232, 293

Mill, John Stuart, 5, 45, IOIH., 105^., 156,

158, 228-9, 232, 238, 299
Molesworth, Sir William, 65, 2260., 229-3 3

238, 297, 302, 332, 35itt.

MonopoHes, Liberal attack upon, 85-6

Moore, Thomas, 161

Morpeth, Lord, in
Mulgrave, Lord, see Normanby, Constantino

Henry Phipps, Marquis of

Munchcngratz, Congress of, 74, 76

N
Naples, 308
National PoHtical Union, 45, 49**., 56
National Union of the Working Classes,

44-6

Navy Estimates, 1830 and 1834, 96; 1835
and 1840, 335

Negroes, see Slavery
New South Wales, 230-1
New Zealand, 232, 286

Newcastle, Duke o 41, no
Newman, Rev. John Henry, 146-9, 160-2,

209

Newport, Chartist insurrection at, 326

Nicholls, George, 210

Norbury, Lord, 197

Normanby, Constantine Henry
Marquis o 197; Lady, 244

Oastier, Robert, 107, 109, 116-17, 289-91,

29371., 298, 300, 333
O Brien, Bronterre, 299, 306, 322-4
O Connell, Daniel, 19, 27, 33, 65, 106,

131-2, 136, 139, 143-4, 153, i59-6o, 169-

73, 187, 190, 196-9, 203 and n., 210, 215,

242, 243-5, 26i., 292, 294-5, 297, 301

O Connor, Feargus, 295, 297-8, 301, 306,

319, 322-3, 327&amp;gt;328w., 350

Opium War, 227-8

Opposition, Tory, see Tories; Liberal, see

Liberals; Radical, see Radicals
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Owen, Robert, 44, 117-18, 208, 292, 309,

323
Oxford Movement, 145-52, 159-64, 209-10

Palmer, William, 145

Palmerston, Henry John, Viscount, 20; early

career, 13; Foreign Secretary in Lord

Grey s Cabinet, 13; early unpopularity,
70-3, i88.; foreign policy, 1830-4, 70-9
concludes Quadruple Alliance, 76-7;

Foreign Secretary in Lord Melbourne s

Cabinet, 188-9; change of conduct, 255;

foreign policy, 1835-40, 252-69; its belli

cose character, 267-8, 335; action in Carlist

War, 251-2; unfriendly attitude towards

France, 1835-40, 250-69; supports Hol
land against France s client Belgium,
254-5; defeats Louis Philippe, 252-6;
action in Turkish-Egyptian War, 256-8,

266-7; engineers Russian alliance, 258-60;
concludes secret treaty with Austria and

Russia,. 260; opposition to Palmerston s

Russian policy, 260-2 ;
in Cabinet, 262-4,

265; see also 340; triumph of Palmerston,

265-9; political power of, 253-4, 267-9,

340; Tory-Radical attack on Palmerston s

foreign policy, 1841, 340
Parliament:

1. 1830-1, Election of, 4-5; Session 1830,

opens, 9-10; Tory Government driven

from office, 12; Session 1831, opens, 19;
debates and rejects first reform bill, 22-3 ;

dissolved, 32
2. 1831-2, Election of, 33; Session, June-
October 1831, opens, 33-4; passes abortive

Factory Act, 108; Anti-Truck Act, H5.;
alters game laws, 85; effects minor civil

list reforms, 91; founds colony of South

Australia, 23 1 ; Commons debate and pass
second reform bill, Lords debate and

reject it, 33-40; prorogued October, 41;

Session, December 1831-2, opens, 47;
Commons debate and pass third reform

bill, 47-50; Reform Act passes Lords,

June 1832, 58; abolishes death penalty for

various offences, 102; alters procedure in

Westminster Courts, 102; abolishes Chan

cery sinecures, 102; substitutes fixed

salaries for court fees, 102; establishes

bankruptcy court, 102; appoints com
mittee to enquire into the condition of

factories, no; makes the vestries demo
cratic, 125-6; dissolved, December 1832,
60

3- 1 83 3-5, Election, 60-1, 66; composition
of, 60-5; Session 1833, debates Palmer
ston s foreign policy, 77-9; emancipates
slaves, 84; amends law of real estate, 85,

