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General Introduction
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The Conservative party is the oldest political party in Britain still engaged in public life and it has continuously memorialised its past. Narratives about the party’s history have been written and rewritten by successive generations of Conservatives in the light of changing political circumstances. So have accounts of their party been employed to serve the immediate practical purposes of sustained Conservative political effectiveness.

The documents assembled in these four volumes with accompanying notes, covering the 19th century up to 1874, however, show how Conservative politicians of the time themselves understood their aims and aspirations. Here they speak in their own voice. The purposes of their belief in Conservatism and the character of their convictions can be heard directly, stripped of retrospective selectivity. The Introductions to Volumes I and III provide a historical context for the documents; each document, in turn, being set in its immediate provenance.

Two overarching themes can be touched on in this General Introduction. First, what was the changing nature of the Conservative party in the shifting constitutional context of the 1830s to the 1870s? What was the function of a political party as monarchical influence diminished, party organisation in Westminster and the constituencies developed, and the electorate was gradually extended? Secondly, what elements comprised the cluster of ideas and attitudes that brought Conservatives together? What did 19th century Conservatives believe and what did their beliefs reveal about their understanding of the world in which they found themselves?

By the late 1820s parliamentary parties defining the whole spectrum of political opinion in Westminster were becoming established. Crucially, those holding ministerial office, while continuing to be described as ‘servants of the Crown’, increasingly came to see their authority as resting on party support, primarily in the House of Commons. The endorsement of the monarch, as royal patronage was reduced, was no longer sufficient in itself to maintain a government in power. Executive authority shifted from the court to parliament. This was the constitutional context for the emergence of a designated Conservative party in the early 1830s. The ministry formed by Sir Robert Peel in 1834-5 was identified as a Conservative government. The function of the Conservative party in parliament, this implied, 2was to seek to place a Conservative ministry in power and maintain its authority to govern. While the Whigs had over recent decades already seen themselves acting as a party, in the early 1830s Conservatives and radicals in the Commons also came to see themselves as forming defined party alignments. By the mid-1830s multiple parties in parliament had become a key element in the determination of who should govern. MPs who espoused no party affiliation became rare individuals.

It was a historical irony that the man who came to lead the newly-formed Conservative party, Sir Robert Peel, himself retained a traditional view of executive authority as resting on monarchical endorsement and exercised in the national interest. His Tamworth Manifesto, which did not include the term Conservative, was an appeal to intelligent and moderate electors, who were less interested in the contentions of party than desiring the maintenance of order and good government. In that spirit the 1832 Reform Act should be accepted as an irrevocable settlement, a careful review of ecclesiastical and civil institutions should be undertaken, proved abuses corrected, and real grievances redressed. For Peel party support in parliament was not a conclusive constraint on ministerial decisions. As he bluntly informed MPs in 1841, following a landmark Conservative electoral triumph and his assumption of the prime ministership; he did not hold office by a servile tenure which compelled him to be the instrument of carrying out other men’s opinions. He recognised no personal obligation to those who had placed him in office. This tension haunted Peel’s second Conservative government from 1841-6, culminating in the schism of the Conservative party over Corn Law repeal.

In the constituencies the revised procedures governing the registering of voters on the electoral list, introduced as part of the 1832 Reform Act, also quickly aligned voters’ preferences along party lines. Inclusion on the electoral list became increasingly dependent upon sponsorship by local party activists. Particularly as the majority of constituencies returned more than one MP and voters, 96% of the electorate in England, possessed multiple votes; a system that survived until 1885. Here the Conservatives proved more adept and effective, supported by a burgeoning partisan local press, than their Whig, Liberal and radical opponents. Local Conservative Associations flourished. The electoral efforts of their opponents proved far more fissile. As a result, at every general election from 1837 to 1857 the Conservatives returned the majority of MPs for the English constituencies; English MPs in total making up 82% of the House of Commons. As a result of local Conservative efforts, despite Whigs and Liberals holding office far more often from 1832 to 1874, Conservative electoral support in England proved significant and durable. Similarly, from 1835 to 1859, the majority of Welsh constituencies returned Conservative MPs. It was Whig/Liberal electoral support in a sizable minority of English and Welsh constituencies supplemented by large majorities in Scotland and Ireland that delivered the Whig/Liberal party Commons majorities securing their possession of office. In broad electoral terms, it also showed the early and mid-Victorian Conservative party to be an essentially English and Welsh party. Not until the general election of 1874 did this overall pattern begin to change.

3After 1832 party became an integral part of what was termed ‘parliamentary government’. It was party affiliation in the Commons that determined the identity of the government. During the 1830s party whips came to exercise increasing control over the votes of MPs in the division lobby. Monarchical preference and dwindling royal patronage became increasingly marginal. Party affiliation in the constituencies, meanwhile, increasingly determined electoral results. Yet party in Westminster and in the constituencies operated largely separately. Conservative organisation in the country was primarily a matter for local landowners, gentry, farmers, professionals and often Anglican clergy, who normally resented intrusion into their influence by party officials in London. Through dinners and other social events fostering a shared sense of communal fellowship, such activities, supported by local solicitors, focused on ensuring that Conservative voters were entered on the electoral list. Party association in parliament, at the same time, functioned in the more self-contained male world of Westminster, the Clubland of St James’s (particularly through the Carlton Club founded in 1832), and West End social gatherings; an environment reinforcing networks of friendship and acquaintance inherited through family, school and university. It was not until the extension of the franchise and the creation of a popular electorate by a Conservative government in 1867 that Conservative party affiliation in Westminster and the constituencies became more closely integrated; a development marked by the establishment of the National Union of Conservative Constitutional Associations in 1867 and the setting up of Conservative Central Office in 1870.

While the nature and function of Conservatism as a party was shaped by these constitutional changes, the character of Conservativism as a body of attitudes, principles and values from the 1830s to the 1870s also took shape. Patriotism and the importance of the Anglican Church were central. Hierarchy and the mutual obligations between the ranks of society were inherent in a stable organic social order. The defence of the nation’s historic institutions was necessary to meaningful legal liberties. Yet, from the 1830s, Conservatives also accepted that reform bringing genuine improvement, as distinguished from a simplistic potentially destructive desire for change, was also necessary to ensuring the dynamic progress of the nation. The preservation of the polity required adaptation, while safeguarding the wisdom of the past. The Conservative party as a whole did not become a vehicle of embittered reactionary sentiment. What was crucial was to advocate genuine pragmatic improvement, addressing real abuses and grievances, as distinguished from theoretical alteration.

A strand of Conservative writing has insisted that Conservatism is not an ideology or rigid doctrine. That it is a view of political action based on recognition of the flawed nature of humanity and a distrust of utopian aspirations; that it believes that the agency of politics in human life is limited; that a salutary corrective offered by religion, in particular English Protestantism, and the existence of a higher Divine authority, belies the belief that politics can solve all the inequities of life; that Conservatism is a philosophy of imperfection that sees rational abstract designs inevitably subverted by events and idealistic hopes invariably 4giving way to disillusionment. In this guise, Conservatism assumes the form of practical common sense informed by lived experience. Yet, although not a rigid doctrine, Conservatism as such a cluster of concepts intended to command public debate and capable of shifting over time did provide the party in the 19th century with ideological purpose; ideas able to respond to the practical requirements of holding office and the unforeseen impact of events. A view of politics as engaging with the particular and the known, rather than the abstract and speculative, as an essentially pragmatic ideology.

In the general election of 1874 the Conservatives, under Benjamin Disraeli’s leadership, secured a Commons majority, winning 350 seats. This was their greatest electoral success since 1841. The following documents illustrate the development of the Conservative party from its inception through to the success of 1874, presenting at first hand the debates about policy, organisation, and leadership; years that were crucial to the future longevity of the party in British politics.
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‘Shall we have a Conservative Government?’ So wrote Blackwood’s Edinburgh Magazine in March 1835. The question was a rhetorical one. Ever since the Edinburgh bookseller and publisher William Blackwood established his eponymous journal in April 1817, ‘Maga’ — as the magazine came to be called — was, as it freely acknowledged, ‘consistent in [its] political creed’.1 That creed, representing a staunch defence of the established constitution in Church and State, veneration for the political balance between the powers of the monarchy, the House of Lords, and the House of Commons, and strict adherence to the established Church of England, pre-dated the appearance of the description ‘Conservative’, in an article on ‘Internal Policy’ published by the Quarterly Review in January 1830, but was clearly consonant with it.2

Modern Conservatives routinely claim that their party is the oldest political organisation in the Western world. Dating the lineage of the party from 1830, when the term Conservative began to come into general use, should not obscure its roots in preceding decades.3 For Norman Gash, writing in 1977,


though Conservatism first became a discernible basis of domestic policy during the administration of Lord Liverpool between 1815 and 1827 and was only formally embodied in an explicit party under Sir Robert Peel after 1832, its origins are clearly traceable to the age of the French Revolution which began in 1789.4


Subsequent historians, including Boyd Hilton, Anna Gambles, and Jorg Neuheiser, have echoed Gash in locating the evolution of a distinctly Conservative policy, if not an actual Conservative Party, in the period following the Battle of Waterloo.5

Gash’s criteria for defining a political party — ‘a body of politicians with coherent organisation and a rudimentary philosophy of action’ — has been subjected to significant criticism since it was first proposed in 1965.6 For the Conservatives at least, any such ‘coherent organisation’ only began to become a reality after 1830. The fact that Blackwood’s could write so readily of a ‘Conservative Government’ in 1835 demonstrated the extent to which the neologism ‘Conservative’ had become accepted by this date. However, even Blackwood’s continued to use 6the older appellation of Tory, alongside Conservative, without reflecting much on the difference in context and meaning which was now attached to these terms.7

The process of establishing the Conservative Party was stimulated by the dictates of being in opposition after 1830, the unforeseen consequences of the Reform Act of 1832, and the emergence of a sophisticated apparatus of political organisation, both in Westminster and in the country at large, which created the circumstances in which Sir Robert Peel was returned to power, at the head of a majority Conservative administration, in the summer of 1841. In recognising these structural and contextual factors in the evolution and success of the Conservative Party after 1830, the contribution of Peel’s leadership should not be neglected, because it set the pattern for the subsequent history of his 1841-1846 administration.8


The dictates of opposition

The fall of the government led by the first Duke of Wellington, in November 1830, conveniently demarcates the long period of ‘Tory’ hegemony which had operated in Britain since 1807 from the years of Reform which followed.9 Wellington’s government had, in the end unsuccessfully, attempted to re-build the broad coalition of political forces over which Lord Liverpool had presided, from his appointment as First Lord of the Treasury in 1812 until his incapacitating stroke in February 1827. Liverpool’s successor, George Canning, had been forced to negotiate with the opposition Whig party — hitherto proscribed from office by the personal dislike of George IV for their acknowledged leader, Earl Grey — in order to form a stable government. However, Canning’s death in August 1827, followed by the brief caesura of Viscount Goderich’s ministry (which resigned in January 1828), left few viable options for the King, other than to turn to the victor of Waterloo. Wellington’s carefully crafted compromise of a ministry — drawing in Canningites and excluding some of the more ‘ultra’ elements of the old Liverpool government — gradually collapsed in the face of personality disagreements and policy differences over the gathering issue of parliamentary reform. By the autumn of 1830, in the midst of an economic downturn, the issue came to assume a prominence with which Wellington’s cabinet was ill-equipped to deal.10

Most of the government’s political capital had been spent in trying to resolve the issue of Catholic Emancipation — the right for Catholics to sit in the Westminster Parliament — which had bedevilled governments since the Act of Union with Ireland in 1800. It had been managed, politically, by making it an ‘open’ question under Liverpool, was re-ignited as an issue under Canning and Goderich, and had been brought to the forefront of events by the technically invalid election of the Irish Catholic leader Daniel O’Connell for County Clare in July 1828. Wellington’s government spent the succeeding nine months in determining its reaction to this event and legislating for its resolution. It involved painful consequences both for Robert Peel — Home Secretary and leader of the House of Commons in Wellington’s ministry, who had risen to prominence on the back of his ‘Protestant’ 7credentials as an opponent of Emancipation — and for George IV himself, who (at least in this respect) followed his father’s lead in stating that Emancipation would compromise his coronation oath. Wellington succeeded in bringing Peel and the King into agreement, successfully seeing a Catholic Relief Bill through Parliament and onto the statute book in the spring of 1829. In the process, the government’s traditional supporters, including Blackwood’s, were alienated from them. So too were those vociferous Ultra-Tory Protestants who could not forgive the government for betraying the root and marrow of Toryism — its commitment to uphold the Anglican Church.11

Faced with pressing calls for parliamentary reform, skilfully exploited by the Whig opposition through self-interest as much as historic commitment to the cause, Wellington publicly set himself against parliamentary reform, unwisely proclaiming his belief in the unblemished character of the constitution at the opening of Parliament in November 1830. A fortnight after he made these comments, the government resigned, ostensibly as a result of its defeat on a motion regarding financial reform, but in reality because of the imminent introduction of a motion supporting parliamentary reform.12

The succeeding two years were spent in the all-consuming battle over the `Great’ Reform Act. The changing lexicon of politics was symbolised by the emergence of a new, binary, language of division over the issue. Opponents of reform, brought back to their erstwhile political leaders in revulsion at the widespread measure introduced by Earl Grey’s government in March 1831, began to label their opponents ‘The Destructives’. By contrast, the term ‘Conservative’, a convenient description of constitutional self-defence, began to be popularised as a means of self-identification. Though parliamentary leadership continued to subsist, somewhat uneasily, between the twin pillars of the Duke of Wellington in the House of Lords and Sir Robert Peel in the House of Commons, there was no formal mechanism for deciding the leadership of the party. Peel’s own semi-detached approach, during this period, suggested either arrogance or ambivalence, depending on the perspective of the observer.13


`Register, register, register'

The perilous position into which the Conservatives had fallen was reinforced by the first elections held under the new franchise in the newly re-drawn constituencies created by the Reform Act. With a parliamentary force close to 150 MPs, the Conservatives were at a historic nadir. Yet within two years of their disastrous performance in the General Election of December 1832, the Duke of Wellington was commissioned to form a new government by King William IV, after he dismissed the Whig government led by Viscount Melbourne because of its perceived radicalism, especially in matters of Church property and patronage. Wellington, ever the trusty servant of the Crown, accepted the commission, but, sensing the new political realities created by the Reform Act, suggested that it should be undertaken by Peel. Thus, in many respects, it was the actions of the 8Duke of Wellington and King William IV in December 1834 which made Peel the first acknowledged leader of the Conservative Party.14

It was in the context of this unexpected opportunity that Blackwood’s proclaimed its faith in the prospects for a minority Conservative government under Peel’s leadership, chiming as it did, in the magazine’s view, with widespread feeling in the country. The context was redolent of ministerial changes of an earlier age — the dismissal of one administration by the monarch in preference for another — but it created what, in retrospect, looked like a remarkably ‘modern’ response, the publication of Peel’s pre-election letter to his constituents at Tamworth in Staffordshire.15

The `Tamworth Manifesto’, as this statement quickly came to be known, has assumed canonical status as the founding document of the ‘New Conservatism’, widely proclaimed as the instigator of a new method of political communication between party leaders and the electorate they hope to win over to a published programme for government. In itself, the proclamation of statements by leading ministers — even First Ministers of the Crown — was nothing new. The urgency for doing so was created by the fact that Peel was travelling home from Italy to answer his unexpected call to office and the country was astir with the repercussions of the King’s actions. Though there is nothing to suggest that Peel was innately opposed to the initiative, it was one which was forced upon him by circumstances and reinforced by the prospect of its widespread publication in the leading daily newspapers, notably The Times. If necessity became the mother of political invention, then it is worth observing that other recent resignations from Melbourne’s government — notably the ‘Derby Dilly’ of MPs led by Lord Stanley (heir to the Earl of Derby) — had been positioning themselves for government, not least through Stanley’s own ‘Knowsley Letter’. In an age in which the published letter was the principal method for communicating ideas to a wider audience, the inherent novelty of the Tamworth Manifesto must be questioned.16

The Manifesto contained Peel’s explicit declaration that the Conservatives would not attempt to re-fight the battle over the Reform Act. Rather, the government committed itself to the reform of ‘proven abuses’ and ‘real grievances’ in the institutions of Church and State. Peel’s statements were thus phrased in terms of a manifesto for his administration rather than as a proclamation on behalf of his party. In one of the more telling phrases, Peel explicitly appealed to those ‘less interested in the contentions of party than in the maintenance of order and the cause of good government’.17

This was a policy of moderation which was not sufficient to gain the Conservatives a majority, in the General Election of 1835, but it was one which Blackwood’s, amongst other Conservative periodicals, had already supported. In an article on the ‘Present State of Parties’, published in June 1834, the journal praised Peel and the Conservative front bench for its actions in defending the Whig government against its more radical extremes, in the period following the passage of the Reform Act:


9If the small but redoubtable and consistent band of the Tories had not existed as a reserve, on whom [the Government] could, on all occasions, fall back in the Legislature; if the numerous, wealthy, highly educated, and respectable Conservative Party, had not remained under all the obloquy with which they were assailed, as a rallying force for the friends of order in the country, the reins of power must, in three months after the meeting of the Reformed Parliament, have fallen into the hands of the Destructive party; the timid majority of wavering Whigs would have gone along with the ruling power, and a complete subversion of all the great interests of society must ere this have ensued.18


During the 1980s, Ian Newbould highlighted Peel’s policy of ‘governing in opposition’, in the manner proclaimed by Blackwood’s.19 Yet the magazine could also point out the contrast between Peel’s policy in opposition in 1833-1834 and that of the Whigs during Peel’s minority government of 1834-1835. The Whigs, newly allied with O’Connell's Irish contingent through its ‘Lichfield House Compact’ of February 1835, proceeded to harry the Conservative government at every turn, ensuring that its ‘Hundred Days’ existence did not outlast the spring. The ‘Derby Dilly’, who were close to Peel’s ministry on Church matters, were not yet attracted enough to enter into formal union with the Conservatives: that would not happen until after 1837. The inevitable result was the defeat and resignation of Peel’s administration, in April 1835, and Melbourne’s return to government.20

However, the experience of minority government had at least one notable consequence. Peel’s hitherto questionable reputation, as the man who had volte-faced on Catholic Emancipation and appeared ambivalent over the party leadership, emerged with the status of a latter-day William Pitt the Younger, ‘the Pilot that weathered the Storm’.21Blackwood’s freely made this comparison whilst simultaneously complaining at the loss of useful legislation which the government had introduced:


The reformation of the Church of England and Ireland, without alienating a farthing of its property . . . the introduction of a general and compulsory commutation of tithes over both kingdoms — the abolition of imprisonment for debt in small cases, and restraining of arrestment of wages of the labouring classes — the establishment of local courts, without any of the evils to which [the Whig] plan was subject — the issuing of a commission to consider the means of abolishing flogging in the army — and many other projects equally salutary and safe.