102; abolishes East India Company s

Chinese monopoly, 85-6; restricts and

regulates privilege ofthe Bank ofEngland,
86-7; reduces various duties, 95-6;
abolishes death penalty for various of

fences, 102; establishes uniform procedure
in Westminster Courts, 102; abolishes

Chancery sinecures, 102; reforms Privy
Council, 102; rejects bills

,
for survey of

real estate and (Lords) for local courts,

103 ;
also Roebuck s motion for a system

of national education, 105-6; passes Fac

tory Act, 114-16; passes Irish Coercion

Act, 130; reforms Church of Ireland,

suppressing various Irish sees and chapters
and abolishing Church cess, 138-40; re

forms Scottish municipalities, 212, 214;
Session 1834, reduces various duties, 95-6;
establishes Central Criminal Court, 102;
makes education grant, 107; remodels
Poor Law System (New Poor Law), 119-
21, 124-9; restricts lay patronage in Scot

land, 165; rejects Government motion to

abolish Church rates, 165-6; drops tithe

bill, 167; rejects proposal to legalize Non
conformist marriages, 167, and to open
universities to Dissenters, 168 ; renews and
modifies Irish Coercion Act, 174; Lords

reject Irish tithe bill, ooo; Peel s Tory
Government takes office, 174; dissolved,

178

4. 1835-7, Election, 179; composition,
179-82; Session 1835, elects Whig Speaker,
185; accepts principle of tithe appropria
tion, 187; forces Peel to resign, 187;
reforms English municipalities, 213-17;

passes Highway Act, 219; Prison Reform
Act, 224.; Session 1836, introduces civil

registration, 200-1 ; legalizes non-Anglican
marriages, 201 ; parses Tithe Commutation
Act (English), 201-2; regulates sees and
redistributes episcopal incomes, 204; sets

up Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 206; re

fuses to increase hours of child labour,

287; rejects Hume s bill to establish county
boards, 220; Session 1837, rejects motion
for fixed duty on corn, 302-3

5. 1837-41, Election, 241; Session 1837,

drops Lord Brougham s education bill,

223; Session 1838, passes Act to commute
Irish tithes, 203 ; an Act against pluralism,
205; extends Poor Law to Ireland, 211;
defeats Cabinet on Canadian government,
236-8; also on immediate emancipation of

slaves, 240; large minority in favour of
ballot, 290; Session 1839, rejects Hume s

second bill to establish county boards, 220;
also Government bill to place highroads
under Board of Guardians, 220. ; estab

lishes county police, 220, 318-19; rejects
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the ballot, 315; refuses to appoint corn
law committee, 330; passes Act to regulate
educational grants, 223-4; Prison Reform
Act, 224. ; continues New Poor Law, 3 17;

rejects state railways in Ireland, 276; re

jects Chartist petition, 325; and modifies
Coercion Act of 1819, 317; passes Jamaica
Act in amended form, 240; large minority
against Government, 240; Session 1840,
reforms cathedral chapters, 205; passes
Church Discipline Act, 207; Municipal
Corporations Act (Irish), 211; grants
Canadian Home Rule, 236 ; reduces Prince
Albert s dowry, 249; passes his naturaliza

tion bill, 249; gives Palmerston a free

hand, 253-4; places railways under control
of Board of Trade, 216; rejects Irish

Registration bill, 328 ; appoints committee
ofenquiry into tariffs, 336; rejects Villiers*

tree-trade motion, 338; Session 1841,
debates Palmerston s foreign policy, 340;
and (New) Poor Law continuation bill,

341-2 ; rejects Government s Irish Registra
tion bill, 342; favours Government bill to

equalize rum duties, 345; defeats Govern
ment on free-trade budget, -347; passes
Peel s motion of no confidence, 347-8 ;

dissolved, 348

Parliamentary Candidate Society, 32

Parliamentary Reform, see Agitation, Re
form Bills and Acts

Parnell, Sir Henry, 12, 21, 88-90, 337

Pasha, Ibraham, 74-5

Pease, John, 63

Pedro, Dom, 75

Peel, Sir Robert, character and political

opinions of, 190-1; power in 1831 Parlia

ment, 23; attitude to first reform bill,

29-30; to second, 37-8; opposes com

promise with Whigs, 47; opposes third

reform bill, 50; refuses to take office, 55;

programme to lead a Conservative party
of order, 66-8, 177, 190-2, 289; a Con
servative reformer, 190-1 ; avoids foreign

politics, 79; protests against bank notes as

legal tender, 87; abandons attack on malt

tax, 94; opposes scheme of universal

education, 106; supports New Poor Law,

128; opposes Irish disendowment, 141;

also admission of Dissenters to the uni

versities, 169; quarrel and reconciliation

with Wellington, 171-2; &s policy suc

cessful, 172; becomes Prime Minister, 177;

dissolves Parliament, 178; Tamworth

manifesto, 178 ; promises moderate reform,

202; conciliates Dissenters and supports

Church reform, 178-9; clings to office,

185; proposes civil marriage, 185-6, and

optional tithe commutation, 186; intro

duces bills to reform Church courts and

commute Irish tithe, 186; defeated, 203;
resigns April 1835, 203; power of, 1835-
41, 190-2, 199, 225, 245, 350; his strategy,
1835-41, 195, 196, 199; victory on Irish

tithes question, 203; favours Liberal

Churchmen, 208 ; educational project, 221 ;

defeats Whig Government on Canadian

question, 238; forces resignation ofWhigs
on Jamaica question, 246; attitude in bebV
chamber crisis, 243-6; success on Jamaica
question, 245; supports reduction of
Prince Albert s dowry, 249; supports

attempt to increase hours of child labour,

287, also New Poor Law, 317; opposes
repeal ofCorn Laws, 328 ; attacks Palmer
ston s foreign policy, 340; partial adher
ence to free trade, 345; defeats Govern
ment on Corn Law issue, 347; victory
over Whigs, 349; likely to yield on free

trade, 350

Peerages, new creations, 1831-41, 47/1., 19311.

Penal Code, Reform o 102

Perceval, Arthur, 145, 146-7

Perier, Casimir, 21, 39, 73, 74
Place, Francis, 27, 41, 49- 57, 292, 295, 297,

301

Poland, 255

Police, 220-1, 317-18
Poor Law, 119-29, 210-11, 2i7., 222, 287-

91, 3I3., 316-18, 323, 327-8 341 -2, 350
Poor Rate, statistics, 285-6

Portugal, 75-7, 78
Post Office, 274, 336

Poulett-Thompson, Charles Edward, later

Baron Sydenham, 14, 88-91, 97, 114, 189,

I94., 303, 356., 357.

Presbyterians, see Church ofScotland

Press, newspaper, attitude to French Revolu

tion, 1830, 5-6; to reform bill, 38-9;

revolutionary p., 1831, 17-18; Morning
Chronicle opposes Evangelicals, 52-3 ; Press

attacks on Lord Palmerston, 71 ; on Quad
ruple Alliance, 77; on slave emancipation,

84; favourable to Brougham, 103 ; attitude

ofreligious Press to factory reform, II5.;
to geology, 208; of Nonconformist Press

to disestablishment, 156-7; and free tracje,

334; Press opposition to New Poor Law,

129; campaign for tree trade, 304; The

Times on Catholicism, i6o.; partially

supports Tories, 1834, 177; antt-Poor Law

campaign, 177, 28S-9, 307, 3&quot;; anti-

Corn Law campaign, 311; abandoned, 330
Prison Reform, 224*1.; Colonial, 340

Prussia, 73, 77, 106, 255, 257, 263, 308

Pusey, Rev. Edward Bouverie,-i47

Quadruple Alliance (1834), 76-7
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R
Radical, 18

Radicals, encouraged by French Revolution,

1830, 5; agitate for revolutionary reform,

17; attitude towards first reform bill, 27;

to second reform bill, 36-7; to third

reform-bill, 49^. ; increased representation
in Parliament, 1833, 63-6; agitate against

reform bill settlement, 68 ; adopt in various

degrees utilitarian programme, 68-9, 99-
100 ; press for universal education, 105-7,

221-2; unite with Tories against Whigs,
109; attitude towards disestablishment,

134-5, 139-40, 141-2, 152-3, 159; alliance

with O Connell, 153, 188; gain seats at

Whig expense, 1835, 180; gains, 1833,

195-6; losses, 1837, 195; disunited, 195-6;
defeatedbyO Connell, 198 ; partial victory
on municipal reform, 214; Colonial policy

of, 225-32, 236-8; condemn transporta

tion, 231; attack Jamaica bill, 240-1;

loyalty to Victoria, 242; oppose Palmer-

ston s Russian policy, 261-2, 340; cam

paign against House of Lords, 290; for

the ballot, 290-1 ; attitude towards Chart

ists, 297, 300-1 ; opposes Chartism by anti-

Corn Law agitation, 301; Whig Cabinet s

overtures to, 315 ; New Economic Radical

party, 331-40; failure to form third party
or absorb Whigs, 349; Ultra-Radicals

agitate for revolutionary reform, 44-^5;

split with moderate Radicals, 45 ; criticize

Factory Act, 116; oppose New Poor Law,
128-9; opposb police, 220; campaign for

universal suffrage, 291-5; see also Utili

tarians, Chartism

Railways, 219, 275-8
Rebellion: Belgium against Holland, 1830,

7; Poland against Russia, 1831, 20;