In concluding its review of events during Peel’s first government, the magazine identified a rallying cry which Peel was subsequently to proclaim in his ‘Register, Register, Register’ speech, at his Tamworth election dinner in 1837. The journal’s use of capitals reinforced the message: ‘IT IS IN THE REGISTRATION 10COURTS, THAT THE BATTLE OF THE CONSTITUTION IS TO BE FOUGHT AND WON’.22

The issue of electoral registration was one of the novelties of political life which the Reform Act of 1832 introduced. There was no formal register of those entitled to vote before this time, but the idiosyncrasies and potential for corruption to which this gave rise meant that registration (for a fee of one shilling) was thought to be an inevitable pre-requisite for qualification to the franchise. Preelection registration offered opportunities for quantifying and sustaining political allegiances which had not existed before 1832. The register was the subject of dispute at annual revising courts. It was in such courts, populated by a host of faithful Conservative-supporting solicitors, that the party proved its adeptness at electoral organisation. By successfully contesting the registration of Whig and radical electors, and overturning challenges to Conservative supporters, the party found an effective mechanism for maintaining constituency strength between elections, patiently laying the foundation for future electoral success. ‘The many victories gained by the Conservatives during the last contest, were chiefly owing to the efforts that had previously been made in this department’, Blackwood’s observed in May 1835.23

It was a process which took time and was not the only reason for the Conservatives success. However, by 1837, when a General Election was held upon the accession of Queen Victoria, the gap between the parties in the House of Commons had narrowed to approximately 30 seats. Not the least of the reasons behind Peel’s election victory in 1841 was the party’s superior organisation in respect of electoral registration.24


Political organisation

The battle for electoral registration was a catalyst for the formation of Conservative Associations, which became a notable feature of political life in constituencies across Britain during the 1830s. The associations tapped into habits of club-life and sociability which had been a hallmark of British politics since the eighteenth century. Some organisations were the result of local circumstances notably, electoral defeat during the struggle for the Reform Bill and the need to organise a counter-reaction — but were overlaid by wider battles. Conservative Associations were given a new focus during Peel’s government in 1834-1835 but were subsequently nourished through a variety of contributory causes: the revival of the traditional cry of ‘the Church in Danger’; the defence of the Municipal Corporations threatened by Whig legislation in 1835; opposition to the Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834, with its hated ‘workhouse test’ and principle of ‘less eligibility’ to poor relief; and support for the sort of Tory Paternalism — including reducing the working hours of factory operatives — which were to influence local electoral contests in 1837 and 1841.25

A distinctive characteristic of Conservative extra-parliamentary organisation in this period was the development of Operative Conservative Associations, some 11of which were run alongside their parent institutions. Particularly notable was the development of Operative Conservative Associations in the industrial north-west of England. As David Walsh has argued, it was locally organised political activity, instituted from the region’s middle and working classes, which helps to explain the Conservatives’ ability to attract support from members of the working class in a period when industrial capitalism was consolidating its hold there. The associations were designed to widen the social basis of Conservatism and their success may be judged by the healthy membership figures they achieved — 300 at Chorley and 1700 in Bolton and Salford and the high hundreds in Warrington, Wigan, Manchester, and Blackburn.

However, Operative Conservative Associations played more than a purely political role in terms of co-ordinating and organising electoral activity. Educational facilities (lectures, discussion classes, and outings), sick and burial clubs, fetes and social events for members, all demonstrate the extent to which the Associations ministered to a wide range of needs, creating an alternative political culture from that offered by reformers. These methods of political incorporation set the Conservatives apart from their Whig opponents, who were correspondingly slower (and, in some respects, less successful) in following suit.26

Thus, whilst Norman Gash detected strong elements of continuity in the post-1832 electoral system, some of this may be explained by his concentration on market and county towns which enjoyed the franchise before the Reform Act. In the North West, as elsewhere, such boroughs were likely to witness the most conservative political attitudes in their associations, in terms of leadership and lack of working class incorporation. By contrast, newly enfranchised boroughs such as Blackburn and Bolton in Lancashire concentrated on appealing to operatives. At Preston, which held a wide scot-and-lot franchise before 1832 and retained strong elements of traditionalism after the Reform Act, there was appreciable evidence of a changed political culture, fed by the Operative Associations, from the later-1830s. Nor was this a purely Anglo-centric phenomenon. Recent research has demonstrated that Scotland had a more vibrant Conservative political culture than previously appreciated, but factors specific to the history and evolution of the Scottish electoral system made it correspondingly harder to make headway there.27

Extra-parliamentary Conservative organisation found its complement in innovations at Westminster. The most famous of these was the formation of the Carlton Club (at 2 Carlton House Terrace) in 1832, as a central co-ordinating headquarters and sociable environment for Conservative peers and MPs to meet and exchange political intelligence. It relocated to Pall Mall, whilst retaining its originating name, in 1835. The Club built upon earlier arrangements for managing elections by way of patronage secretaries and parliamentary organisers such as Joseph Planta, William Holmes, J. C. Herries, and Charles Arbuthnot.28

Much of the day-to-day business of party management, during the 1830s, was pioneered by the likes of F. R. Bonham, Lord Granville Somerset, and Sir George Clerk. They helped to make the party well-resourced with intelligence 12and funding and developed whipping-in arrangements for important divisions in the House of Commons.29 The Conservatives also nurtured their relations with the press. The Times could sell up to 40,000 copies daily, during this period, and supported efforts to educate electors about the virtues of Conservatism. Their frequent reports on the activities of local Conservative Associations — their dinners, speeches, toasts, fetes, and associated rituals — were crucial in communicating the widespread support attracting to the party. It was not that the Whigs did not do these things, during the 1830s, but they were less successful at doing them.30


Party leadership

Sir Robert Peel freely drew upon the popularity of Conservative ideas and the strength of Conservative organisation in leading the party during the 1830s. In 1846, as the party broke apart during the Repeal of the Corn Laws, Benjamin Disraeli exclaimed: ‘What I cannot endure, is to hear a man come down and say: “I will rule without respect of party, though I rose by party, and I care not for your judgement, for I look to posterity”. It was a charge with more than a little truth within it. Peel’s heedlessness of the dictates of party leadership and his tendency to appeal beyond MPs to his future vindication in posterity, had, by this time, become endemic characteristics.31

Peel always viewed the foundation of a strong Conservative Party as a necessary response to the Reform Act. However, the attitudes and conduct displayed by such a party required circumspection. As Matthew Cragoe has argued, Peel was concerned that the relationship between the House of Commons and public opinion had become dangerously unbalanced, after 1832, and its much-prized privileges (such as the right to decide election petitions) were in danger of being given up without due consideration. It was necessary for the Commons to restore its ‘moral authority’ and reassert its ability to lead (rather than follow) public opinion by reasserting such rights. However, to do so successfully, in the face of externally generated pressure, it was necessary to demonstrate mature leadership, by avoiding partisan disputes in the interests of good government.32

The tension between Peel’s status as a party leader and the ministerial ethic he had acquired through prolonged service in government before 1830 has long been a cause of scholarly debate.33 It is not necessary to judge Peel’s actions of the 1830s against the knowledge of what was to come in 1846. There is sufficient evidence, through Peel’s widely reported speeches during his government of 1834-1835, and in important set-piece occasions, such as his installation as Lord Rector of Glasgow University in 1837, to demonstrate his commitment to the creation of a party representing the interests of stability, order, and moderate reform.34

Peel’s return to power, in September 1841, at the head of a government with a majority of 76, was once seen as a purely personal triumph; according to John Wilson Croker, the long-time editor of the Quarterly Review, ‘all turned on the name of Sir Robert Peel’. Today, with a more critical perspective on Peel’s personality and achievements and a correspondingly wider understanding of the 13circumstances within which the Conservative Party built and communicated its case to the electorate, that judgement looks far less secure.35

Nevertheless, though Peel’s public pronouncements, on assuming power for a second time, seemed to call to mind his pre-1830 career as a servant of the Crown, by disclaiming the hold which party would exercise over him, it would be unjust to see him as disingenuous in his commitment to the Conservative Party. Healthy majorities breed a sense of self-sufficiency in the best of prime ministers and Peel was the first Conservative Party leader to be placed in this position. We should probably not apply modern sensibilities about the debts owed to MPs and electors to an age where the right of representation was still held by a minority of the population and the prevailing ethic of government ministers was that they exercised power as a trust on their behalf.36

It has long been recognised that the Conservative majority in 1841 was secured by their success in their traditional strongholds (small towns and county seats), on a platform of constitutional preservation, defence of the Church, and support for the protectionist Corn Laws.37 Coming into government at the peak of the 1837-1843 economic downturn, Peel’s policy of legislating for progressive, widespread reductions in tariffs, and indirect taxes on manufactured goods and raw materials, together with the re-introduction of a progressive income tax designed to insulate the poorest in society and make those who could afford to bear the burden pay something more, was always going to upset established interests across a wide range of sectors.38 The landed interest, in many respects the bulwark of traditional Toryism and the ballast of the new Conservatism, were vociferous in defending their economic privileges, which they regarded as imperilled by the introduction of a sliding scale of duties on corn, just as they felt threatened, politically and constitutionally, by the assault mounted by the new, highly successful, extraparliamentary pressure group, the Anti-Corn Law League (1838-1846).39

In 1844, Peel’s hold over his Conservative followers was subject to serious and potentially disruptive backbench revolts over the Sugar Duties and factory working hours. Always less of a Tory Paternalist than many adherents of the Operative Conservative Associations, Peel differed with his backbenches in point of policy and attitude. He never repealed the Whigs’ hated Poor Law Amendment Act, was opposed to reducing factory working hours in the manner espoused by Lord Ashley, and was contemptuous of the protectionist instincts of those peers and MPs who could not see the long-term benefits of Free Trade with the acuity and perspicacity which he claimed to himself.40

Significantly, the greatest division between the Conservative front and back benches before 1846 occurred not over a matter of economic or social policy but over the traditional Tory issue of defending the Protestant Establishment against perceived Catholic incursion. During the 1840s, Peel attempted to kill O’Connell's campaign for the Repeal of the Act of Union by a twin policy of coercion and kindness, including the Devon Commission’s investigation into landholding in Ireland. However, it was the issue of establishing the Catholic training seminary at Maynooth, near Dublin, on a secure footing, through enhanced financial provision 14from public funds, that touched the rawest of Conservative nerves. It gave rise to a considerable anti-Maynooth agitation, during 1845; generated hundreds of petitions; and risked the existence of the government. In events which were strangely prescient of those to follow in 1846, Peel only passed his legislation with the assistance of opposition votes.41

The internecine conflict over the Repeal of the Corn Laws, during 1846, has been told from almost every possible perspective. For Disraeli, it marked the ultimate betrayal of a man who had never been faithfully wedded to the party which he led. For the Peelites who proudly bore the scars of the battle to secure Repeal and nurtured the legacy of their victory in succeeding years, Peel’s actions, far from repudiating Conservatism, represented the embodiment of it. In yielding the Corn Laws, it was argued, Peel staved off more serious challenges to the landed interest, thereby insulating the nation from the sort of revolutionary tumult witnessed across Europe during 1848.42

Peel himself may be acquitted of some part of the charge of neglect of party. His actions during the autumn of 1845, when news of the Irish potato famine first broke, were in some respects analogous to those pursued by the Duke of Wellington in 1828 as he strove to bring all the necessary political pieces into play to achieve a legislative solution to the problem of Emancipation. The failure of that process, in Peel’s case, led to his resignation as prime minister in December 1845. This was a course of action he felt vindicated in pursuing given the avidity with which Lord John Russell, the leader of the Whig party in the House of Commons, issued a letter to his Edinburgh constituents promising a settlement of the Corn Law question.43

The subsequent failure of the Whigs to form an alternative administration, famously described by Disraeli as ‘passing the poisoned chalice’ back to Peel, re-asserted all of the traditional attitudes of a servant of the Crown within Peel. He now re-established his government on the basis of a wholesale commitment to see Repeal onto the statute book, regardless of its effect on the Conservative Party. The resignation of Lord Stanley and the Duke of Buccleuch from the cabinet gave a significant marker to the future. Wellington and Stanley co-operated behind-thescenes to ensure the smooth transition of leadership and personnel in the House of Lords, once Repeal had passed. No such moderating influences were available in the House of Commons, where Peel’s parti pris became the successful achievement of his measure. It is within this context that Disraeli’s charges of hypocrisy are best understood.44

Peel secured his place in history, through the Repeal of the Corn Laws, but his government fell on the same night. It was defeated, much as Wellington’s government had been in 1830, on an issue not directly related to the real matter at hand. Unsurprisingly, perhaps, Peel disclaimed all notions of leading a party of Peelites during the final four years of his life. But the existence, and potential for disruption, of such a group remained chillingly apparent; in Gladstone’s telling phrase, they were like roving icebergs on which men could not land with safety, but with which ships might come into perilous collision. As Conservatives 15sought to recover their nerve and their fortunes, after the discomfiting experience of the 1841-1846 government, the Peelites occupied a position which seemed, to many observers, completely at variance with the ideals which they had previously worked to uphold.45
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21‘Our “Confession of Faith”’ Fraser's Magazine for Town and Country, 1/1 (February 1830), 1-7

Frasers Magazine for Town and Country was established as a literary and political magazine in London in 1830. It was founded by Hugh Fraser and William Maginn (1794-1842).

Maginn was an experienced journalist who had contributed to Blackwood’s Magazine and helped to edit the ultra-Tory newspaper, the Standard, after it was founded by Stanley Lees Giffard (1788-1858) in 1827. Maginn was an influential periodical writer and publisher whose strong views led him into fighting a duel (in 1836) and whose intemperance led him into debtors prison (in 1842).

This article declares the magazine’s political creed at its inception. It maintains that political parties are no longer distinguished by their traditional labels — ‘The Whigs have been un-whigged; the Tories have been un-toned’ — and offers a historical review of the circumstances in which these terms originated. Fraser’s staked out a place for national, Protestant, Tory opinions. As the editorial notes, had it existed a year earlier, the magazine would have been a vociferous opponent of Emancipation. Nevertheless, it had no appetite for seeking the repeal of the Catholic Relief Act. In foreign policy, the magazine asserted its belief in non-interference with the affairs of other nations, ‘except in extreme cases’, and expressed its determination to communicate ‘distinctly’ with its readers on all matters of domestic and foreign policy.
22 is blank.
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If we turn over the opening articles of periodical works, of all classes, ages, and durations, we shall find that an almost universal complaint of the awkwardness of self-introduction prevails among them. Many are the shifts and apologies resorted to in order to get over this preliminary difficulty; and in a thousand fashions is the comparison instituted between a bashful Magazine launching forth into the world, and a blushing maiden coming out in the tender prime of eighteen. Uncourteous readers have too often said, that the demeanour of the newly-introduced periodical was much more apt to remind them of the lumbering and floundering gestures of a young squire from the country, thrust into a drawing-room for the first time; and that its attempts, whether to be easy, or brilliant, or refined, or retiring,—to be dégagé or sentimental, witty or wise, polite or dignified, were all equally unhappy.

A hundred years ago, or a little more, in the days of the good Queen Anne, the first writers (and they were so in more than the literal sense of the word) who “obliged the town” with “occasional pieces” managed to cut the knot by inventing clubs of various kinds, and thus in a manner shifting off any individual responsibility. The “Craftsman” adopted another device, and made its debut under the disguise of Caleb Danvers, Esq., an elderly member of Gray’s Inn, who brought the feelings and opinions of the country party of the days of King Charles the Second to bear upon the political feuds of the early times of the House of Hanover. We are afraid that no such devices would pass current now. From our clubs, it is too well known by the dismal experience of every day, nothing wise or witty can come; and we have already another Caleb Danvers in the field, in the person of a reverend elder of Edinburgh, the renowned Christopher North. It would be scrutinising these pleasant whimsies too curiously, were we to remark, that there is one inconvenience in starting with a very old gentleman as the eidolon of an editor; for, in process of time, he must become of a most Nestorian antiquity. Caleb Danvers was, we believe, seventy years old when he commenced his editorial labours, and must have been very near completing his century when the defeat of the Pretender put an end to them. What Mr. North’s age might have been when he began, we cannot say; but certainly the thirteen or fourteen additional years which have since elapsed have not given him an air of more advanced senility. Then there is Sylvanus Urban, who has now nearly concluded his hundred years 24of actual editorial existence; but we do not recollect that Sylvanus, at any period of his bland existence, ever pretended to personality: he was never any thing but a good-humoured and good-natured shadow.

The modern taste is, we fear, rather of a more tradesmanlike description, and trusts for introduction to the regular and well-understood means of advertisement and prospectus. The former of these instruments of notoriety is unquestionably most legitimate: it is no more than handing your card, ornamented, we admit, every now and then, with a little fancy embroidery. In the latter, alas! all faith has been long since given up. Like the tragedy-lady in Hamlet, they “always do protest too much,” and, still worse than other ladies in another tragedy, do not keep the word of promise, either to the ear or the hope. With a due knowledge, therefore, of all these circumstances, we think we consult our own interests and those of our readers best, by not promising any thing at all. Yet we must say something; and let us be permitted to put what we do say into the shape of a preface.

Well, then, we suppose it may be taken for granted, that all readers in this reading age and country so well understand what a Magazine is expected to contain, that it would be waste of time to say that we are to be a literary miscellany, embracing &c. &c. &c. &c.

That being thus satisfactorily arranged, the next question that arises is, What are to be our politics? We think the question is the fairest that can possibly be conceived. We should give up England as our country—should never recognise it as the hard-fighting and ever-contentious land of our birth, if we were not prepared to be, as Lord Goderich, somewhat uncourteously perhaps, but very truly, phrased it, badgered on the subject of our political opinions the moment we shewed our faces upon any public arena.

The only difficulty we feel in answering that question in one word is, the want of the word. Our great leading parties have lost their names. The Whigs have been un-whigged; the Tories un-toned. In former times, the friends of these parties were fond of designating the former as the asserters of liberty and popular rights,—the latter as the champions of religion and monarchy. By their enemies and ill-willers the Whigs were styled democrats and jacobins, levellers, and upsetters of church and king; while from hostile voices the Tories received the titles of bigots and oppressors, enemies of advancing civilisation, and sworn foes to the progress of the march of mind. Each party fought its battle by arms of all kinds, light or heavy, as befel. On the whole, however, of late years, gravity was the characteristic of the Whig—wit and sarcasm of the Tory. Exceptions will of course be found. One Whig wit will immediately occur to the mind; but we believe that he is the only one of the party. But, exceptio probat regulam; and it was only to be expected that long years of power should make Tories “triumphant,” and long years of exclusion from office should tend to render Whigs “desponding.” Both parties had certainly more claim upon those appellations in the last years of George III. and the first years of George IV., than when Dean Swift bestowed them in the days of Queen Anne;1 and it is therefore not to be wondered at, that one should see the bright, and the other the gloomy side of things, and tinge their compositions accordingly.

25But abstract principles in politics are mere dreams—they are nothing. For the creed of politicians, you must look to their practice. The watchwords of party survive long, very long indeed, after the meaning imposed upon them by those who originally adopted them has passed away. The Whigs, for example, toasted during many a long year—”The King! may he never forget the principles which put his family upon the throne;” and by this toast it was intended originally, and even down to our own times, to express admiration of the principles of the revolution of 1688; nay, gentlemen are still alive, who, from the chairs of Whig clubs, have given the “glorious, pious, and immortal memory” of him by whom that revolution was consummated. Yet, while those toasts were duly honoured—while William III. “was in their bowls freshly remembered,” the gentlemen speeching and quaffing were insensibly but inevitably linking themselves to the party which was put down in the days of the revolution, the party which professed principles that would have kept His Majesty’s family off the throne, and in whose eyes “the hero William” was a combination of all that was abominable;—and now, when the same toasts are proposed by the more consistent descendants of the men of the revolution, the Whigs are the first to denounce them as invasions of liberty, as outrages upon freedom, on the liberticide plea that they are not to be tolerated, because they give offence to an opposite faction. Careful observers will find something of the same kind among the Tories, though perhaps not altogether so glaring. They, too, however, have tacitly yielded to principles which they formerly denounced. There is some truth in what an acute writer of the day says, that the Whigs, of late years, have always acted below their professions, and the Tories above theirs.

To speak the truth, the factions are gone. When the un-whigging and un-torying commenced, it is immaterial to say; but it was consummated by Mr. Canning. He was something of both parties—a sort of eclectic. Opposed to the general body of Tories on the Roman Catholic question, and on many points of foreign and domestic policy, he went beyond them in his systematic opposition to any approach towards reform, and in studied contempt for popular opinion in England. His proCatholicism rendered him a favourite with the Whig party—his anti-reform spirit conciliated the Tories.