Modena Parma and Romagna, 1831, 20;

Jamaica slaves, 1832, 80; Lower Canada,

1838, 235-8; Upper Canada, 1838, 235;

Jamaican Legislature against Parliament,

1839, 240; Chartist, 313, 326-7
Reform bills and Act, first reform bill, 22-

32; second, 32-40; third, 47-50, 53-9, 98

Registration, Civil, 201, 211-12

Religious Revival, Evangelical, 51-3, 161-

4; Anglo-Catholic, 145-9, 159-fo, 209-
10 ; general, 207-10

Revenue, see Budgets
Revolution: for England, see Agitation,

Popular; Crisis, Political; Rebellion;

Reform bills and Act; French, July 1830,

3; in Switzerland and various German
States, 1830, 6

Richmond, Duke of, 13, 172

Riots, see Agitation, Popular; Crisis, Politi

cal; Rebellion; Reform bills and Act; in

France, 8, 43, 58-9, 119, 319

Ripon, Lord, 171

Roads, administration of, I27., 219

Roebuck, John Arthur, 64, 105-6, 126, 157,

i63., 196, 221, 223, 26i., 289/1., 292,

295, 297, 300, 302, 332

Romilly, John, 64

Rose, Rev. Hugh James, 145-7
Rotunda (BladdHars Bridge), n
Russell, LordJohn, character ofand political

position, 13, 23-30, 33, 38-9, 47~9, 58.,
I40., 142, 143, 168, 171, 175, 177, 186-9,

194, 194., 198, 200-3, 216-17, 220, 223-4,

236, 237., 240, 247?*., 264-6, 291, 300,

311, 3I7., 318, 325, 327, 333., 338

Russia, 20, 72, 75, 188, 227, 250, 257-60,

267, 308
S

Sadler, Michael Thomas, 109-10, 116, 210,

290
Saint Germain TAuxcrrois, 43

Saint-Simonians, 158 .

-

Saxony, 6

Scotland, Church of, see Church ofScotland;

municipal reform in, 212-14
Senior, William Nassau, loott., 120, 124
Sibthorp, Colonel, 37/1.

Slavery, emancipation of slaves, 80-4, 233,

239-40, 247

Smith, Sydney, 209

Smith, Thomas Southwood, 100, 141, 115,
212

Socialism, 44-5, 289, 292, 316, 323

Soci&e aide-toi le ciel t aidera, 43

Society for National Regeneration, 117
South Africa, see Cape Colony
South Australia, 232

Spain, 75-8, 250-2, 263, 308

Spencer, Earl, see Althorp, Lord

Spencer, Herbert, 115

Stanley, Lord, 13, 47, 82-4, 130, 132, 142*

144, 172, 177, 179, 187-8, 235, 255., 328,

342, 347

Stephens, Rev. James Rayner, 154, 287-8,

298-300, 318, 333

Sterling, John, 45., Sin.

Stockmar, Baron, 246, 248-50
Strikes: Manchester cotton spinners, 16:

Glasgow, 1838, 294; projected strike-

against payment of taxes to support re

form bill, 56-7; General Strike proposed
by Owen, 1834, 117; by Chartists, 297*

311-13, 318-20, 326

Sutton, Sir Charles Manners, 55-6, 57, 64,,

181

Swing, Captain , 7

Tallyrand, Perigord Charles Maurice de

76-7, 188, 253, 257
Tamworth Manifesto, 178
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Tariffs (see also Free Trade, Corn Laws,
Taxation, Budget), revision of, 1831, 90-
i; 1832, 1833, 1834, 97; Customs and
Excise increased, 336; proposed revision,

1840, 337-8; in 1841 Budget, 343,

34576
Taxation (Taxes), see also Budget; demand

for reduction, 21-2, 88; agitation against
malt tax and assessed taxes, 92-6; Lord

Althorp s proposals, 90-1 ; duties on wine

revised, 91 ; duty on raw cotton imposed,
91 ; abolished, 92; paper tax reduced, 336;

stamp duty reduced, 292, 336; 5 per cent

additional tax on intoxicants abolished,

336; assessed taxes increased, 336; Cus
toms and Excise increased, 336; fourpence

per gallon tax on spirits imposed, 336

Taylor, Sir Herbert, 47., 48., 49^.