He died, after having for a moment, and an uneasy moment, grasped the object of his ambition—the Premiership. Of his immediate successors, little need be said;—of those who are now in power, little can be said. There is one great man among them; but if we dare to say that he is sole minister, we bring ourselves within the jeopardy of libel, as it is interpreted by the Attorney-General, selected from that party whose favourite expression it was, that “the liberty of the press is like the air we breathe—without it we die.”

In short,—for there is little use of wasting words on what every body in the kingdom knows,—we have seen, within a couple of years, the Roman Catholic question carried by a ministry which got into power on the avowed grounds of opposing it. We have seen the freedom-loving patriots of Covent Garden and elsewhere, supple servants of the ministry, and rebuking the people for daring 26to express their opinion against any measure coming from authority. We have seen a tribune2 of the populace, who had once vowed that he held his office of representative in the House of Commons on the tenure of speaking the will of his constituents, rising to declare, that he would desire they never had the privilege of returning members to Parliament, unless they agreed with him on certain measures of state policy. We have seen a colleague of his,3 who resisted a Speaker’s warrant, and set London in an uproar, about twenty years ago, on the propriety of resisting the orders of “the bad House that kept late hours in Palace Yard,” maintaining that nothing could be more improper than to dissolve a Parliament, in order to appeal to the sentiments of those who returned them, when it was probable that such appeal would have a contrary result to what “the representatives” had determined upon. We have seen bishops defending what they had sworn to be idolatry, and ministers loudly urging the adoption of measures which they had, within six months, declared to be pregnant with ruin. And how can we pretend to say what is party at present? We can understand the merits of a struggle for place and power; but we do not at present discern even the elements of what were once the so sharply marked distinctions of Whig and Tory.

Our political tendencies will be sufficiently apparent to the intelligent from what we have said already;—to the non-intelligent it would be useless to address ourselves. During the late struggle for Roman Catholic emancipation, we should have been amongst its most decided opponents; but as we think that it is now improbable in the highest degree that the measure of last session will be repealed—as, in short, Protestant ascendancy, as understood by our fathers, is a matter of history— we shall not moot a question which, for the present, is as useless in practice as the famous schoolboy controversy of ancient times, whether Hannibal ought to have marched upon Rome after the battle of Cannæ. Reserving our opinions upon the theological and political questions connected with the Romish church, as it exerts its influence here and on the continent, we willingly excuse ourselves from fighting over again upon paper a battle which has been lost in the field. We shall keep our attention steadfastly fixed upon the movements of the party now called into power, and sedulously watch whether they attempt to do all the mischief which they desire; but as we do not for the present see how they can be dislodged from the station which they have obtained, we must even let them stay there, without any angry inquiry on our part how or why they have won it.

In other matters of domestic policy we are not very anxious to pledge ourselves. We have no respect for the political economists—men who, in general, blunder on in blind subjection to theories hastily adopted upon partial inductions, and perpetually contradicted in practice; but, at the same time, our reverence is just as slight for the soi-disant practical gentlemen, who, on the strength of having been clerks, in one capacity or another, in public offices, where the portion of intellect required is not more than that of a dog in a wheel, talk of the “mystery” of their avocations, as if public business were a sort of Rosicrucianism or Freemasonry, to be understood only by the adepts; and affect to sneer, or perhaps do actually sneer without affectation, at those who have not had the advantage of learning 27how to fold a note in a diplomatic manner, or to tie a parcel with appropriate tape. Both these classes of men are equally absurd and ridiculous (we have much to say hereafter about them); but there is a small sect, compounded of both, who are not to be laughed at. Your trading political economists, dry-baked in office, are no matter of jest. It would not be difficult to prove, that they have inflicted almost as much calamity upon the country as a foreign conqueror could have done,—more, indeed, than foreign conquerors, in civilised days, in general, ever think of doing. We believe that public opinion, dazzled or blinded for a while by the affected precision and mock-mathematical accuracy of this tribe of philosophers, is gradually becoming undeceived; and we shall endeavour to assist it in returning into the right path, and teaching it to look with something more of respect on maxims and principles which, in all countries, but especially in this country, have been the parents of wealth and power; and with suspicion, at least, on mushroom doctrines, which have rarely been acted upon, for any period, without involving those who followed them in misfortune, and inducing the necessity of a hasty retreat.

Sufficient has been here said to make it perfectly well understood that we are not of liberal principles. We have only a few words more to add. The history of this country bears us out in saying, that meddling with foreign affairs (except in extreme cases, which we here of course purposely refrain from discussing, even in the slightest manner,) has been always a mistake of the first magnitude. We do not admit—for that is not the word which we would use—that the victories of the Edwards and the Henrys, the Marlboroughs and the Wellingtons, and the still more national glories of the Drakes and Blakes, the Rodneys and the Nelsons, have raised the feeling, and animated the courage, and lit the blood of our country. We do not admit it. No! we boast it. Perish the cold word of logical controversy! We make it our boast, that to Cressy and Poitiers and Agincourt—to Blenheim and Ramilies and Oudenarde—to Salamanca, Toulouse, and Waterloo; still more—let us say it without disparagement to these fields of fame—still more, because it is our own, our own by the inherited valour of the warriors of the wooden walls, by the inheritance of freedom, of free Athens, free Carthage, free Rome, free Scandinavia, free Venice, free England, and, if Old England’s descendants, when she has become effete, prove worthy of their mother, free America,—by the mastery of the sea, won in many a glorious fight, from the days of Elizabeth and the Armada to those of Nelson and Trafalgar,—we have obtained that truest safeguard of national independence—the perfect certainty, on the part of our enemies, that any attempt to insult us is such an experiment as “drawing a tooth from an angry lion.” That, however, being sufficiently proved, we think we may now, for a generation at least, rest content under the shade of our laurels. “We have supt full of honors;” and as we need not go to war to prove that we know how to fight, we cannot conceive that there is any other necessity pressing upon us just at present. Our business, then, in this our Magazine shall be to preach the necessity of peace, the absolute duty of noninterference in foreign politics, whether to assist distressed princes and disconsolate princesses on one hand, or runaway patriots and craven constitutionalists on the other. Let the nations of the continent arrange their internal affairs as they please; provided they 28do not bear upon us, we need not intermeddle. The French newspapers are very busy just now with some fancies about a comité directeur, of which such eminent statesmen as Mt Gaily Knight (victim as he is of Lord Byron’s exquisite ridicule) and poor Lord Palmerston are the heads, and which is described as having for its purpose the regeneration of the continent. The folly of this is apparent; but it is not greater, nor more absurd than the pretensions which a noisy class of politicians in this country set up to our being the arbiters of every quarrel, from the North Pole to the South. There are people daily and hourly writing and speaking here about the eternal disgrace which England suffers, because Don Pedro’s brother, and not Don Pedro’s daughter, is sovereign of Portugal. It may be wrong; but


What’s Miguel to us, or we to Miguel!


Others lament that Ferdinand the Seventh continues to play leap-frog with his attendants, to break various oaths, in which the animus imponentis differed most astonishingly from the animus jurantis, and to marry at least half as many wives as Harry the Eighth. Bad taste and bad conscience, perhaps; but


To Spain be all the woes of Spain,

While we, in Britain’s happier reign,

Live undisturbed in peace.


With whom, or for whom, else have we to quarrel? Naples and their Pepes? Vix. Or are we called upon by the Pope? Are we to have no reformers in Rome? Is the spirit of liberalism to keep away from the eternal city? Is the Popery of Irish Carbonarism to except the Romans from the revolutionary benefits of their sect? While Turin, and Naples, and Genoa, and Venice, and Florence, groan under the devastating yoke of their kings and princes, is there nobody to talk of the sorrows of the S. P. Q. R.—


The steady Romans who enslaved the world?


No! not one. The cry of Irish liberalism is base, and of the base: it is the blended cry of Jacobinism and Jesuitry. The Jacobins have emancipated the Irish Roman Catholics, because they thought it would weaken and injure the great rock on which the cause of order and true religion throughout Europe rests—the Church of England. The Jesuits, busy in restoring despotism all over the continent, are delighted to find their real antagonist defeated. If either party had the least pretensions to freedom of mind, Rome would now be free. Another Rienzi, very different from Miss Mitford’s namby-pamby hero, would, ere long, have started. But mention in that assembly of those very free-minded men, viz. the Catholic Association of Dublin, that Rome, a town in which certain human beings live, might be governed as they (the said association) were governed,—that it might be some sort of convenience to the Romans that a degree of liberty, equal to something half in 29amount to what the penal laws gave the Irish Catholics, was granted them,—that there was no particular necessity for a set of priests, named cardinals, to commit all kinds of oppression and meanness in the city where Julius Cæsar once lived we need not go on—the friends of freedom would answer you by a panegyric on the impeccable purity of the priests, and a positive assurance, that though they meant to be liberal every where else, yet, in places where papistry had an avowed supremacy, it was only correct to bow down before it.

Here we have written a digression about nothing at all. We waxed indignant about the condition of the people of the Campagna di Roma; but we must come home at last. We spoke of the Romans merely to shew the inconsistency of our patriots so called. In brief, however, our creed is this—that if the Foreign Office were closed altogether, it would be so much the better for the country; and that the policy of England should be insular, as she is an island, and colonial, as she is the queen of colonies, the nursing mother of empires. With respect to these colonies, much we have to say—much as to the Whites and the Blacks of the West Indies—much more as to the East India Company and the great possessions under its control. Our views on these subjects will (we believe) be found peculiar. They shall be, at all events, distinctly expressed.

This must be matter of time. A few months will develope what we are, and what we are worth. Of our literary opinions, nothing shall be said here. We are determined to be fearless and fair; and if any body does not like that alliteration, we cannot help him to a better. No pains shall be spared to make our Magazine equal, in the ordinary sources of information, to its contemporaries. Of its extraordinary sources we speak not; and as for all other matters of attraction, we must leave them to speak for themselves. Only we premise, or we stipulate, that we are not judged by this Number. If every body knew how hard it is to produce a first Number as good as a fifty-first or a hundred-and-first, every body would not be so critical on our commencing efforts. Perhaps this may be no very good Number, although it is written by the first writers in England, Scotland, and Ireland, but we shall do better another time; and, with that assurance, we say “To each and all, a gay good night.”


Notes


	 “Triumphant Tories and desponding Whigs Forget their feuds, and club to save their wigs.”
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31‘The Present Balance of Parties in the State, and the Results of the Reform Bill’ Fraser's Magazine for Town and Country, 5/27 (April 1832), 294-316

The Whig government of Lord Grey called a General Election in the spring of 1832, in order to secure a majority in the House of Commons for its Parliamentary Reform Bill. The results were analysed by Sir John Walsh (1798-1881), the Conservative MP for Sudbury (1830-1834), in The Present Balance of Parties in the State (1832). Frasers published this commentary on the book in its April issue.

Frasers preferred method of commentary was in taking contemporary events and placing them in their long-term historical context to draw out conclusions. The article offers an analysis of the evolution of political parties during the eighteenth century in order to highlight the various challenges to which they have been subjected over time. Coming down to the present, the article observes, ‘The immediate effect of the introduction of the Reform Bill was the merging of all divisions and subdivisions into two parties — reformers and constitutionalists — the movement party, and the conservative party’.

The article also expresses its anxiety that the Reform Bill was the first step in a wider constitutional revolution encompassing the House of Lords, the monarchy, and the Church of England. ‘Fearful will be the predicament of the House of Lords’, the review observes, ‘for that will lay down a precedent for violation of existing interests and prescriptive rights, which in the eye of our common law have a most sacred character’. As to King William IV, ‘he sends and receives ambassadors, makes treaties, leagues, and alliances, peace and war — has a negative on the acts of the legislature, is generalissimo of the army and navy, is the fountain of justice and honour, the arbiter of commerce, the supreme governor of the church’. The magazine worried for the future of the monarchy, should his niece, Princess Victoria, inherit the throne as a minor. It also predicted that, unless they were stopped, ‘the rapacious harpies of reform, who know nothing of prescriptive rights and antiquity of possession, but everything of utility, in their application’ would engage in a second Reformation of Church property.
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The Present Balance of Parties in the State, and the results of the Reform Bill1

The principles of all political parties should rest on the broad basis of honour, and should in themselves be distinct, well defined, and thoroughly understood. It is very natural that men, impelled by the operation of such principles, and holding dear certain measures, by the avowal of which they gained, perchance, their introduction into parliament, or their individual importance, should classify themselves into parties, should act in concert for all purposes of legislation, and endeavour, by every fair and open expedient, to gain and retain the proposal and regulation of all public affairs. “Factions,” says Mr. Hume, “subvert government, render laws impotent, and beget the fiercest animosities among men of the same nation, who ought to give mutual assistance and protection to each other.” On the other hand, favouritism is the growth of tyranny, and impregnated with all the baleful and poisonous qualities proper to its parent. Whenever the one or the other prevails, then good government is in reality destroyed, and dangers innumerable, and of the most pernicious kind, are darkening into gloom over the national prosperity. But pure parties are assistants to good government, inasmuch as by the clash of wits truth is elicited, and by the application of a severe scrutiny into the actions of ministers, they are compelled, spite of every weakness of nature, to act openly and manfully, and according to the strictest dictates of honour.

Mr. Burke has depicted parties in colours of too ideal a cast, in his Thoughts on the Causes of the Present Discontents; but he was either on one side or the other a zealous partisan, and he was naturally induced to become the apologist of party. The beau idéal, however, can never be realised, until human infirmities have been conquered, human passions neutralised, senses rendered more clear, error eradicated from the heart, selfishness ejected from the breast, avarice become innocuous in its operations, and rigid honour made the grand and triumphant characteristic of mankind. Human actions, however, gravitate towards the earth which 34we inhabit, and seldom have reference to the skies, which is the home of our hopes. Expectancy has little to do with politics, for every man looks to present and instantaneous fruition. Sir John Walsh has well observed, that “sympathy of opinions first attracts the elements of party together,” as identity of interests may soon become the uniting cement betwixt them. The feelings of an ardent patriotism are often superseded by the narrow and less noble impulse of an esprit de corps. Men begin by seeking power, that they may accomplish great measures of policy; they sometimes end by using measures as instruments to acquire or to retain power. “Collision of objects, interests, and appliances for effecting purposes, engenders hostility; hostility begets exasperation; and exasperation sows the angry passions in the hearts of parties.”

“In fairly bringing forward,” says the philosophical and eloquent baronet, “the ostensible aims, in tracing the legitimate bounds, in describing the useful results of party combinations; and, on the other hand, in exposing the errors, the evils, and the vices, of which party spirit may be the cause,—we may form in our own minds a standard to measure the conduct of each particular party. The system is capable of a certain useful direction; it is liable to specific abuses. There ought to be a code of morals, expressly for the use of parties—a martial law for these regiments of politicians. We must endeavour to ascertain how far they pursue the laudable purpose they profess to seek, how far they avoid the faults to which their composition inclines them; without expecting that they can quite attain the one, or wholly escape the other. In every thing human we can only hope for an approximation to good.”

In the just doctrine applicable to the conduct of parties, one main requisite is, that they be the actors in the eyes of the nation, but not mixed up with the passions of the nation. The nation should be, as it were, the court of appeal, exercising a salutary influence over their acts, and holding them within the limits of moderation. When once, however, a party has been dexterous enough, and sufficiently self-interested and wicked, to arouse the dormant prejudices and the passions of the people, and to induce the multitude to array itself on one side, then the fulcrum between the advocates of state opinions is lost; and there being no vigilant observers of the conduct of public men, jealousies, passions, animosities, grow out of the most trifling disputes, and victory is contended for with all the energies of an implacable hatred. In such a state of things the interests of parties are opposed to the interests of the nation, and a civil war of opinions and passions is the circumstance most favourable to advancing the fortunes and perpetuating the rule of self-interested men and political adventurers.

It is now some years since popular passions dictated the measures of any ministry, and the result of this quiescent state of public feeling has been most beneficial to national prosperity. The non-interference of the multitude and the mob with his majesty’s administration, left free play to the mental powers and free scope to the judgment of our legislators; and, to use Sir John Walsh’s elegant phrase, “the intellect of the country was released from the trammels of prejudice and the dominion of temper.” The public mind considered with dispassionate reflection 35the acts of the rulers; the opposition, however keenly they might have sighed for instalment in the ministerial benches, were obliged to assume a moderated behaviour,—to act as checks on the executive, and not as opponents and enemies to the faithful servants of the king. Now, however, the scene is changed; and, to take the baronet’s description, “the neutrals, the sober by-standers, have almost entirely disappeared. Every one is keenly for or against the ministry and the Reform bill; which is, in fact, the abstract essence of the ministry. Every public measure is now debated with reference to its relation to the government and its effect on the bill, rather than upon its own merits. It is curious that the result of this has been to swell the ranks both of ministers and their opponents. Whigs, Tories, Radicals, all have gained recruits at the expense of the moderate, unbiassed, independent part of the House of Commons; just as disturbed and dangerous times make every man a soldier.”

Our party divisions have been most conspicuous in the politics of Europe. Guelph and Ghibelin, Neri and Bianchi, have not enjoyed so wide a renown as have our Tories and Whigs. The spirit and conduct of these parties have had a direct and widely-extended influence on the fortunes of their country; they have been mixed up in the principal transactions of the continent, and their plans been actually infused into the most important passages of European diplomacy. With such grand transactions, and the grandest senatorial displays, the brightest and most glorious names in England are associated; names, indeed, which must be dear to every patriotic bosom. That their possessors have been blameless, or that no vice was inherent in the constitution of the respective parties of which those memorable characters were the ornament and the boast, would be to insist on a Utopian desideratum. But Rapin has well observed, “that though the English are divided into two parties, and there is great enmity between them, their passion does not, however, cause them, in general at least, to abandon the interests of religion and liberty.”2 Both parties have always hitherto acted according to the limits of opinion and conduct prescribed by the principles of our British constitution: their measures have always been actuated by the pure dictates of high honour and of noble spirit. The Tory, indeed, was favourable to the crown, and to the permanence of the church; the Whig proclaimed himself the defender of popular rights, and stickled for the high privileges of the Commons: but the former never thought—particularly since the accession of the House of Hanover— of making prerogative more powerful than constitutional law, and reviving the atrocities of the Court of High Commission and the Star Chamber; nor yet the Whigs of levying money from the counties, as did the parliament under Oliver Cromwell, or of making that house paramount to the hereditary peerage and the kingly office. Theirs was the contest between two parties in the state, and not between two classes of society. The chiefs of each party were of the highest of the aristocracy. “The colour of their political opinions,” says Sir John Walsh, “became even a sort of hereditary faith in their families, and blended itself curiously enough with the pride of ancestry. In the Tories, these aristocratic feelings were natural—they were in perfect accordance with the general complexion of 36their views and policy; but in the Whigs they created an anomaly, and involved, if ever traced fairly up to their source, two contradictory and hostile principles. A proud and exclusive temper” (and herein Sir John Walsh differs materially from Rapin; but had the historian been now alive, and had witnessed the late memorable proceedings of the different political sets, he would have been of the same opinion with the baronet and ourselves), “a demeanour somewhat haughty and reserved, a devotion to the interests of particular families, a great deference to the accident of birth, were scarcely reconcilable with that extreme attachment to the spirit and the practice of the democratic parts of our government, which they so loudly proclaimed.”

Until the French Revolution there were only two parties in the state, or, to speak more correctly, there were only two generic terms, without saying any thing of the numerous denominations into which those two classes were subdivided. The Whigs, before that fearful outbreaking of popular frenzy, were the democracy of England. Then, however, a new spirit burst forth, in the panoply of the infant Pallas, into existence, and that was the personified Opinion of which the editor of the Memoirs of Réné Lavavasseur, the ex-Conventionalist, thus boasts:—“Cette opinion, contre laquelle les hommes de tous les partis se sont réunis, est le répub¬licanisme ardent, dont le monde étouné a déploré les excès, et admiré les prodi¬ges.” When speaking of this self-same audacious, tyrannous, and bloody opinion, the old autobiographer exultingly exclaims:—“Alors trente millions de voix répé¬taient avec nous le cri de liberté! Alors ce qu’on prend aujourd’hui pour le délire de quelques maniaques exaltés, était le sentiment commun de tout un peuple, et en quelque sorte sa manière d’exister! Contre de ce mouvement immense nous étions entraînés par son énergie en cherchant à le diriger!”

The party in question was the same as that against which Burke, in his Thoughts on the French Revolution, poured forth the phials of his indignation, in terms which will be co-existent with the appreciation of nobleness of sentiment. Its upholders advocated the necessity of recurrence to the first principles of natural right, and their political El Dorado was the reconstruction of the Social Union. They preached equality of interest in life, because of equality of birth and of human responsibility,—they preached equality of worldly substance and riches, the destruction of the judgment-seat, the banishment of aristocratic differences and noble titles, and the annihilation of the kingly office. Sir John Walsh has well said of the rise of this rabblement of politicians:


“No circumstance could have been more prejudicial to the interests and ascendency of the Whigs than the events of the French Revolution, and the simultaneous creation of this new party in the state. Hitherto their great source of moral power had consisted in their being the constituted and established organs of the popular feeling. The keystone of their political faith had been the innocence, the beneficial tendencies, and the power of self-control, inherent in popular bodies and institutions, when allowed an unlimited expansion. The birth of the Radicals undermined the 37former; the excesses of the reign of terror shook the latter. The Whigs, the established and orthodox champions of the rights of the democracy, found their province invaded, and their flock led astray, by these sectarians in politics. On the other hand, the more sober of their adherents, the most moderate in their opinions and aristocratic in their prepossessions, alarmed and disgusted by these dangerous rivals or doubtful allies, seceded entirely, and threw themselves into the arms of the Tories. Never had their benches exhibited a more brilliant union of splendid talents, of distinguished names, of statesmen of high reputation, than when this storm overtook them. Fox in the meridian of his powers, Burke in all the unimpaired vigour of his extraordinary faculties, Sheridan in the first dazzling glory of his parliamentary career, Whitbread, Tierney, the present Lord Grey, Windham, following with no distant steps the track of their great leaders, formed a catalogue of which they might well be proud.”


He also well delineates the further proceedings of the Whigs, and exhibits the difficulties of their situation, and their inconsistencies:


“Diminished in splendour by the secession of its brightest ornaments, Burke and Windham; in numbers, by that of many of the more moderate yet influential of the party in both houses of parliament; and embarrassed by the novelty of its position with respect to the powerful ultra-democrats springing into existence, the Whig opposition maintained a firm countenance. They continued to arraign the policy, and to scrutinise the conduct of the ministry, with equal acuteness, with no mitigated severity, and with a deeper shade of personal animosity. But no one can read the debates and the history of that period, without perceiving in their tone a consciousness of the difficulty of their situation, and traces of the inconsistencies in which it involved them. At one time they launch out in eloquent praise of the French revolution; at another, they gently blame, while they palliate its excesses. At one time they indulge in sanguine anticipation of the benefits with which it is pregnant to the whole human race; at another, they are staggered with the enormities which disfigured its course. Now they attack with violent declamation the coalitions of European powers, as conspiracies against the rights of mankind; and soon after they are obliged to admit, that the intrigues and military movements of the republic are assaults on the existence of governments, and aggressions on the independence of nations. At home, they enrol their names in political societies, and shrink from the ultimate objects which those societies have in view. They censure the dangerous designs and treasonable projects of affiliated Jacobins; yet they loudly and violently stigmatise all measures of repression, all vigorous policy, as invasions of liberty, and acts of unwarrantable oppression. They deny 38not the existence of the spirit of evil, yet they insist that, unopposed, it becomes perfectly innocuous; and that it is only when some attempt is made to check and control it, that it is rendered dangerous to society. Thus did they endeavour to thread their way through the narrow space which was left them, seeking to preserve their distinctness inviolate; hoping to direct and to restrain the Radicals with one hand, and to oppose the firm ministry of Pitt with the other. Had it been practicable, they would have accomplished it; for they were proud and able men, long versed in the warfare of party, devoted to their own: the aristocratic part of our representative system gave them sure seats in parliament—their high reputation gave them weight in it. But they attempted an impossibility; they were interposed between the shocks of elements mightier than themselves. Identified with neither, they were opposed to all movement whatever: as they were in a manner neutralised, they insisted that the nation ought to be neutral; as they would not sanction any steps of a decisive character against sedition, they argued that it would expend itself: they maintained that amidst the crash of empires, and in the face of the most active and powerful agents of destruction, if we were only quiescent we should be safe,—as if some one were to counsel a traveller in the Arctic regions to take a sleep in the snow to recruit his strength, in a situation where inaction is death.”


The peaceful reign of George the Fourth was sufficient to allay all that remained of exacerbated feeling between the Whigs and the Tories. There was no scope for action or enterprise. Europe was in a state of exhaustion after its gigantic efforts in the revolutionary war, and a dead calm seemed to pervade the sea of politics. Inaction was most detrimental to the Whigs. Their partisans of enthusiasm or ambitious aspirations grew first faint-hearted, and then turned away in disappointment. Some retired into private life; others assumed a favourable demeanour to their opponents, in the hope of preferment. The Whigs were diminishing daily as a body, and the very affability of the Tory administration was almost the final blow to their importance and their popularity. There was little of identity left. They were gradually joining the higher or lapsing into the lower order of politicians. Some great and aristocratic families, however, still remained: they clung to the remembrance of the traditional and recorded glories of their ancestors; they rallied the small remnant of their followers, filled up vacancies in their ranks as well as they were able, held out every inducement to recruits of talent, and by their nomination boroughs kept up a shew of some force in the House of Commons. But their glory had departed; they were no longer the guardians of popular rights, or the pluckers down of royal prerogative. To atone for their impotence in parliament, they congregated as thickly as they could in the salons of Holland, Lansdowne, and Devonshire Houses. From being a powerful party, they dwindled into a trifling handful of discontented yet arrogant party-men; and from having had the space of England for their theatre of action, they were satisfied, perforce, 39to meet and talk over the perils and fortunes of their predecessors and themselves in the lounging-room at Brookes’s.

The defeat of the Duke of Wellington’s administration occasioned no accession of forces to the Whigs. That defeat was effected by the junction of the High Tories, and Canningites, and the Neutrals, with small bodies of the professed disciples of Fox and of Whiggism. Hence it happened, that when this last party were called to the helm of government, they were too unimportant to form of themselves an administration. To use the figurative yet appropriate language of Sir John Walsh, “They were no more powerful than they had been for years past—weaker, on the contrary; but they were suddenly brought forward by the divisions of their opponents, just as a ship, which has lain for months enclosed by fields of ice, is at length released, not by her own strength working through them, but by the crumbling and breaking up of the masses by which she has been imprisoned.”

Their desire for office, their hungry yearnings after the good things of preferment, placed them in a dilemma; but that was a trifle to men not overburdened with conscientious scruples, and who, moreover, were for scudding, at all events, across the floor of the Houses of Parliament, to seize on the ministerial benches. Two ways were open to their operations: they might either advocate the policy of Mr. Canning and the Duke of Wellington, and, by conciliating the moderate Tories, and including the Neutrals and Independents in their number, might form an effective administration;—or they might throw themselves into the arms of the democratic party. Although long quiescent, this party had cast off its slough of weakness, and by the extended means of education it had acquired a conscious mental energy, and gathered the materials of political strength. Poverty-stricken by fiscal regulations, struggling in the midst of a hopeless adversity, yet led by acquired information to entertain lofty aspirations, which were, however, converted, by the shock they sustained against their abject circumstances of life, into a desperation of envy against the better fortunes of their superiors in society—the Radicals of England were at fierce enmity with every other class, while they gloried in the anticipation of some civil commotion, which might redound to the advantage of their own. The enthusiastic author of Corn-Law Rhymes has given expression to the loud outcry of the famishing multitude in the following stern lines:—


“What is bad government, thou slave,

Whom robbers represent?

What is bad government, thou knave,

Who lov’st bad government?

It is the deadly will, that takes 

What labour ought to keep—

It is the deadly power, that 

makes Bread dear, and labour cheap.”


The moment of the retirement of the Duke of Wellington was one of excessive irritation and alarm: a steady head was required for the counsels of the king—an 40unflinching and steady hand for the helm of state; and a multitude of accomplished and able men were prepared to surround and support the new ministry, if they had evinced any disposition and determination to wrestle with the exigencies of the times. By calling moderate and able men in the House of Commons to their aid, Lord Grey and Lord Brougham and their colleagues might have laid themselves open to the abuse of the democrats, and the sneers and sarcasms of the selfish and the disappointed; they might have been told that their former professions were empty air, that their opposition had been a cunning juggle for office, and that, while they had been professing an earnest championship for the popular interests, they were deluding the people, and were haughty and avaricious aristocrats in heart. Most easy, however, would it have been to withstand these several attacks. By joining the Moderates and Neutrals, moreover, they would have completely broken up the remnant of the old Whig party, and thus have completed the annihilation of the two celebrated political divisions which had been commenced and nearly effected by Mr. Canning and the Duke of Wellington. But by calling in the democratic party to their aid, they have not only accomplished this very obliteration and fusion of their own party, but their paucity of numbers has been entirely swallowed up by the multitude of that revolutionary party to which they have joined their fortunes.

The mischief arising from this junction was visible in the very first measure of the Liberal Cabinet. Burnings in Kent, riots in other counties, and an insurrectionary movement over the whole country, called imperatively for promptitude and decision on the part of the executive. The gentry not only most vigorously withstood the assaults of the peasantry, but by a display of vigour peculiarly English, they dispersed the mobs of rioters and marauders, and curbed the licentious spirit of the working classes into subjection. The prisons were crowded with men caught with arms in their hands, and in flagrant crime. Special commissions were issued for their trial. The judges dispensed the laws with admirable forbearance, and selected only a few from the mass of incendiaries, robbers, and ruffians, before them, for capital punishment; they sentenced others to transportation, and either acquitted the remainder, or awarded the slightest possible punishment for their transgressions. When the trials were concluded, the journals took up the case of the culprits, and overawed the executive with their menaces and denouncements. The condemned were held up as martyrs to the cause of the people. The consequence was, that the ministry were intimidated with the bombastic and flagitious threats of club-law held out by the newspapers. Pardons were issued. “A report,” says Sir John Walsh (and we all remember the circumstance), “obtained currency that the pardons had been granted in opposition to the advice of the judges, and that the impossibility of resisting the popular cry had even been alleged in answer to their representations.” There is little or no doubt of this fact: a stultified clemency was dealt out to those daring offenders; law and its judgments were held forth by the ministry to the people as a mockery and a farce; and the leaders of the democracy were soon taught that a trembling, crouching, cringing executive (fearful of every rising measure of Radical discontent) had, in the pomp and 41circumstance of arrogance, vanity, and avarice, taken the place of the stern and intrepid Duke of Wellington. But this was only the commencement of the dastardly concessions of the ministers, and consequently the first indication only of ministerial incapacity. Let us look for a moment to Ireland.


	“The removal of the Catholic disabilities had not tranquillised that country—had not produced the slightest cessation or abatement of violence in the parties which distracted it. It had been wrung from the ministry by the agency of that formidable association which had acquired so wonderful an influence over the mass of the people, and had so dexterously used it. It was hoped that the complete fulfilment of their original purpose would be the signal for the dissolution of this body; but it will surprise no one who has any acquaintance with history, or experience of mankind, that such an expectation was disappointed. Mr. O’Connell, the principal leader of this union, and one of the most remarkable persons of his time, had directed its efforts to the attainment of another object; the success of which, and by such means, would be a virtual separation of the two countries. His great legal knowledge, and the address with which he had eluded all attempts to enforce the application of the laws against those combinations, constituted one of his most formidable powers. Not deterred by this, however, the Government did not hesitate to assume towards him an attitude of the most resolute hostility, to subject him to a prosecution for the breach of a statute passed to meet this particular evil; and they succeeded in obtaining a conviction against him and some other members. Nor did they relax upon this triumph: Mr. Stanley, in the House of Commons, on two occasions, on the 14th and 16th of February, declared, in answer to a question from the Marquess of Chandos, that Mr. O’Connell and his associates had not pleaded guilty in consequence of any compromise with Government; that no compromise existed: he concluded his speech on the 14th with these words:—‘It is the unalterable determination of the law officers in Ireland to follow up the present proceedings against him, and they have no instruction that the law should not take its full course.’ And on the 16th, after denying a second time the existence of a compromise, he again stated, still more unequivocally:—‘It (the Crown) has procured a verdict against Mr. O’Connell, and it will undoubtedly call him up to receive judgment upon it.’ On the 28th of February, a warm altercation took place between Mr. Stanley and Mr. O’Connell, commencing by a denial of Mr. O’Connell that any overture to a compromise had originated with any friends of his. Both agreed that no compromise existed; but Mr. O’Connell contended that indirect overtures had been made through Lord Glengall and Mr. Bennett to him, which he had rejected; while Mr. Stanley asserted that written propositions for a compromise had been enclosed to those gentlemen in a letter from Mr. Maurice O’Connell, which were supposed to have 42been dictated by Mr. O’Connell. Upon this text the debate branched out into a review of Mr. O’Connell’s conduct by Mr. Stanley, in which he charged him with a systematic attempt to agitate the minds and to rouse the passions of the people,—an accusation which he preferred in strong language, and sustained by extracts from the speeches and references to the published letters of the learned gentleman.

	“Mr. O’Connell retorted with his usual vehemence, charging the ministers with a tyrannical and despotic spirit, compared with which the former administration was a blessing to Ireland. Such, up to the memorable 1st of March, was the tone and demeanour of the Government towards the party of the movement in Ireland.”


The doctrine of the present ministers also assimilated to that of their predecessors in their avowal of non-intervention. This was the lure which they threw out to the autocrats of Russia, of Prussia, of Austria, and to the court of the Tuileries, to entice them to a peaceful demeanour towards this country, while the executive were attending to the insulting threats and ruffianly demands of the reformers of England. It was enough for Earl Grey to be overawed by the supercilious behaviour of Mr. Place, the tailor, and the swaggering mechanics of Westminster. If the smooth face of Lieven, or the smiling one of Esterhazy, had remonstrated or asked for concessions on his left side, while the vulgar squad of the Crown and Anchor were overcharging his pure mansion with their pestiferous breath on his right, the premier would most assuredly have been reduced to the last lamentable condition of fear. The grand and boasted principle of non-interference turns out, however, only to mean that one state should not meddle with the internal regulations or condition of another, unless it sees good cause and cogent reason to do so—itself, however, being the arbiter of cogency. It, consequently, is found, after all, to be nothing more or less than the common and ordinary rule of human action. If the selfishness of the minister is stronger than his integrity and love of justice, he will pick out some occasion to aggravate it into importance, and immediately convert it into a lever for his astute schemes. Thus the exception is so wide, and the law is of so narrow an import, that the latter is completely and immediately nullified by the former; and non-intervention is, in reality, a term without a precise meaning— or such meaning as ministerial cunning may assume.


“America is very much affected by our regulations respecting the trade of Canada and the West Indies. We should be very much affected if the Emperor of China should prohibit the cultivation of tea. The successful revolt of our Colonies was a great cause of the French Revolution: the three days of Paris occasioned the separation of Belgium and Holland. Then the professors of these doctrines are perpetually falling into inconsistency. Those who are loud against intervention in the case of Belgium, are eager for it between Russia and Poland; those who blame it in the case of France towards Spain, view it more indulgently in that 43of England towards Portugal: very tenable grounds, certainly, upon the peculiar merits of the different questions, but inconsistent with a general principle of non-intervention. Could the rule be made absolute, and the law established, that no interests of its own should justify any nation in engaging in the domestic concerns of another, an important change would take place in human affairs; so important, indeed, that it will never occur till the millennium, or till Mr. Owen’s division of the world into parallelograms. Until this loop-hole of self-interest be closed, this boasted principle will leave the world just as it found it.”


The ministry had to terminate the conferences of the five great European powers with respect to Belgium and Holland. These were commenced by the Duke of Wellington, and had during their process under his administration been the subject of the constant attacks of the Whigs. The present Lord Chancellor ridiculed the meetings from his place in the House of Commons with his habitual biting sarcasm; and his diatribe was wound up with an avowal of his fear “that, before the plenipotentiaries even made the attempt to stop, they would have proceeded so far as not to be able to withdraw, and then war—for interference on our part, in his opinion, must lead to it—would become inevitable.” Yet, afterwards, who so quickly disengaged himself from the trammels of former opinions—who so eagerly stood forward as the vindicator of the necessity of conferences and protocols as my Lord Brougham? Next to him in inveighing when out of office against, and adopting when in office, the foreign policy of the Duke of Wellington, was the noble Premier. And what followed? Why, they allowed Russia to crush Poland, and Prussia to participate anew in the annihilation of that oppressed country—they allowed Louis Philippe to march into Belgium, and are allowing him to send an expedition into Italy—they allow Pedro to fit out in our own ports, contrary to the express word of the Foreign Enlistment Bill, an expedition for the purpose of dethroning his younger brother, because he refused to marry his infant niece—they are for forcing a mushroom king upon the Greeks—and they are for compelling an arrangement of the dispute between the two countries on the Kings of Belgium and Holland. First, then, they cavil at the doctrine of nonintervention because they are in opposition, and then they adopt it because they form the executive—knowing all the while that it simply means expediency or selfishness, and nothing more. Thus they immediately employ the influence and authority of England in regulating the domestic concerns of foreign nations, and allow every other nation of Europe to intermeddle in the affairs of its neighbour; so that on the first rupture, no matter in what quarter it happens, we shall find ourselves precipitated into a war. Our only safeguard from this ruinous crisis is, that every potentate of Europe has an exchequer equally exhausted with our own.

In their financial expedients, the progress of the ministers has been one line of shifting, and changing, and shuffling, and endeavouring to bamboozle the good sense of the country. Small salaries have been done away with, while large salaries have been suffered to remain. Their mountains of boast have veritably been 44mole-hills of performance. At length Lord Althorp was forced to admit that he could not bring expenditure below the level to which it had been reduced. As a last resort, the ministers are endeavouring to save a little by a re-adjustment of the naval institutions of the country, which were before adjusted on as low a scale as possible. Three boards are to be reduced to one, various offices to be consolidated, and all matters regarding the navy of England to be carried on upon a truly economical footing. One of two things will happen: either the navy of England will suffer most materially, and be in the moment of exigency too curtailed of its effective strength; or as many officers will be required at the Admiralty for carrying on its concerns as have heretofore been employed at that office, in addition to the Navy and the Victualling Boards.