Temperance, 163-4

Temple, Sir William, 75

Thiers, Louis Adolphe, 259-60, 262, 268n.,

272

Thompson, Colonel Perronet, 81

Tithes, 8, 19, 133, 136, 150, 167, 170-3. 174.

179, 1 86, 201-3
Tories (Conservatives), in office I. 1830

till November 17; 2. November 1834-

April 1835; attitude to French Revolution,

1830, 6; driven from office, 1830, 12;

defeat first reform bill, 28-32; defeated

in 1831 election, 33; attitude on county

franchise, 37-8; win by-elections, 39;

defeat second reform bill in Lords, 39-40;

oppose third reform bill, 51; moderate

Tories accept reform bill, 53; abandon

&quot;Wellington, 57; defeated in election of

December 1832, 61; attack administrative

centralization, 98-9; criticize Palmerston s

foreign policy, 1834, 77-9; abandon attack

on malt tax, 1833, 94; support Factory

Act, 116; and New Poor Law, 128; oppose

partial disendowment of Irish Church,

143; favour Wesleyans, 155; take office,

1834, 177; losses and gains at 1835 election,

179-82; form Conservative Associations,

181; party ofEngland against Ireland, 182;

power of in Church and army, 189;

political power of, 1835-41, 189-92;

modify municipal reform, 213-15; defeat

Whig Government on Canadian question,

237-8; force it to resign on Jamaica ques

tion, 240; attitude to Chartism, 298-9;

blame Whigs for Chartism, 3*4. 327;

support Whigs in maintaining New Poor

Law, 317; try to restrict franchise, 328;

attack Palinerston s foreign policy, 1841,

340; defeat Whig ministry, 347; win 1841

election, 348; as Conservatives, 94; and

190; use democratic tactics against Liberals

of industrial middle class, 38, ITO-II, 287,

327, 331, 349-50; Ultra-Tories unite with
Ultra-Radicals against Poor Law, 128,

191, 287; their wild plots, 191
Tracts for the Times, 147-50, 161-2

Trade, state of, 1830, 1, 7; 1831-2, 43; 1833,

92; foreign trade, 1834, 78, 96; 1835, 181;

1836, 278-9, 286, 302; 1837, 302; 1839,

270; export statistics, 1836-40, 278*1.; tex

tile industry, 271-2; especially cotton, 372;
cotton crisis, 1839, 278-9; machinery, 273 ;

iron manufacture, 272-3; overseas trans

port, 275
Trade Unions, 108, 154, 294, 316; attitude

towards Chartism, 322, 326.; Grand
National Trades Union, 118

Trek of Cape Boers, 232

Turkey, 75, 256-60, 264, 265-7, 3 l Sn.

Twenty-four Articles, Treaty of, 73

Twopenny Trash, 17

U
Union, National, of the Working Classes,

44-6; National Political, 45-6, 56;

Political of Birmingham, 292-3

Unions, political, 16-17, 36, 44, 46; trade,

see Trade Unions

Unitarians, 156-7, 167
United States of America, 5, 234-6, 278-9,

302, 308

Universities, right of access to, 152, 168-9,

199-200
UnMar Skelessi, Treaty of, 75

Ure, Andrew, 270, 272^., 283-4

Urquhart, David, 258, 261-2

Utilitarians and Utilitarianism (see also

Bentham andJames Mill andJohn Stuart),

44, 65, 69, 70, 84, 89, 99-iox, 112-16,

123-5, 127, 129, 134, 157, I58 I9&amp;lt;5,
210-

12, 221, 225-32, 237, 239, 291, 297, 301-2,

., 332-3

Victoria, Queen, character, 242; Whig

opinions, 241, 243, 246; Accession, 1837,

241 ; Coronation, 1 83 8, 242 ; relations with

Lord Melbourne, 241-8, 250; with Sir

Robert Peel, 243-5; bedchamber crisis,

243-5; popularity, 1839, 245; unpopu

larity, 1839, 246; marriage, 246-7; popu

larity, 1840, 249; treatment of her hus

band, 250-1 ;
action in foreign affairs, 255,

264, 266.; receives Robert Owen, 316;

also 191

Villiers, Charles, 304, 306, 329-30, 332, 337,

339, 348
Vincent Henry, 312, 318, 320

Voice of the People, 17

Voluntary Church Organization, 135-6
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W
Wakefield, Edward Gibbon, 230-1, 239, 241