Let us now look at the policy of the ministry since the 1st of March. The motives which may have dictated the Reform bill “are,” says Sir John Walsh, “mere matter of conjecture, founded upon data as uncertain as the passions, or the caprices, or the peculiar opinions, or the secret designs, of fourteen or sixteen individuals with whose private councils we have no acquaintance.” Time may elucidate the mystery, and some book of memoirs may hereafter reveal, with the loquacity of another Pepys or of Sully, the precise reasons for the Reform bill, to the people. Certain it is that it surprised every body. Ultra Tories hailed the announcement of Lord John Russell with shouts of laughter—the Tories of the Wellington school with supercilious contempt; Mr. John Smith, and the borough-holding Whigs of the purlieus of the Exchange and Mansion House, had the breath taken out of their bodies—the Neutrals thought the time for neutrality had passed, and arrayed themselves in the opposition; the Moderates were aghast with affright; the sans culottes of Westminster danced with the gestures of drunken savages over the weltering limbs of the butchered constitution, and their mad cry of beastly triumph was hailed with approving shouts by the Radicals of the country. The proposed scheme was different to every thing ever thought or dreamed of. Mr. Pitt, in the period of the day-dreams of his youth—Mr Fox, in the buoyant plenitude of his innovations—Mr. Brougham, when he itinerated through the towns of Yorkshire, trying his powers at mob-oratory, had severally fallen short of the sweeping and all-destructive measure, which was suited only to the atmosphere of the lowest and vilest radicalism. Lord Grey had confessed to have modified his opinious since the inflamed period of his youth;—Lord John Russell had written books in a calm and dispassionate vein, and deprecated one uniform qualification of votes, and the appointment of delegates by the refuse of society;—Lord Melbourne was known as a moderate and amiable man, leaning towards the people, but kept in a just balance by the weight of prudential considerations;—Lord Durham exhibited the laughable amalgamation of the red-hot radical with the lofty and arrogant aristocrat;—Lord Lansdowne had acted with the Foxites and the Canningites, had veered his politics with his situation, and was called upon to uphold a sweeping measure, in which, from his past conduct, he certainly could not have had any hearty co-operation;—Mr. Charles Grant had changed to every point of the political compass; and if an English version of the Dictionnaire de Girouettes 45were to be made, his name would, in its appendant asterisks, outshine the fame of Talleyrand himself, and would beam forth in equal lustre with the name of Lord Viscount Palmerston;—Lord Goderich, “who never did a good thing, and never said a foolish one,” is more fit for a private station than for ministerial eminence; for, without energy, activity, or solidity of judgment, or of sufficient independence to give utterance to his conscientious conviction, he stanchly follows the penchant of his superior;—Lord Holland was good as a make-weight in the opposition, but as a minister has no attraction for the people, and no weight in discussion: he is akin to Sir James Mackintosh in sentiment, in feeling, and political recollections, predilections, and views, (and we know that the member for Knaresborough has decried a too extensive reform in his History of England), and no friend of Utopian schemes and anarchical innovations; for the two always revert to the views of Mr. Fox, and are too great sticklers for his doctrines to desiderate any new scheme;—Lord Althorp exhibited the tricolor, and avowed his admiration of the French Revolution of 1830; but he is mentally incapable of originating any extensive plan whatsoever, and lacks nerve, moreover, for hazarding the happiness of the country on such a measure as the Reform bill;—the Duke of Richmond was incapable of approving of it, however much he might love office on account of the salary it brought him. Thus it will be seen that it is difficult to fix on the parents of the infernal measure; for, however probabilities may point at some individuals, still there remains some drawback against the proof of identity. Our own opinion is such, that it may appear plausible to some, and ludicrous to others, yet of its truth we are persuaded:—The ministers brought in the present violent measure with the express view, and under the firm determination, that it should be lost. If they had introduced a moderate plan of reform, the Radicals would have immediately conceived that nothing more was to be got from the mongrel ministry; and they would have shouted, A bas les ministres! with the full-toned frenzy of a Parisian mob. Their mainstay would have been gone—they would have been deserted by that portion of their supporters, who are in reality their temporary allies—the newspapers would have veered round with the veering cry of the populace, now leaders of opinion,—and the ministry must have resigned. But by the present bill they gave the people the amplest grounds for hope; well aware, however, that the conservative portion of the community would never allow it in its original state to pass into a law. The opposition has modified, and it is to be hoped that the Lords will further modify it, so as to draw out all its venom and malignity. This they are sure to do. Then the ministers immediately turn to the people, and say, “See what we would have done, had we not been thwarted by a vile faction calling themselves conservatives. Truly may they so denominate themselves, since they withhold from you, the foundation and true source of power, only to conserve for themselves, to keep up their own aristocratic influence and arrogant pretensions. Surely you cannot be so deluded as to uphold those who have denied to you the full enjoyment of your rights. Surely you will uphold us who have gained for you a partial enjoyment of those rights, and who will do what we can to gain for you the portion withheld. If so, and you cannot be so stultified as to do otherwise, 46return, by the exercise of that vote which we have conferred upon you, such men to parliament as shall secure to us a triumphant majority.” Such will be their language; but they will see their error, and repent their folly, when returned to their proper places, the benches of the opposition.

The immediate effect of the introduction of the Reform bill was the merging of all divisions and subdivisions into two parties—reformers and constitutionalists— the movement party, and the conservative party. Demagogues, democrats, Huntites, Cobbettites, Owenites, Jacobins, sans culottes, and dissenters of all classes and denominations, rallied round the ministry, like that


“pitchy cloud

Of locusts, warping on the eastern wind,”


of which the poet of paradise speaks in reference to the first feat of the devils in pandemonium. But while Mr. O’Connell, the member for Preston, Mr. Hume, and Sir Francis Burdett, nodded in smiling approbation of my Lord Althorp and his colleagues, Mr. Charles Wynn, Sir Thomas Acland, Mr. Baring, Mr. Robert Palmer, Mr. Bethell of Yorkshire, Mr. Ward of London, and, latterly, Sir Henry Parnell, withdrew all confidence in them. To these may now be added the twenty-two gentlemen who voted against the ministers, and in favour of Lord Chandos’s motion, on Tuesday the 28th of February, against the allowance of members to the four new districts of the metropolis.3 These men are to be considered as the expositors of the opinions of the private gentry of the nation, the most respectable and influential of any body of men in the world, and the foundation and prop of the prosperity and wealth of Great Britain. They were shocked at the junction of the Whigs with the ultra democrats, and they are now, for some years to come, amalgamated with the Wellington and Peel Tories. And the ministers have the tremendous responsibility on their souls of having called from its subordinate character and negative state of existence the hydra-headed party of the movement for the first time into action and avowed operation, and of having laid a train for a collision between the Houses of Commons and the Lords (such as only occurred during the sitting of the Long Parliament, and after the convocation of the States-General of France under Louis XVI., or between the Girondists and the Mountain party in the National Convention), as will inevitably destroy the permanence of the British Constitution. Then will be enacted between the two Houses of Parliament the same drama which Mr. O’Connell has already played off with great effect, to the cost of the present miserable and truckling administration. The agitator was convicted under a statute of George IV. for the suppression of the Catholic and all other associations of a like nature. Shortly after, he made a powerful speech in favour of the Reform bill. No doubt he was of the utmost service to the ministry; for, without his ample services in the House of Commons, the measure would have been abandoned, and Lord Grey and his colleagues must have resigned. He is, be it remembered, not de jure, but de facto, the ruler of Ireland; and obedience to him is either through predilection, or prejudice, or motives 47of prudence, and therefore more speedy than that induced by legal coercion. Some idea may be formed of his importance, from the fact, that since 1829 he has sat for three counties, and brought in his son for another—that the bare whisper of his disapprobation would have defeated any candidate, of whatever rank, and family, and fortune, or obliged him to incur ruinous expenses. Who would have canvassed any other county with such fearful odds to contend against? Accordingly, his behests are implicitly fulfilled by the body of Irish members, and his battle-cry is re-echoed by four-fifths of his countrymen. The consequence was, the prosecution against him was discontinued and dropped. In the two bills, moreover, respecting the registration of arms and the yeomanry, his authority was tacitly but decidedly acknowledged by the executive. The ministers, blusterers as they are, were fairly forced to succumb to O’Connell and his party. The Irish demagogue has defied ministers, and beaten them—the reformed House of Commons will defy the House of Peers, and beat them. “The epitome,” as Sir John Walsh very truly observes, “of Mr. O’Connell’s history for 1831 is, that he was prosecuted to conviction by the government; that he laid it under essential obligations to him; that he supported it, schooled it, thwarted it; was honoured by it, and spurned it. Possibly in 1832, if indeed the catastrophe of the drama is not still nearer at hand, he may support it, school it, and spurn it again.”

The shuffling, the truckling, the unconstitutional conduct of the ministers, is admirably exposed in the pamphlet.


	“Need I dwell upon the inadvertence which crept so unwittingly into their Bill, by which at present half the 10/. constituency would have been disfranchised, or by which prospectively the landlords and not the occupiers would have had the elective voice; since, by the terms of the lease or agreement, they could at pleasure confer or withhold the privilege of voting? Need I recall the promptness with which this mistake was rectified, on its being pointed out by the loud voice of the multitude? Need I remind my readers of the formation of the Unions, of the reciprocal civilities bandied between the chairman of the Birmingham Political Union and the Premier,—of the still more memorable correspondence of Lord Althorp and Lord John Russell with the same individual. Has any one forgotten the design of arming these bodies? Do we not remember the meeting at which Sir Francis Burdett presided, or his subsequent retreat from an association which he found himself unable to control? The ashes of Bristol are still warm,—London has scarcely recovered from the consternation into which the intended assembly of White Conduit House threw it. The royal proclamation against these political unions so favoured by the minister, still puzzles us by its inconsistency with every previous act of his government, by its insulated and unconnected character. The king’s speech, invoking the loyalty of his subjects as a defence against the illegal powers of these formidable combinations, still vibrates on our ears. We cannot yet account for the late session of eleven 48days,—so inconvenient to the members of the legislature, so useless as respects the advancement of the public business,—except by supposing it a concession to the impatient demands of Mr. Place and the newspapers. These are notorious facts, the details of which are present to our memories: they require little commentary. Were they to be received as indications of any settled course, of any adherence to fixed principles of policy, of any intelligible and consistent plan for the government of this great empire, they would be riddles indeed. But when we take them as symptoms of the vacillation of men determined to bolster up the inherent weakness of the party now in power by the aid of allies whom they themselves dread,—of men who once launched in a false direction, are constantly actuated by the secret desire of deviating from it, and as constantly forced again to revert to it,—we find them capable of the easiest and most natural explanation. We see that a great political party, long exiled from place, has, in its old age and decay, been unexpectedly summoned to the helm of the state. After half a century of professions they are called upon for performance: it is a fearful arrear to discharge. Like some sect in religion, which nourishes through persecution or contempt a devoted attachment to its peculiar dogmas, they have clung, amidst the indifference of the nation, to their early party feelings. Their passions became enlisted in the cause; and they identified a triumph over their political opponents with the prosperity of their country. Now that they are, at length, once more predominant, they have no dearer object than that of confirming and securing their victory over their ancient foes. But they find that the sources of their strength and popularity are dried up; and it is only by purchasing, at a fearful price, the aid of their present auxiliaries that they can sustain the conflict. Those auxiliaries well know how necessary they are: they have none of the delicacy of forbearance; they hate the Whigs while they serve them; they serve them that they may finally overthrow and supplant them. The ministry feel this; but they are still ignorant of their weakness in the country; and they still fancy that the success of their Reform bill would give them a permanent footing in the government.

	“At any rate, they flatter themselves that they will extinguish their rivals,—to effect which, they could almost be content to perish themselves. When Samson overthrew the pillars which sustained the edifice, he was blind: he crushed his enemies, but he destroyed himself.”


How now stands the case with the Whig ministry? They have called in the Radicals to their aid—they had given a silk gown and patent of precedence to Mr. O’Connell—they have submitted to be openly insulted by him, in his inflammatory harangues to the people of Ireland—they quietly looked on while that people, having worked themselves up to frenzy and an absolute spirit of defiance, refused obedience to the laws, harassed the Protestant clergy to the death, and 49 crimes of every kind in every part of the island— they suffered Bristol to be sacked and burnt by a mob of drunkards and blackguards—and then would have allowed that scandalous and bloody affair to have passed by in silence, had it not been for the loud and indignant remonstrances of the respectable portion of society, who gasped in horror or recoiled in disgust at such a frightful and abominable transaction—they tamely heard the threat of firing and desolating the British metropolis—and by recognising the Political Unions in the manufacturing towns, they coincided in sentiment with the invectives and insults levelled at the House of Lords and the bench of Bishops. At this period Lord Harrowby and Lord Wharncliffe opened negotiations with the Government respecting the removing of the most obnoxious clauses of the Reform bill, and its modification in other respects, as a consideration for their support. The ministers shuffled, and no treaty could be made. It was renewed at the instance of ministers. “How many motives of prudence,” exclaims Sir John Walsh, “of conciliation, should have induced them to seek some amicable settlement of this question! The condition of the country, the distracted state of the public mind, the immense division of opinion, the hostile array of whole classes to each other, were calculated to startle the boldest!” By a moderate concession of extreme principles, they might have carried an excellent, extensive, permanent measure of reform; one which would have been hailed with applause by every sensible or respectable man in the country, and which the Upper House would have passed without question, and without fresh promotions to the already overcharged peerage list. But when the negotiations were carrying on, the press raised a hue and cry against Lord Grey and his colleagues—the Radicals opened their jaws like so many angry and famishing hell-hounds—the party of the movement was obeyed, and the treaty was abruptly broken off.

Desperate innovations are always the evidence of the existence and the contention between, not adverse opinions, but adverse classes of society. Such a contest is being waged in bitterness of spirit in this country. The lowest divisions of society, headed by demagogues from the second order, are carrying on a deadly war against the aristocracy, the gentry, the property, the wealth, the institutions of the country. The contest was begun at the out-bursting of the first French revolution, and ever since has been actively continued throughout Europe, and has occasionally extended to our own country. In France, particularly, the conflict has been waging with animosity and desperation. If there is, indeed, a breathing space now for the antagonist classes, through the efforts of Casimir Perrier, (who, sincere and enlightened, has endeavoured to check the low movement party), the suspension will be of short duration. The affairs of the ministry are becoming complicated, their posture with the absolute powers of eastern Europe perilous in the extreme, since they not only have never given actual countenance to the revolution of 1830, but are regarding the proceedings of the French cabinet with suspicion, disapprobation, and apprehension, and are ready to act against it, should the affairs of the country approach any fearful crisis. The lowest orders in England took an intense interest and delight in the transactions of July 1830, and exhibited a spirit 50hostile to monarchical institutions. The Whigs have cherished the spirit, because it brought them temporary assistance, under the delusive hope that they can check it and pacify it at any moment that they please. No event has happened since the downfal of the Bourbons in 1830, that has not proved the madness of such an absurd notion. They have shewn themselves, in their infatuation and selfishness, blind to the immortal lessons of history. Have they not before them the various works treating of the great civil war, wherein the progress, and final ascendency, and triumph of democracy, are written in unfading characters of blood? Is it not there inscribed, that the first party of assailants on the sovereign power was innocent and immaculate as compared with that last party which overturned the throne, beheaded the king, sacked the cathedrals, and made of our churches stables for their cavalry; and, finally, rioted on the fatness of the land, and by pillage and robbery, and extortions of the grossest kinds, reduced the inhabitants of England to beggary and starvation?4 Have they not, also, before their eyes the appalling history of the French revolution, of which not half the crimes have been yet laid bare to the eyes of the curious in such matters? Still, from the histories already published, even from that of Sir Walter Scott, superficial as it is, it will be seen how the Constituents gave way to the Girondists, and they in their turn to the Montagnards, till the gutters in every street of Paris ran with blood, and every dwelling was suddenly converted into a house of mourning for a son, a husband, a brother, butchered by the slow hands of the revolution? Every sign—and they have been plentiful; every warning—and they have been often repeated; every consideration—and Lord Grey and his colleagues are men of high rank, ample property, and large stakes in the country—has called on the ministers to pause, and retrace the course they have been so insanely following,—but in vain!

The most steadfast supporter of the Reform bill in the House of Commons, and one who, not only by the subtlety of his arguments, his logical powers, but the splendour of his language, has drawn all eyes upon him, who is regarded as the cleverest and most able of the friends of the ministers, and who is listened to with deep attention and much curiosity by the opposition, is Mr. Thomas Macaulay. His papers in the Edinburgh Review, easily distinguishable for their peculiarities and their sparkling antitheses, had been much read and much admired; and he entered the House of Commons with an acknowledged reputation. Mr. Macaulay is an ardent admirer of the American constitution, is about to become the historian of the Parisian revolution of 1830, and is at heart a republican. He delivered four speeches on the Reform bill previously to its being committed, and on the occasion of Lord Chandos’s motion he gave utterance to a fifth. All his arguments are founded on certain postulates, which he assumes to be incontrovertible axioms. Sir John Walsh has ably defined the main principle of his arguments:


	“Reviewing the history of our country through the long vista of ages,— remarking the steady advance which it has made in all the acquirements of intellect, of the arts, of science,—dwelling upon the increase of its wealth, upon the diffusion of its intelligence, and upon the ameliorations 51which, at successive periods, have been effected in its institutions,—he arrives at the conclusion that this is a similar alteration, called for by the irresistible demand of the growing wants and desires of the nation. Pursuing an obvious but not less striking analogy between the growth of communities and of individuals, he tells us that time has brought one of those periods of inevitable change, resembling the different stages of life in the human frame; he assures us that we can no longer acquiesce in our ancient modes of government, more than the man can be satisfied with the rattles and playthings of the child. As he considers that this change is called for by the advancing march of society; so he inculcates that prompt compliance with the irresistible demand will be attended with a vast corresponding improvement. Restored harmony between the people and their institutions; a cordial union between the different classes in the country; ‘a long series of tranquil and happy years, in which we shall have a popular government and a loyal people,—in which war, if war be inevitable, shall find us a united nation,—of years pre-eminently distinguished by the decrease of public burdens, and by those species of peace-victories which, more than the most splendid military successes, contribute to the true prosperity of states and the glory of statesmen;’— these are among the rewards of obedience he promises to us. On the other hand, nothing can be more fatal than the attempt at resistance,— nothing more blind, rash, and infatuated, than the slightest opposition to this mighty power. ‘The feeble cries of individuals will be lost in the uproar of the torrent; and they who seek to stem its violence will be destroyed and swept away by its resistless force.’ He traces the fate of Charles I. and of Louis XVI. to no faults of character in them, and to no unjustifiable violence in their destroyers, but to the mere endeavour to stand still while society was pressing on. His spirit of improvement is an irritable and revengeful deity, punishing with relentless severity the crime of resistance to its absolute will. Obstacles cannot stop, but they may exasperate it. Under such provocation, it may assume an aspect only distinguishable by a nice philosophical discernment from that of the spirit of destruction. It may proceed to the accomplishment of its objects through blood and massacre; the overthrow of the throne, the prostration of the aristocracy, riot, confiscation, and the entire dissolution of social order. Such are the penalties which Mr. Macaulay denounces against those,—such is the fearful responsibility,—such the tremendous risk, which they incur, who do not agree in his views of the Reform bill, and who have the temerity to declare their own opinions, and to act upon their own judgment.

	“This attempt to paralyse all resistance, by proclaiming the invincible character of the opposing force, reminds me of one with whom Mr. Macaulay will not be affronted at being compared, although it is with one who did contrive to guide and to govern most despotically 52public opinion itself. How often have we read in the bulletins of Napoleon similar declarations of the futility and madness of opposition, and of the irresistible ascendency of his destiny! Yet the snows of Russia and the plains of Waterloo furnished another to the long list of proofs that there is no earthly power,—neither that of military genius, nor of despotic sway, nor of democratic violence, nor, alas! that of reason and virtue,—habitually and permanently invincible.”


And the summary of his last oration was to the following effect:5


	“From all time the city of London had been of great importance in the struggles of party or of the people; and it had generally, by the force of its power, decided those struggles; but it would be absurd to think of making a law to regulate a power which was only to be dreaded when all law was at an end: as long as the rule of law continued, the power of London would only consist of the number of votes it had in that house; when law was at an end, the power of London would consist of 1,500,000 men, and of that power there was nothing to deprive it: as long as regular government existed the metropolis was, in fact, weak; but when the course of regular government was disturbed, the metropolis possessed and could employ a vast and overwhelming force. * * *

	The cause of all commotions in states had been, that the natural and artificial powers did not correspond with each other: that had been the case with the government of Greece and Italy. It was no new principle; it had been laid down by Aristotle; it had been maintained and exemplified by Machiavel. Its effects in the earlier ages were well known. In the last century it had produced the French revolution; in this, the cry for reform. The danger was in struggling to resist that alteration which had been rendered necessary. That danger this bill was intended to rectify. It gave to the people a place in the government, like that which it must have in society; and was it not a most monstrous argument to say, because a great natural power existed, it should have no political power associated with it? Was it for them to create dissension, where none had yet appeared? This bill was meant to be a great deed of reconciliation—would they deprive it of that character? would they make it produce heart-burnings, instead of peace? It was the object of the government to frame a measure, as final as any human measure could be—would they make it short-lived? Was it to be the first business of the reformed House of Commons to discuss a new measure of reform? The gentlemen opposite had predicted frequently, that this settlement of the reform question would not be permanent; they now took the greatest pains to accomplish their prediction. He agreed with them in their dislike and dread of change, as change, and he should bear many practical grievances rather than attempt a change; but when a 53change had become absolutely necessary, he thought it should be full and effectual. It was dangerous to change often. The constitution was more injured by frequent tamperings than by a great revolution. If no members were now given to the metropolitan districts, they would have clamours for members for them in the first session of the next parliament; and if gentlemen believed, as they professed to believe, that the new parliament would be more democratical than the present, the alteration would be larger. The question, then, was, whether they should pass the Reform Bill, not only not perfect, but in such a state as was sure to engender discontent? He should support the proposition to give members to the metropolitan districts, not only because members ought to be given, but because the majority of that house were now on their trial before the country; and it was for them now to prove whether they were sincere or not; whether the pledge they had given in last October, to support the principle and the leading details of the Bill, was now to be redeemed.”


Such is the member for Calne’s system, as embodied in his speeches. They are diversified, as Sir John Walsh well observes, with some episodes in the shape of attacks upon Sir Robert Peel and upon the late government, which occurred so regularly as apparently to induce the Right Honourable Baronet to imagine, as may be inferred from his expression “sweltering venom,” that he was the object of a cherished and rooted dislike. But the probability is, that Mr. Macaulay, considering himself (as well, in truth, he may) the most able and eloquent man of his party, looked upon Sir Robert Peel as the only antagonist worthy of his excellence, and determined to run a tilt against him. The member for Calne, amid all his attractive oratory and declamatory displays, argues for political fatalism; and to prove his position, he ransacks all works of ancient and modern learning—he brings all the elements, and all the sciences, and all the demonstrations of nature to his aid. Appeals to experience are appeals to our self-delusion—appeals to history are appeals to musty almanacks replete with prejudice and deception—appeals to the well-working of present institutions are appeals to ignorance, which is satisfied with moderate fruition, when by other elaborations of those institutions, ameliorated by improvements, golden harvests await us. All these rational arguments are brushed recklessly aside. Present prosperity is a molehill to the mountain of felicity which exists in his El Dorado dream. Necessity, necessity governs all things. Human nature is progressive, and its onward and silent pace as much defies all human obstacles, as do the myriads of everlasting stars which perform their given revolutions in the firmament. The government of Louis XVI., he says, was positively better than that of Louis XIV, yet it was less in accordance with the times, and consequently it fell. Although Philip de Comines declared that the English were the best-governed people in the world, still Montesquieu, after they had undergone amazing improvements, asserted, that though “they had been so well governed, they might be still better governed.” Thus, too, in his last speech upon Lord Chandos’s motion, he argues that because London had been of great 54importance in all struggles of the people, it would be absurd to deny it that, which by riot and rebellion it could win for itself. This is the argument of “Necessity,” with a vengeance. Improvement, too, has long since bidden adieu to the ranks of the aristocracy; it has fairly turned its back on monarchy,—its movements are exclusively marching towards democracy. This inverts the order of improvement which prevails in America. While their prosperity depends on establishing an aristocracy—whether of wealth, of landed possessions, or of ancient blood, is all one for our present remark—which they are rapidly realising, Mr. Macaulay endeavours to prove that the converse of that position is only applicable to England. Democracy and moral and political improvement are synonyms, and a pure republic (the most Utopian of all forms of government) is the acme of human perfection. “He is fully convinced that the time has arrived, at length, when a great concession must be made to the English democracy.”

These doctrines are pernicious. Who is to be the arbiter of the Necessity which is to overturn all existing institutions, and force them to give place to others fashioned after his own recipe for improvement? The demagogue would make mighty necessities of his own, and “the real sterling movements would soon have a great number of counterfeits.” His theory is unnatural; but supposing it were not anomalous, still it is difficult and dangerous. With man his history and progression shew that the moral transcends the material. “The fulcrum of his lever,” says the Baronet, “rests upon the preceding achievements of his species. We are wiser than our ancestors, not because we are individually superior to them, but because we know what they knew, and we add to it what we ourselves acquire. Could a generation be suddenly divorced from its records, remembrances, and traditions—could a draught of the waters of Lethe be given to it, it would be wretched and contemptible: it could not exist, but would perish miserably, if thrown upon its own single resources.” The peculiarity and privilege of the human species is, that it conquers the present exigence by the experience of past ages.

Mr. Macaulay argues that nations are uniformly progressive in amelioration, and that nothing can retard the impulsive movement. But, unfortunately, there are barriers and stops on the road of improvement—there are checks and eddies and back-currents in the stream of civilisation. If this last were indeed continuous and progressive, would not Cairo be the Rome, and Babylon the Paris, and Athens the London, of the earth? The member for Calne, however, looks to the grand Necessity which is to impress every human institution with its sign, and those institutions are to obey its mandate as though it were the cabalistic command of a magician. He dwells on the growth of communities, without saying any thing of their decay; he speaks of dock-yards in the Hebrides as extensive as those of Liverpool, and of manufacturing towns in Galway as large as Manchester. But what if Liverpool should become a heap of ruins, like Carthage—if England should become a word of bygone reputation, like Tyre, the commercial mart of the ancient world? This is an hypothesis, it may be said. We reply, look at Bruges and Venice.

States make and mar their own fortunes. If they rise, they become the glory— if they fall, the derision of mankind. Who thinks of Carthage now, though she 55sent her vessels to the Cassiderites, and ordered forth the celebrated expedition set forth in the Periplus of Hanno. Who gives a moment of reflection to Tyre or Sidon? Who shall be presumptuous enough to say that England shall be saved from their doom? And who shall predict that the Reform Bill shall not consummate this fate for England? The commerce of this nation may escape to other lands. America is a young country, full of energies, offering every bounty to adventurers, and on the watch for gaining what it can from the superabundance of other nations. France has not yet arrived at its fulness of political energies or its agricultural maturity. Russia, with yet greater powers and capacities, is only withheld from procuring commercial influence by being in the predicament of the infant Hercules in its cradle.

Because England has risen from barbarism to civilisation, from poverty to affluence, by its own energies, the member for Calne supposes that nothing can impede it in its course towards further improvement and ultimate and crowning perfection. The actuating principle is to be the Reform Bill. We have already said, that nations retrograde as well as advance. “We find,” says Sir John Walsh, “no parallel for the present state of things in any former period of our own history: that our situation is critical—the edifice of our prosperity lofty indeed, but its foundations somewhat precarious; that we are surrounded by nations jealous of our greatness, and anxious to rival our commerce; and that we refuse to adopt his (Mr. Macaulay’s) conclusions, or to consider the measure as tending to good, from the mere fact that it is clamorously demanded by a power which we may not be able to resist.” It is the province of despotism to coerce opinion; and Mr. Macaulay’s republic, based upon predestination, would be the worst of tyrannies. The Turk sees a fire or the havoc of the pestilence, and, exclaiming that the will of God must be obeyed, he allows his house to fall a sacrifice to the one, and himself and family to the other. The Mussulman yields, as he conceives, to irresistible Necessity—and the member for Calne submits to the same mysterious power.

The Baronet and ourselves agree with Mr. Macaulay in the fact, that in England is presented a general movement in favour of democracy. The question is, Will democracy be favourable to the circumstances or the fortunes of England? Will such a consummation not cause “the most extensive retrograde movement known since the fall of the Roman Empire? The movement we have mentioned is akin to a revolution, if not politically, at least morally—but we think in both senses. The general idea is, that revolutions are just as necessary in states as earthquakes or thunderstorms in the physical world, to clear away impurities of soil and atmosphere. This is a false creed. Revolutions are dreadful diseases, and a succession of them are forerunners of death. Look at France: she is worse now than she was previously to 1789; indeed, that period, with all its drawbacks, was one of comparative prosperity and comfort. England is in its national structure little calculated for internal ruptures. “Our wealth, our power, our commerce, our credit, are all founded upon the permanence of our institutions.” Having arrived at a very high state of civilisation, we deal principally in articles of luxury and factitious exigence. In case of civil commotion or political explosion, our workshops would 56be hushed, our manufactories shut up—all business would become stagnant. The capital which supports them is an artificial creation: men of substance would be scared away; banks would stop payment, or close their counters; insurance offices would become ciphers; savings’ banks would be pillaged for political purposes. This consummation would follow that same necessity which forced the enactment of the Reform Bill.

We cannot avoid quoting the admirable observations which close Sir John Walsh’s pamphlet:


	“The fundamental difference of principle between the disciples of Mr. Macaulay’s school of philosophy and ourselves is this: they consider that the whole progress of society is a progress towards pure democracy; and that the only problem to be solved is the suitable apportionment of the infusion of democratic spirit to the stage of advance at which a people have arrived. We believe that that state of society is actually the best, actually the most fitted to call forth the varied excellences, the hidden powers and talents, the diversified endowments of social beings; which contains, indeed, a large mixture of the element of democracy, but in which it is not the predominant and exclusive principle. We think that a community in which individual liberty is unrestrained, and the rights of property secure,—in which industry and intelligence may acquire great wealth,— in which wealth, character, and talent may achieve honour and rank,— in which the dignity of hereditary nobility balances the importance of official power,—in which all the liberal professions are esteemed, yet none unduly preferred,—in which genius and literature are appreciated and cherished,—we think such a community preferable in all respects to a more democratised state. We are convinced that a society containing these inequalities of condition, these gradations of ranks, these lofty eminences which may be scaled, these successive prizes held out as inducements to the varied exertions of different classes, dispositions, and talents among her members, is superior to the plane level surface of democracy. We think that a society so constituted would be more cultivated, refined, ingenious, liberal, learned, and wise, than one founded upon the basis of republican equality. We think that in such a state the energies would be more awakened; the higher faculties of mind and intelligence more called forth; a greater number of the qualities and attributes of intellect and taste elicited: that, in fine, man would be more progressive under such institutions than under those of democracy. We believe, therefore, that the object towards which these innovations tend is not an improvement, but a deterioration. Were it attainable, it would be an exchange for the worse.

	“The politicians of Mr. Macaulay’s creed are very fond of holding up the United States to us as a pattern; and, while they admit some of the advantages I have dwelt upon, they contrast with them the greater happiness and comfort of the body of the lower orders as a balance. I have 57no ill will to America. I believe the Americans to be a spirited, active, intelligent, thriving people, who are destined to act a great part on the theatre of the world. As long as they preserve their present constitution, and find it suit them, I am well contented that they should keep it. As, in my own country, I like a variety of ranks and conditions; so, over the globe, it seems to me most agreeable to the design of the Great Author of Nature that there should be a diversity of laws and forms of government, producing, on a more extended scale, a similar result, viz.,—a variety of shades of national character, degrees and descriptions of excellence. But, with regard to their reasoning on America, they invert cause and effect most completely. The working classes are not happier, more easy and independent in their circumstances, in the United States, because they live under a Republic; but the institutions of democracy are practicable there, and have hitherto been found consistent with order, because, from the peculiar condition of society, the working classes are better off. The well-being of the labourer or workman is no immediate result of the laws under which he lives: for he is equally flourishing and prosperous in Canada (a colony of our own, governed by a constitution of our making), and in New South Wales, or Van Diemen’s Land, which have no representative system whatever.

	“In all colonies settled in favourable climates, or new, rich, unappropriated countries, which have surmounted the early difficulties and privations of their first establishment, and which enjoy, under any political system, protection of property and person, and equal laws, the working classes will possess great advantages over those in old and advanced communities. Against the single example of the United States we quote the whole history of democracy: the turbulence and distractions of the Greek states; the overthrow of the liberties of the Roman commonwealth; the confusion of the Long Parliament, followed by the iron sway of Cromwell; the horrors of the French revolution; the feebleness and anarchy of the South American Republics:—we read one unvarying tale, the despotism of the many occasioning the misery of all, and terminated by the absolute power of the few. It is repeated from Athens to Bogota.

	“Such, then, is our justification in the strenuous and persevering opposition we have given to this measure; such is our defence against the charges of selfishness, of narrow-mindedness, of bigotry, and hostility to the march of national improvement.

	“We believe in the progressive nature of man.

	“We conceive that extensive, sudden, and experimental innovation is diametrically opposed to the principle of this progressiveness, which, in every art, science, and path of human intellect, is gradual, and rests upon the foundation of what has been already accomplished.

	“We wish that our nation should continue to take the lead in the mighty race.

	58“We think that a democratic form of government, could it be permanently established, or even a great increase of the democratic spirit, far from accelerating her advance, would be a retrograde step.

	“We are convinced that the attempt to establish such a government in this country would lead to anarchy and confusion,—that it would be the wreck of her institutions, her property, and her civilisation,—that she would never recover the shock, but sink into a weak and second-rate state.

	“We feel persuaded that the Bill in progress, giving so vast an accession to the democracy, conferring a right of voting amounting to universal suffrage upon the swarming and often discontented population of London and all the great manufacturing towns, while it greatly adds to the number of their representatives, introducing a constant source of national jealousy, by needlessly altering the proportions of members between the three kingdoms, giving to the turbulent peasantry of Ireland and their hostile leaders a vast addition of weight and power, is utterly incompatible with the institutions of the monarchy and the peerage.

	“We think that it would substitute a democratic republic, perfectly incompetent to provide for the security of property, or to attain any of the great ends of government.

	“Entertaining these rooted opinions; confirmed in them by all which has occurred and is occurring round us; believing that we are opposing ourselves, not to national improvement, but to national ruin, we have no doubtful or middle course.

	“We cannot consent to wave our just right to the free declaration of our convictions. We should not be acquitted by our consciences in relaxing our efforts because our adversaries tell us that they are unavailing. We will not surrender our judgment to this ex parte assertion of an irresistible demand, and an over-ruling necessity. We impugn not the motives of others; but what may be madness in them would be guilt in us.”


We had written thus far when we received our copy of the North American Review; and on turning to the first article, on “Reform in England,” the very first words which strike us are the following: “Should we venture an opinion as to the precise state of mind with which ministers regard the Bill, we should say they would not lament to have it defeated by a small majority!” Our readers thus see that, republican though the reviewer be, he agrees altogether with what we have already said in regard to the sincerity of the ministry.

The reviewer then proceeds to lay down a lucid exposition and some cogent reasoning in regard to the measure, which demand the deepest attention from every observer of the spirit and progress of reform in England. Even he is staggered, more than John Smith of Midhurst, at the momentous import of the measure. “It tasks the apprehension,” says he; “it excites the imagination. We cannot sit still, and behold unmoved this mighty operation in human affairs. The experimentum in 59corpori vili—the fate of East Retford, and Grampound, and Cricklade, and Aylesbury—might be discussed here without emotion. But this is the experimentum crucis. It is the Operation of Life or Death on a Mighty Empire.” If we uphold the Whig ministry, and their desperate scheme becomes law, the choice of alternatives will not be left us—our doom will be certain, and that doom will be Death.

The question of reform is an American question; for their principal commercial connexion is with this country. What remains of her foreign trade will also be affected by the state of her markets. The “three glorious days of Paris” did incalculable mischief to her trade with France, since it was then impossible to dispose of the very best bills upon the French capital, or elsewhere. To give an idea of the loss sustained in the year 1830 by the United States, their export of cotton to France fell short of the preceding year by one-third.

The North American reviewer lays it down as a broad assertion, which by his arguments he shews to be incontrovertible, “That it will be found, in the practical operation of the bill, should it as it now stands become a law, that of itself, and unattended with other great measures of reform in the constitution and administration of the country, not one of the evils of which the people most complain will be remedied, while the Bill stops far short of its own principles!” The ministers boast of laying down a uniform rule, and on this point they have spoken in the loftiest tone of a simulated disinterestedness. Mr. Croker, however, admirably exposed their paltry sophistry, and the unfairness of their proceedings with regard to Appleby and Midhurst: the more considerable place is disfranchised, because it belongs to Lord Lonsdale; the smaller, though with only 1400 inhabitants, is still reserved in Schedule B, as a compensation to Mr. John Smith for the pain he underwent when the Reform Bill acted as an exhauster to his lungs. But the boasted uniformity is no uniformity at all. All is inequality, because every thing is attempted to be established on averaging calculations. Thus towns differing materially in population have the like number of members. The same thing with counties. And between counties with two, and boroughs with two members, the disparity will be à fortiori more egregious. Lord Granville Somerset, on moving for a new district of boroughs in the county of Monmouth, stated that the population of the three northern counties, Northumberland, Cumberland, and Durham, taken together, supplied one member for every nineteen thousand persons, whereas the three counties of Monmouth, Glamorganshire, and Brecknockshire, yielded only one in twenty-four thousand. To this Lord John Russell replied that, in arranging the system of representation, his majesty’s ministers did not affect to have settled the just proportion between the population and the number of members in every case; and that if an addition were made to the representation, he could assure Lord Granville Somerset that greater irregularities could be pointed out than that of Monmouth. This admits that irregularities exist even in this system, which vaunts of being established on the basis of population. Will Lancashire, with one member for forty-eight thousand inhabitants, be satisfied when other counties have members in the ratio of one to nineteen thousand? Will London with its density of population, or Liverpool with its one member for seventy thousand inhabitants, 60be satisfied when other boroughs send one in one thousand, or one in sixteen hundred. Great differences, again, exist between England, Scotland, and Ireland. The last, which contains one-third of the population, will scarcely remain satisfied with only returning one-sixth of the members.

To all this the ministers exclaim, “Prescription!” Is not the Reform Bill, however, the enemy to prescription? How then can they blow hot and cold— have prescription and no prescription in the same breath? How can they break through prescription for one portion of their Bill, and claim the safeguard of that same prescription for the remainder? What we, moreover, ask, will be the consequence when, under the regulations of the Reform Bill, questions are lost by small majorities in the House of Commons? An outcry will be immediately raised, that had the representation been regulated by the ratio to population, different and beneficial results would have been effected for the country. Then will a clamour be excited and kept up for an authentic representation of the nation. And what other way remains for this, but dividing the country into districts according to population? The combination of the ratios of population and wealth has something plausible in it: for it was one of the provisions of the constitution after the revolution of 1789 in France. But this failed. To apportion representation according to property, the legislature must decide by the amount of taxation. Then will it come to pass that, as larger districts bear greater taxation than smaller, so the poor man of the former will participate more largely in the constituent power than the rich man of the latter. Mr. Burke has already exposed the fallacy and viciousness of this plan; and we opine that the rich man of the present generation will coincide with so wise and perspicuous-sighted a person as Mr. Burke. Besides this, property cannot always be represented as such; for men of property are guided as much as men of no possessions at all by internal conviction or prejudice; and two millionaires will be seen taking the opposite sides of the same question, since they consider political perfection to consist in the carrying into law of totally different questions. If all rich men were to be placed in a class, after the plan of Servius Tullius, they would nevertheless be divided into parties of opposed opinionists and politicians, similar in temper and feeling to those of the unennobled or the poor. This actually is exemplified in the House of Lords. Wealth must always, spite of every effort to curb its ascendency, have that power which is wholesome for its existence. Beneath it in society are the frugal and poor, but principled and conscientious class; and as its members are always against civil convulsions, so they side with their superiors in worldly condition. The industrious mechanic is just as anxious as his Grace of Northumberland that property shall be safe, and the accumulations of assiduity and frugality be protected. If the Reform Bill is carried, geographical divisions will of necessity be speedily proposed; for by this method alone can be ascertained the authentic will of the people.