Wardlaw, 135-6

Watson, James, 291

Wellington, Arthur Wellesley, Duke of,

Prime Minister, 1830, 3; accused of

intrigue with French reactionaries, 3-4;

recognizes Louis Philippe, 6; Belgian

policy, 7; refuses Parliamentary reform

11-12 defeated and forced to resign,,

1830, 12; opposes second reform bill, 40;

opposes compromise with Whigs, 47;

opposes third reform bill, 53; accepts

office, 55; fails to form an administration,

57; withdraws active opposition to reform

bill, 58; supports New Poor Law, 126,

128, 316, 3i7.; accepts Irish Church bill,

144; quarrel and reconciliation with Peel,

171-2; accepts Peel s leadership, 172; sent

for by William IV, 1834, 176; refuses

Premiership and recommends Peel, 177;

Foreign Secretary, 1834-5, 177; foreign

policy, 251; goes into retirement, 191-2;

consulted by Victoria, 243-5; opposes
trade unions, 3i6.; attacks Palmerston s

foreign policy, 340; also 46, 126/1., 249,

.

Wesleyans, see Methodists

West Indies, see also Jamaica, 80-5, 345

Wetherell, Sir Charles, 42

Wharncliffe, Lord, 32, 47 and n., 49*1., 53

Whateley, Richard, Archbishop of Dublin,

lootf., 146, 158, 208, 210, 290/t., 294

Whigs (Liberals) (for distinction between

Whigs, Liberals and Radicals, see i8o.)*

in office I. November i83O-November

1834; 2. April 1835-1841; for legisla

tion, see Parliament (years of office);

Colonial policy, 225-31; foreign policy,

20-1, 71-80, 251-69, 340; see also Mel

bourne, Palmerston, Russell; attitude to

French Revolution, 1830, 5-6; oppose

Wellington, n; take office, 13; Cabinet,

13-15; introduce reform bill, 22-32;

victory at election, 1831, 32-3; attempt

to leave office, May 1832, 55-7; restrict

monopolies, 85-8; fail to reduce tariffs,

89-92; financial policy, 1830-4, 88-98;

attitude towards administrative centraltea-

tion, 99-100, 101 ; reform Poor Law and

maintain reform, 118-28, 316-17; attitude

towards Church reform and establishment,

140-2, 205-9; reform Irish Church, 142-6;

lose office, 176; win 1835 election, 179-

81; return to office, 188-9; treatment of

Irish tithe question, 171-7, 189; forced

alliance with Radicals and O Connell, 189,

197-8; weakness, 1834-41, 188-92, 225;

Whig magistrates appointed, 216-17;

profit by Victoria s accession, 242; attitude

towards foreign Catholics, 255-6; over

tures to Radicals, 315; defeated and forced

to resign, 240-1; keep office, 245; con

ciliate trade unions, 315; encourage

Owen s Socialism as a diversion to

Chartism, 318; divided on free trade,

337-40; lose by-elections, 340-1; intro

duce free-trade budget, 342-6; defeated

on free-trade question, 347

Wilberforce, William, 84

Wilks, John, 63

William IV, believed (untruly) to favour

reform, 5, 26; accepts Lord Grey s con

dition of Parliamentary reform, 13;

accepts reform bill, 22, 26-8; dissolves

Parliament, 1831, 31-2; opposes creation

of peers, 39, 46, 54; sends for Wellington,

55; recalls Lord Grey, 57; promises to

create peers, 58; hatred of France, 73,

257; also of Russia, 257; defends Church

of Ireland, 171-2, 205; opposes suggested

Radical administration, 176; dismisses

Melbourne and sends for Wellington,

176; insists on Melbourne as Premier,

189; death, 241; also 40, 56, 91, 247,

2480.

Wilson, John, 1 12, 123

Wiseman, Rev. Nicholas, later Cardinal

Archbishop, 209

Wood, G. W., 329-30

Wood, John, 107

Wyse, Thomas, 221
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