But this authentic expression of their will cannot be had without a remodification or subversion of the House of Lords. The barons stood formerly as a political body on the merits of military service. They are one estate of the realm by the sanction of tradition. But the military service by which tradition says they gained 61their seats, and were constituted into a house, is no longer necessary. Prescription is their only claim to the power which they politically exercise. But, say the Reformers, we will have no rotten boroughs, no corporations, no tenure of the elective franchise by prescription. This must be based on actual population, added to actual property. Why then destroy one estate of the realm which is upholden by prescription, and allow another to remain which is based (according to the Reformers’ creed) on that very sandy foundation? The Bill, therefore, stops short of its own principle, which is, that anomalies and absurdities in government shall be destroyed, and that government shall be constituted according to “the sense of the people;” which “sense” will not be satisfied with the universal acquiescence that has hitherto upholden the British monarchy and the House of Lords, but is guided by the results of arithmetical calculations and mathematical demonstrations. Thus it follows that what Lords Grey, Althorp, and John Russell, have so repeatedly said from their seats in parliament, that the Reform Bill is a definitive measure, and must give the utmost satisfaction to the country at large, is at variance with truth. Mr. Canning said that the English government is a mixed and limited monarchy, and that the House of Lords is a necessary estate of that monarchy. This is not reasoning, but mere dictatorial assertion. If innovation is once commenced, the charm of prescription is destroyed; and if the Whigs fall into general disesteem, and the Tories are too weak as a body to reassume the reins of government, (which they will be after the popular returns into the House of Commons), who shall stop the daring progress of speculative politicians and lawless adventurers, that will fashion government according to their own fantastic schemes of perfection; or, following the suggestions of their selfish views, will make it a golden pomarium for themselves and their partisans. In the hours of desperate innovation, the more violent parties will always gain a temporary ascendency—brute force will for a time be paramount to reason. Thus it was in the time of the Mountain party in the Convention of France; and thus, in our own civil war, Fairfax, Manchester, and the moderates, were constrained to make way for Oliver Cromwell and his band of desperadoes. History is regarded with contempt both by the military usurper and the speculative demagogue. Fearful will be the predicament of the House of Lords if the Reform Bill passes into a law, for that will lay down a precedent for violation of existing interests and prescriptive rights, which in the eye of our common law have a most sacred character; and the issue will be, that cunning, treachery, rapine, avarice, ambition, and democracy, will watch their auspicious occasions for destroying and laying in the dust the holiest, the most efficient, and the best of our national institutions.

This is no exaggeration. Did not the Mountain party, as Levasseur de la Sarthe, its recent vindicator, tells us, determine that the property of the rich should be sold to supply the exigencies of government and the wants of the less prosperous? Their plea was expediency—a word which has always been used by tyrants and ruffians, for the worst of purposes. That was the cool determination of the revolutionists and anarchists of France: will the revolutionists and anarchists of England prove more moderate in their desires and their actions, when 62opportunity shall have placed the commensurate power in their hands? The former most unfortunate country has voted for abolishing the House of Peers, and their decree was executed without any consequent civil commotions. And every thing tells us, that a reformed parliament will make but slight progression ere the subject of a senate in lieu of a House of Peers, will be mooted. Then if the monarch be weak, and the minister backed by a revolutionary mob, perhaps a large batch of peers may be made (as in France) to carry that question; and the law of the reformed House of Commons for abolishing our peerage, will also be promulgated without causing any convulsion in the state. And even supposing that a commotion were to follow, what harm would it effect to the ruling party? The aggrieved nobility, if they proceeded to the length of rising in rebellion, could get no soldiers for their ranks; and a war cannot, we fancy, be well carried on without soldiers. After the House of Peers has been voted “useless and dangerous, and therefore to be abolished,” will come the consideration of the utility of kingship. The very arguments which have been used in favour of the Reform Bill, will be used against the royal dignity. When kingship was established, it was useful and necessary; now if the people say it is not necessary, the reforming ministry and the reformed House of Commons must stand up on behalf of the unerring judgment of the people, and vote against the further existence of the crown. The king has certain defined duties to perform: he sends and receives ambassadors, makes treaties, leagues, and alliances, peace and war—has a negative on the acts of the legislature, is generalissimo of the army and navy, is the fountain of justice and honour, the arbiter of commerce, the supreme governor of the church. Suppose that our present most gracious king were to die immediately after the passing of the Reform Bill, and that the democratic party were triumphant, the obvious question which would be discussed would be, that it was monstrous to suppose that the Princess Alexandrina, being a child, could not perform the functions of her high office. Oh, but would say the Conservatives, if they might be allowed to open their mouths at all—oh, but why not appoint a regency? What! would exclaim the Radicals—let the queen receive all the large perquisites of office, and allow a locum tenens to supply her place? No, no; if a locum tenens can supply the office for a year, he can for twenty: so down with the queen, and up with the president! Then how would fare the church? The bishops sit as temporal peers in the House of Lords: no Catholic sits there, nor any dissenting teacher is allowed a seat on their bench. The dissenters (Catholics included), however, are more in number than the Protestants. Will the reformed parliament allow the church in minority to be represented, and not that in the majority? Those who have upholden this Bill cannot, will not. Here, too, nothing can be said of antiquity and prescription, for the Roman Catholic religion is of far older date than the Protestant. Then, too, as to the property of the church. That which is in its present possession will be taken away from it, as remorselessly as the Irish tithes are from the owners; and that which by Henry VIII. was confiscated, and given out to different families, will be reclaimed by the rapacious harpies of reform, who know nothing of prescriptive rights and antiquity of possession, but every thing 63of utility, in their application. The universities will be thrown open to all comers, whether believer or infidel. The colonies will be lost to the mother-country, for the colonists, not being men of pre-eminent talent, or bustling demagogic characters, will not be able to obtain admission into the House of Commons. The American revolution shews that colonies must either be represented or become free. England, in this respect, under the blessings of the Reform Bill, will find itself in a dilemma. If they are not represented, as we have just said, the colonies will inevitably become free. If they are represented, the members will be delegates; and, acting for the exclusive benefit of their respective constituencies, in the immediate welfare of which the other members of the House of Commons cannot feel a direct sympathy, they will be forced by the resident proprietors to so conduct themselves as to enable the colony to declare its freedom at the earliest moment. The trade of England then will suffer materially, and she will be gradually brought to bankruptcy. And thus, after having been on the pinnacle of of national greatness, her impotent name will become a by-word and a scorn among the people of the earth.

We conclude by calling on the House of Peers—by every endeared remembrance, and every holy tie—by the blessed hope of saving their children from beggary, and their country from ruin—to reject the Reform Bill; or, if that cannot be done, at least to take the venom from its sting.
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	A very able pamphlet has appeared, called “The Progress of the Revolutions of 1640 and 1830.” From page 28, we extract the following passage, which should appeal to the good sense or to the fears of every individual:—

“Now do the people hope for a cheap government! Let them read the testimony of those who favoured Reform in earlier days, and afterwards lived under it:—‘This ship-money was generally misliked: myself was then a collector for it in the place I lived in. I remember my proportion was twenty-two shillings, and no more. If we compare the times then, and the present in which I now live, you shall see a great difference even in assessments, the necessity of maintaining our armies requiring it: for now my annual payments to the soldiery are very near, or more than, twenty pounds; my estate being no way greater than formerly.’

—Observations on the Life and Death of King Charles, by W. Lilly, Student in Astrology.



“Walker, in speaking of grievances experienced from the Committees, as they were called, says, ‘To historise them at large would require a volume as big as the Book of Martyrs. The people are now generally of opinion, they may as 64easily find charity in Hell as justice in any Committee; and that the King hath taken down one Star-Chamber, and the Parliament hath set up a hundred.’

“ ‘These Committees are excellent sponges, to suck money from the people, and to serve, not only their own, but also the covetous, malicious, ambitious ends of those that raked them out of the dunghill for that employment.’

—Hist. Independency.



	“If any one has leisure, it would be worth his while just to look at a catalogue raisonne of placemen under the Commonwealth, given in the same work: it would make a monarchist’s mouth water. We must, however, add the concluding paragraph:—‘Besides these offices, commands, and gratuities, every member of the House of Commons is, by their own order, allowed four pounds per week a man; which amounts to one hundred and ten thousand pounds per annum.’ Would it have been high treason to call them pensions on the Civil List?

	“Hume says, ‘It appears that the late King’s revenue, from 1637 to the meeting of the Long Parliament, was only 900,0001.:’ in 1657, the whole of ‘the taxes might, at a medium, amount to about 2,000,0001. a-year; a sum which much exceeded the revenue of any former King. Cromwell died more than 2,000,000l. in debt, though the Parliament had left him in the treasury above 500,0001., and in stores the value of 700,0001.’

	“And yet Hobbes, in his Behemoth, when describing the temper of the people of England at the election of 1640, says, ‘He was thought wisest and fittest to be chosen for a member of Parliament, who was most averse to the granting of subsidies, or other public payments.’ (So it was in 1830.) The people must have been astonished at their first efforts in economy!

	“Among other ‘evil influences,’ he stated, ‘the great power that an interested and factious party hath in the Parliament, by the continuance of the votes of the Bishops and Popish Lords in your Lordships’ House.’

	“‘The fomenting and cherishing of a malignant party throughout the whole kingdom.’ For this speech he received the thanks of the House of Commons.”Return to text.⏎



	 We copy from the Spectator of March 3, 1832.Return to text.⏎




65‘Duties of the Conservative Party' Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazine, 32 (July 1832), 139–143

A consistent refrain of the political journals, in the months following the passage of the Reform Act, was the need for the Conservative Party to take the challenge facing them more seriously. This article in Blackwood’s illustrates this message clearly: ‘The battle of order against anarchy, of property against spoliation, of industry against rapine, must now be fought in every town and village in England’.

Blackwood’s was not merely concerned with defining the challenge in rhetorical terms. Its practical advice to Conservatives was to cultivate the trading and middling classes upon whose support the party’s future success would depend. It advised Conservatives in every part of the country to assemble together, sign declarations, and publish them in newspapers, to the effect that they would only support ‘a member of [Parliament of] Conservative principles’. This would also encourage ‘men of property and character’ to come forward as candidates.

The magazine also recommended establishing a financial subscription, in order to raise the necessary funds for a Conservative counter-reaction in the constituencies. It urged Conservatives to boycott traders who held contrary views: ‘It may be a painful thing to part with an old tradesman because he is of revolutionary principles; but it is much more painful to see the ruin of our country, and that is the other alternative’. Applying economic pressure for political ends was not unusual; the run on the banks in May 1832, which prevented Wellington from forming a government during the final stages of the Reform Bill, led Francis Place to proclaim, ‘To stop the Duke, go for gold’. 
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Notwithstanding all that they have suffered from the mania for innovation, and the mighty interests which they have since sacrificed on the altar of Revolution, the Conservative party, as a body, are not, we fear, sufficiently alive either to the magnitude of the danger which threatens them, or the means of averting it which are yet in their power. They have been so long accustomed to repose under the shadow of the Constitution; they have so long been sheltered by the power of the Aristocracy, from the evils of Anarchy, that they cannot be brought to comprehend that a different order of things can ever prevail. They look, as Sir J. Walsh well observed upon the judges of Westminster Hall, as being as firmly fixed in their respective functions as the fixed stars; and can as easily conceive that the sun will not rise in the morning, as that the dividends will not be paid on the appointed days at the Bank of England.

We are deceived as to the magnitude of the danger which threatens us, by the every-day appearances which the world exhibits, and the deceitful calm which pervades the country, since the great victory of the democracy was gained. The anxiety of the crisis is over: crowds no longer assemble in the streets; riots and bloodshed have ceased; and the people fondly imagine that the changes from which they apprehended so much danger, will pass over without any serious convulsion, or any fundamental alteration in the condition of society. Like the people in a besieged city which has been compelled to capitulate, the Conservative party are too generally deluded by the deathlike silence which follows the termination of hostilities; and because the roar of artillery is no longer heard, and the bursting of bombs does not scatter conflagration through every street, they shut their eyes to the demolition of their ramparts, the spiking of their guns, and the surrender of the gates to a ruthless and perfidious enemy.

This state of apathy and unconcern is increased by the fraudulent complaints which the reforming journals every where make of the remissness of their adherents, and activity of their opponents, and the number of boroughs and divisions of counties which are daily falling into the hands of the Tory party. This device serves the double purpose of throwing the friends of order, ever ready, if permitted, to 68relapse into the slumber of ordinary life, off their guard; and of exciting the revolutionary spirit still farther in their own turbulent and indefatigable supporters. The same trick was played off with fatal effect at the dissolution, in April 1831: we were told of the vast exertions made by the Conservative Peers, of the enormous sums they had subscribed—of the multitude of boroughs which had been bribed by Tory gold to sell their country; and the result was, that the Reformers were triumphant in every county excepting three in England, and that the House of Commons, by a majority of 136, agreed to overturn the Constitution.

Taught by dear-bought experience, do not let the Conservative party a second time, within fifteen months, fall into the same lamentable error. Had the friends of the Constitution every where come forward at the last election, it is almost certain that the Reform Bill would never have passed. Had Kent and Yorkshire been contested at the outset, no matter how hopelessly, Sir R. Vyvyan and Mr Cartwright would have been returned for Cornwall and Northamptonshire. Every thing depends upon shewing a bold front, supporting each other by the mutual exhibition of strength, and exhausting the funds of the enemy. That is the material thing—Strong in numbers, inexhaustible in abuse, indefatigable in activity, with stentorian lungs, brazen faces, and insatiable ambition, the Reformers are extremely deficient in funds. They can assemble 20,000 or 30,000 persons perhaps upon some topic of great popular excitement; but try them with a subscription, and the nakedness of the land at once appears. The Reformers of Leith were extremely loud in their protestations of gratitude to William IV. for the charter of their freedom, but they could only raise L.90 to erect a statue to his honour. The Radical Press has rung with applause at the glorious meeting held in the King’s Park at Edinburgh; but the subscription in that city for a pillar to Lord Grey, or a Monument to Reform, has come on so languidly, that they have never ventured to advertise them, and the project seems to have melted into thin air. Here is the secret of their weakness—they have no money; and the reason why they have none is obvious,—all who are to be the victims of spoliation have left their ranks, excepting the infatuated Whig nobility, who hope to fix themselves in power by their exertions, or the equally infatuated Whig lawyers or attornies, who hope to rise in importance by their changes.

Low as the franchise has been fixed by the Reform Bill, in order to let in the meanest class of householders, in too many places to overwhelm the suffrages of men of education and property, we feel convinced, that almost every where, except in the large and manufacturing towns, the Conservative party could, by proper exertions, still at the next election secure the return. The reason is, that the delusive topic which carried away the people, has now disappeared;—political power has been prodigally bestowed upon the populace, and the next measures of the Revolutionary party must cut down their interests. Not only, therefore, have the better classes of the people no interest now to support the movement, but their interest is decidedly the other way. The rural electors cannot be so obtuse as not to see that the abolition of the Corn Laws, for which the manufacturers so loudly clamour, must lower, in the first instance at least, the price of every species of 69grain produce to a great degree; and by exposing them to a permanent inundation of foreign grain, raised in countries where wages are not sixpence a-day, and taxes nothing, for ever depress their exertions. The landlords must perceive, that if their rents fall with this, the first measure of the Reformed Parliament, their mortgages and family burdens will become overwhelming, and a general insolvency of the landed proprietors effect as great a transfer of land to new hands as the most extreme Revolutionary measures. The bait of abolishing the tithes cannot long delude the rural electors, when it is recollected that if they are surrendered to the state, the farmers will find the tax-gatherer a far more inexorable claimant than the rector or the vicar; and that if they are made a present to the proprietor of the soil, the rent which he exacts will immediately rise in the same proportion, and a heavier payment be required of them than before. The manufacturers of England cannot fail to perceive, that if the West India Islands, which now take off seven millions worth of British manufactures, are lost, either through a general insurrection of the slaves, of which Jamaica gave so recent a specimen, or a voluntary transference of their allegiance to America, through the insane clamour for early emancipation now raised by the populace, and the tyrannical measures now enforced upon the colonies by the government, the damage must be incalculable to the manufacturing industry of this country: that the sudden cessation of an annual distribution of L.7,000,000 among the artisans must involve them in extreme distress, and that the loss of L.7,000,000, yearly, of duties on West India produce imported, and the annihilation of as large a sum, annually derived from the land, or commerce of those islands, by persons resident in the British dominions, must, to an unprecedented degree, both embarrass its government and diminish its resources. The trading classes must perceive, that if the funds are either extinguished, or seriously encroached upon, their interests must suffer an immediate and irreparable shock; that the cessation of payment of dividends to the amount of L.28,000,000 a-year, must not only bring utter ruin to above 250,000 heads of families in the empire, but destroy the great Savings Bank of the nation, and exterminate the subsistence of a large portion of the most meritorious of the middling classes in the state; that Banks will break, the discount of bills cease, and an inexorable accounting between debtor and creditor take place; that, in the general panic and distress, industry will be suspended, credit annihilated, and sales of every sort of produce diminished to a fourth of their present amount. The interests, nay, the very existence, therefore, of the trading classes are at stake; the very next step of the revolutionary movement must precipitate hundreds of thousands into bankruptcy; and unless its farther progress is averted, millions of the labouring poor must ere long be brought to the workhouse, the hospital, or the grave.

A large portion of the trading classes still think that the reform they have got is to save them from all calamities, because it has put into their hands the means of defending themselves, and rendered the legislature directly dependant upon the wants and interests of the nation. Whether it has really done so, may well be doubted; but be this as it may, it is this class that the Conservative party must now rally to themselves. The means of doing so exist amply in the commercial 70interests, which they have now to defend. It is no longer a contest for the maintenance of political power in a particular body which is to be kept up; the battle of order against anarchy, of property against spoliation, of industry against rapine, must now be fought in every town and village in England. The middling classes will speedily find, that having cast down the barrier of the aristocracy, which protected all the Conservative interests of the state from the revolutionary tempest, its surges will break upon them, and threaten speedily to overwhelm their fortunes. Whether the whole fabric of society is to be overthrown or not, will just depend upon the question, whether a sufficient number of the middling orders discover their danger in time to return a majority of Conservative members for the next Parliament.

For it is in the next Parliament that the greatest danger is to be encountered. The revolutionary passion, so vehemently excited by the successful revolt of the Barricades, is not yet cooled; the great triumph of the Reform Bill, the prostration of the throne, the overthrow of the aristocracy, the demolition of the House of Peers, have added tenfold to its force. It is possible, if the first burst of the revolutionary mania is got over, that the Conservative interests may ultimately become so strong in the House of Commons, that they may, for a considerable time longer, preserve our liberties, and uphold the remaining institutions of the country. But all this depends upon the composition of the first Parliament. The secret for overwhelming both the Crown and the House of Peers has been discovered. By imposing a revolutionary Ministry upon the throne, resolving to withhold the supplies if they are removed, and threatening to create Peers if any resistance is made in the Upper House, it is known that the most powerful resistance can be overthrown, and the most violent revolutionary measures forced upon the country.

Every thing, therefore, now depends upon the House of Commons, and the House of Commons depends entirely on two things, public opinion, and the vigorous efforts of those who are already arranged on the Conservative side. To public opinion, the Tory party have not paid sufficient attention, and we call upon them now to redeem their error. The talent of the nation, the education of the nation, the property of the nation, is with them—of whom then need they be afraid? Nothing is to be feared but the masses of its half-instructed and impassioned manufacturers,—a formidable body, doubtless, if headed by intelligence and ability, but totally powerless if these directors are withdrawn,—or the fatal tendency of revolutionary changes to the lower orders is fully explained. We call, therefore, upon the talent and energy of the nation to come forth, and range itself in support of those principles of order which are eternal, and on which alone a new Constitution can be founded.

There can be no question that the talent of the nation is decidedly with the Conservative party. The great majority at Oxford and Cambridge on all questions of politics since the accession of the Whigs to office; the address of the English bar on the resignation of Earl Grey; the triumphant return of Tory Members for all the Universities; the well-known superiority of intellect in all the young men at the Scotch bar on that side of politics, sufficiently demonstrate this. All the rising 71talent of Edinburgh was recently assembled at a dinner of the junior Conservative party in that metropolis, and the genius displayed at the great Conservative meeting there in November last, has never yet been equalled on the side of Reform. The eloquence and fervour brought forth at the great Irish meetings in support of the Protestant cause, shew how deeply Conservative principles have struck their root in the genius of that generous people.

The great and opulent body attached to Conservative principles in every part of the country have here much, we had almost said every thing, in their power. Let them universally cease to take in the newspapers, journals, reviews, and magazines, which do not support Conservative principles, and the work is done. Reduced to their own resources, the revolutionary party will wholly fail, at least in the higher branches of permanent or periodical literature. It is to the supineness, the culpable, incredible supineness of the Conservatives in this respect that the success of the revolutionary party is mainly owing. Half the subscribers to the Movement Press in every department are, or at least once were, Tories. They go on with the publications because their fathers did so before them, because they do not like to break sets, or from the mere force of habit, without any reason at all. Let them consider that the time is now gone past when this can be done with impunity; that it is by the dissemination of these vehicles of poison, that the British Constitution has been overthrown; that their farther continuance must lead directly to anarchy; and that if we would avoid sharing in the guilt of such a catastrophe, we must detach ourselves from all connexion with the instruments by which it is in the course of being effected.

But it is not only by assiduous attention to the Press, that the farther progress of revolution is to be stayed; efforts, vigorous, incessant efforts of the Conservative party over the whole kingdom, are requisite to arrest the evil at the very next election. It is the supineness of the friends of order in this respect that chiefly alarms us. Something may have been done in individual counties or burghs, but nothing whatever has been attempted generally to secure the return of Conservative members. Individually the Tories wish well, and they can boast of infinitely more virtue, religion, and real intelligence, than all the rest of the kingdom put together. But they are deficient in the art of drawing together for any common purpose, and novices in the art of agitation. In the means of moving large bodies of men, they are no match for the revolutionists. It was just the same with the French Girondists, when, by the extravagance of the Jacobins, they were brought into collision with that terrible faction; “they said,” says Louvet, “that they would rather be guillotined than become the guillotiners, and evinced upon the borders of destruction a degree of supineness and apathy, which would a priori have been deemed incredible in men of their intelligence and ability.”

Let the Conservative party, then, in every county, town, and village in the empire, immediately assemble, sign a declaration, and publish it in the newspapers, pledging themselves to support only a member of Conservative principles. The effect of this is incredible. It at once shews the friends of order their real strength, which is so extremely apt to remain unknown, from the unobtrusive 72habits and noiseless lives of the immense majority of which that party consists. It damps, and often overthrows the spirit of innovation, by shewing how numerous and respectable its opponents are, and how entirely the noisy and clamorous body of revolutionists are dependant on their wealth and exertions. It encourages men of property and character to come forward as candidates, and often shames revolutionary ambition into obscurity, by dragging into the light the despicable character of its wicked and vociferous supporters.

Let a contest, in the next place, wherever a Conservative candidate can be brought forward, be commenced, and continued from a joint fund to the very last extremity. It is of no sort of consequence, though many of those contests terminate in victories to the Revolutionists: the object is to exhaust the enemy’s funds, and prevent future contests in other places where success may be more doubtful. Every thing depends on this. Half the English counties might have been gained at the last election, if the desperate contest in Northamptonshire had occurred earlier in the struggle. That contest broke the Revolutionary Bank, and rendered them unfit for any subsequent effort. But towards this object it is indispensable that common measures should be concerted by the Conservative committees over the whole country, and a fund provided by general subscription to meet the unavoidable expenses. We cannot expect that individuals are to exhaust their fortunes in a hopeless contest, merely to expend the resources of the opposite party, without any chance of success to themselves: but we may well expect that a large part of the common fund raised for the preservation of the remaining institutions of the country should be devoted to this object in all the quarters where it can be done with advantage. Subscriptions to meet these expenses should be universally entered into by all friends to their country; let every man consider that what he gives in that way is so much salvage to save the remainder of his fortune: it was in less peril when the red flag of mutiny was hoisted at the Nore, or the tricolour standard waved over the hosts of Napoleon on the field of Waterloo.

Finally, let the Conservative party universally and firmly act upon the principle of withdrawing their business from all tradesmen whom they employ who do not support the Conservative candidate. In the manufacturing cities, which depend on the export sale, this measure may not have a very powerful effect; but in the metropolis, in the other great towns, and the small boroughs, it would have an incalculable effect. If universally and steadily acted upon, it would be decisive of the fate of England. At least four-fifths, probably nine-tenths, of the purchase of articles of commerce come from the Conservative ranks; if this were confined to men of Conservative principles, there is an end of the Revolutionary progress. There is nothing unjust in this: the shopkeeper claims for himself the power of judging who should be his representative in Parliament. Granted: but he cannot refuse the same liberty of choice to his customer as to whom he is to employ as his butcher, his baker, or his clothier. There might be some reluctance in taking this step in ordinary times, when no vital part of the state is at stake, when mere family ambition divides counties, and the great interests of the state are equally secure in the hands of the one or the other party. But the case is widely different, 73when, as at this time, the question is not between rival families in counties, or adverse parties in politics, but between contending principles in society; between the preservation of property and the march of revolution; between future felicity and unutterable anguish for ourselves and our children. It may be a painful thing to part with an old tradesman because he is of revolutionary principles; but it is much more painful to see the ruin of our country, and that is the other alternative.

One thing the Conservative party may make up their minds to, and that is, that there is no peril so great as to deter the Revolutionary party from proceeding with their insane designs, and no crime so atrocious as to make them scruple at its commission, if necessary to their purposes. When Earl Grey resigned, the proposal to make a run upon the Banks was received with three cheers at the London Political Union, and immediately acted upon; a design which, if successful, would have thrown all the members of the Political Unions out of bread next day; and when the Duke of Wellington rode through the city, on the last anniversary of the battle of Waterloo, he was attacked, and attempted to be assassinated, by a base and cowardly revolutionary mob; a crime, which, if not prevented by the courage of a few gentlemen who witnessed the outrage, would have stained England with indelible infamy. It is evident, therefore, that the Revolutionary party are utterly reckless as to consequences, and completely indifferent as to crime; and let no one imagine that it is only a few hundred ruffians who constitute this party; it was not a few hundred ruffians who made the run on the Bank on May 20, 1832: and if it was, yet the saying of Marat is not be forgotten, of which Robespierre so amply proved the truth, that with 300 bravos, at a louis a-day, he would govern France, and cause 300,000 heads to fall. Come what may, we have discharged our duty to the friends of England, by shewing the simple and certain means by which the progress of the Revolution may be stayed; if they are neglected, and ruin follows, the consequences be on them and their children.
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75‘The State and Prospects of Toryism, January 1834’ Fraser's Magazine for Town and Country, 9/49 (January 1834), 1–25

This article refutes five of the historical charges made against Toryism – its love of arbitrary power, its corruption in the exercise of government, its connection with boroughmongering, its responsibility for the late war and the National Debt, and its opposition to the freedom of the press. In each case, Fraser’s mobilises counter-evidence and distinguishes Tories, as supporters of the British constitution, from ‘Radicals or Republicans, who in various shades and degrees, dislike, and would remodel that constitution’.

The discussion proceeds to outline a positive case for Toryism, which it sees as ‘a series of principles, not a confederacy of individuals’. These principles are defined in terms of attachment to the British constitution; ‘a conviction that there is a right and wrong in religion’; a commercial policy based upon ensuring the prosperity and comfort of the British people; and ‘a decided predilection for legitimacy, or the dominion of law, in all things, but especially in royal succession’.

The article is not uncritical of its leaders. In particular, it upbraids Wellington for the passage of Catholic Emancipation in 1829 and Peel for the deleterious operation of the return to the Gold Standard which he recommended in 1819. The real purpose of the article is an appeal to the party’s leaders to gain ‘a better understanding... of their own principles’ and a pledge to end the ‘ruinous quackery of the economists’. This was unlikely to be palatable to Wellington or Peel, both of whom resisted the reform of the currency.
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Those persons who have been accustomed to read, and, if any creatures so silly do really exist, those especially who have been accustomed to credit, the lucubrations of that portion of the London press which prides itself in the name of “Liberal,” will feel some degree of surprise at the very title which we have prefixed to the present paper. They have been so often assured, that “the Tory party” was “now happily defunct;” and have been so continually accustomed to the phrases, “the throes of expiring Toryism,” and “the remains of a faction now, fortunately, all but extinct;” that they will be ready to suppose that the real subject of the present essay can only relate to the best mode of terminating, with decent obsequies, the existence and the memory of one of the great constitutional parties of England.

Unfortunately, however, for this very comfortable and pleasant dream, symptoms and circumstances are ever and anon seen breaking out, which speak a very different language. The city of London, for instance, returns a Tory as its representative, after a contest in which above 10,000 votes are polled;1 Sunderland, in spite of the Lambton influence, and Gloucester, in opposition to the Berkeleys, each do the same; and Cumberland follows in their train. And even in those cases in which the Tory candidate has been defeated, the strength manifested has been symptomatic of any thing rather than decrepitude or decay. Witness Marylebone, where Mr. Hope, though defeated by the Radical candidate, polled thrice as many votes as his Whig opponent;—Coventry, where Mr. Thomas, without expenditure, held a severe struggle with Mr. Ellice, backed by all the influence and all the sinews of war which the Treasury could furnish; and York, where, in behalf of an absent and unwilling candidate, nearly a thousand unasked suffrages were given.

So far then, is it from being the truth, that this great party or section of the people of England, is in a state of dissolution and decay; that we are prepared to assert, and to support the assertion by abundant evidence, that Toryism was never more widely spread, or more deeply seated, among the people of England, than it is at the present moment.

Not, however, to be misunderstood, it will be necessary that we enter into certain explanations, and draw certain distinctions, which are all-important to the 78understanding of this question. Toryism is one thing;—the Tory party another: and the former may be spreading and increasing, while the latter is split, divided, and in a state of temporary confusion. Let us then endeavour to arrive at a clear understanding, in the first place, of, what Toryism is.

And to do this it will be wise to begin by negatives. The question has been so overlaid and obscured by falsehood and prejudice, that it will be quite expedient, and indeed necessary, to commence by declaring and defining, what Toryism is not.

It is continually represented in a variety of odious points of view. It is said to be synonymous with a love of Arbitrary Power; with Corruption; with Boroughmongering; with Hatred of all Reform; with the growth of the National Debt; and with enmity to the Liberty of the Press. On all these points we join issue with its calumniators, and plead not guilty to every one of the charges. We contend that, admitting various individual acts, falling under these descriptions, to have been justly charged upon divers members of the Tory party; still these acts have only been committed in common with politicians of various other shades and degrees; and that to attach them to Toryism in the abstract, as its characteristic features, is grossly calumnious and unjust.

And, first, let us speak of the alleged love of the Tories for Arbitrary Power. Were we to listen to their opponents with any credence, one would suppose that the five thousand householders of London who voted for Mr. Lyall, or the two thousand in Marylebone who supported Mr. Hope, were all utterly insensible to the value of the rights of freemen, and panted to exchange the institutions of England for those of Turkey. But how grossly absurd is such a supposition! What motive can rationally be ascribed to this vast mass of educated and intelligent Englishmen, which should lead them to desire to exchange the peaceable enjoyment of their property and their freedom, for the capricious guardianship of arbitrary power.

The foundation on which this calumny is built is sufficiently obvious. The government has remained for more than fifty years in the hands of those who have been called, some of them very unworthily, by the name of Tories. It was not to be expected that so long a period could elapse without an occasional necessity arising for the use of the curb; and for the enactment of laws of temporary restraint, to meet temporary ebullitions and outbreakings. We may concede, if it be demanded, that these temporary enactments have not always been clearly proved to be necessary, and that they have sometimes been ill-contrived; but that they originated in, or were at all connected with, any settled plan or scheme for breaking down the bulwarks of British liberty, or changing the character of our constitution and government; is an allegation wholly unsupported by evidence, and originating, we believe, in party prejudice and interested animosity.

However, the accusers of these tyrannical Tories have now had their turn; and if prejudice could be silenced by either fact or argument, it would have been for ever deprived of speech by the doings of the last twelve months. The Whigs had not enjoyed their newly-acquired power so much as a short two years, before a “hard and cruel necessity” arose, which compelled them to have recourse to measures, not one whit more mild than those, which had exposed the Tories to their oft-repeated accusation 79of being “partial to arbitrary power.” The Coercion Bill for Ireland, passed by the Whigs, in 1833, suspended the Habeas Corpus Act; took away trial by jury; shut up the inhabitants in their dwellings like the Norman tocsin; and established military tribunals in place of the dominion of law. Granting, as we are prepared to do, that all this was necessary; still, are we to forget that such enactments as these were made the basis of grave and serious charges, in former days, against the Tories, of the most tyrannical views and designs; and that by the very men who now, while occupying the seats of those Tories, discover and confess, that some such “arbitrary measures” may be absolutely necessary for the safety of the country! Let them take their enactment, then, but let them have the decency to confess, that all the prejudice they formerly strove to raise against their opponents, for similar measures, was unjust and groundless.

Another medium of raising and fostering the same prejudice against the Tories, was found in their alleged dislike of popular meetings. The dispersal of the Manchester mob, in 1819, was made the topic of endless discussions; and no opportunity was lost of impressing on the minds of the people, that “their natural enemies,” the Tories, hated all popular assemblages.

We believe that it would have been nearer the truth had it merely been said that they despised them. The Duke of Wellington’s phrase, “the farce of a county meeting,” found an echo in many a Tory breast. These meetings are, in nineteen cases out of twenty, nothing more than farces,—inasmuch as they profess to hear, discuss, deliberate upon, and decide a question; when, in fact, as every one knows, they constantly refuse to hear more than one side of the case, and always insist upon deciding without either discussion or deliberation. For these reasons Tories are not partial to such assemblages; but they do not “hate” or “dread” them, except when, as at Manchester in 1819, they clearly endanger the safety of a neighbourhood.

However, the Whigs have now had, in this case also, a fair opportunity of shewing the superiority of their plans and views. They contemned the dispersal of the Manchester mob, although effected under the orders of a body of magistrates, although preceded by the usual legal forms, and although conducted with the least possible violence. They have, therefore, improved upon this example, by attacking the Calthorpe Street meeting—an assemblage perfectly insignificant and contemptible, and attended with no danger whatever. They dispersed this meeting foolishly and causelessly; they acted without the presence or aid of any magistrate, except their own police superintendent; they read no Riot Act, and they used excessive and most irritating violence. And is it by such means as these, that they intend to prove that they are greater friends to public assemblages of the people than were their predecessors the Tories?

In fact, nothing can be more apparent to an unprejudiced mind than this, that the notion of Toryism being connected with a fondness for arbitrary power, is a mere bugbear set up by the Whigs, and formerly favoured by the situation of the two parties. The Tories, while exercising the functions of government, were often compelled, by some momentary ebullition of popular feeling, to make the multitude aware of the existence of a government. That duty now devolves upon the Whigs, and we have certainly seen no symptoms yet, of any peculiar tenderness or reluctance in the fulfilment of it.

80A second misrepresentation of Toryism is that which describes it as a system of Corruption. Their long possession of power was held to be proof positive of their fondness for arbitrary rule; and so in like manner their long possession of the emoluments of office was said to evince the fact, that salaries and pensions were the main objects of their ambition. In each case the argument was a palpable non sequitur.

This charge of corruption, in the comprehensive sense in which the word is commonly used, may mean either of two very different things. It may imply either the minister is corrupt in his end; or only corrupt in the means he employs. It may express, on the one hand, that the premier, or the leading ministers, are mainly influenced by a desire to fill their own pockets (like a celebrated Whig, the late Lord Holland, the man of “unaccounted millions”); or it may merely mean, on the other, that they are unscrupulous in the means they employ, and ready to lavish the public money and appointments on any individuals, whether worthy or unworthy, who can contrive to make themselves useful in furthering their ends. In whichever of these two points of view we contemplate the question, it will be found to be abundantly clear that the imputation of corruption can by no means be said to belong, either exclusively or even in an equal degree, to the Tories. From the days of Sir Robert Walpole down to the present administration, it has been again and again made manifest, that the Whigs could always outstrip their opponents in any doings of this kind; and assuredly the present holders of office have been excelled by none of their predecessors, whether Whig or Tory, in their relish for what Lord John Russell calls “the sweets of office.”2

Look first at the question of personal cupidity. This point is often used, certainly with the most audacious effrontery, by the Whig journals, against the leading members of the late ministry. Men of vast wealth, like the Duke of Wellington and Sir Robert Peel, are again and again described, in the ministerial papers, as filled with a “craving desire for the gains of office;” and as perpetually “hankering to get their hands into the public purse.” Let us review this point, then, for a few moments.

We will not charge upon the Whigs of the present day all the sins of Walpole and the elder Fox; we will confine ourselves to the annals of the last fifty years. During that period the government has been chiefly in the hands of the Tories; and Pitt, Percival, Lord Liverpool, and the Duke of Wellington, have enjoyed the disposal of the patronage of the crown.

Now, we will not claim perfection for either of these individuals. We will not assert that they never made an improper appointment, or that they always resisted the temptation of providing for relations. But we ask any candid man, possessed of a competent knowledge of the history of the last fifty years, to cast his eye over the retrospect, and to say, if he can, that either of these four ministers deserved the imputation of being generally influenced by corrupt motives. As to their own personal gains, it is well known that both Pitt and Percival died poor; and probably no one will imagine that either Lord Liverpool or the Duke of Wellington enriched themselves by their ministerial emoluments. And although, here and there, among the thousands of appointments which passed through their hands, we can trace a Chatham, a Jenkinson, or a Wellesley, enjoying, perhaps, a governorship, or a small bishopric, or an embassy,—still it must be admitted, even by their bitterest 81foes, that the charge of nepotism was never seriously brought, on any sufficient evidence, against either of these ministers.

Such was Toryism during a reign of above fifty years. We now enjoy the rule of those very Whigs who were never slack to raise the cry of “corruption,” as well as of “arbitrary power,” when it suited their purpose; and we have a right to expect a marked improvement, now that “the friends of corruption” are gone, and the professors of purity, economy, and a “government without patronage,” bear sway.

We have said that the appointments bestowed upon their own relations by the Tory premiers of the last half century were solitary and isolated cases. Such a thing as a “Pitt list,” or a “Liverpool list,” was never thought of, because a list of two or three appointments would have exposed the compiler of it, and not the minister against whom it was levelled, to public scorn and contempt. But we have since seen, frequently enough, the “Grey list;” numerous copies of which have been circulated and perused with avidity, simply because his lordship has ventured to deviate so far from the track of his predecessors, as to bestow, within little more than two years, more than twenty different appointments upon his own and his wife’s relations.

Many of these “Grey lists” have doubtless been exaggerated: and it is far from our wish to fall into this error. We shall therefore prefer to accept the corrected statement of one of the most servile of all the ministerial newspapers, the Leeds Mercury, in which it is not at all probable that any such colouring has been given. In that journal of September 29, 1832, we find an amended list, which gives only sixteen appointments, and a gross annual emolument of only 45,836l. But an omission of a lordship of the Treasury was immediately pointed out at that time; and within the last twelve months there have been two resignations and five or six new nominations. We believe, therefore, that we shall be within the truth when we say, that among the relations of the Earl and the Countess Grey there have been divided at least twenty appointments, and not less than fifty thousand a-year of the public money. This must be considered to be pretty well, on the whole, for a man of “high and disinterested patriotism”—for a man whose newspaper slaves are perpetually taunting the Duke of Wellington with his “hankering after the sweets of office.”

But the premier is well supported. His English and his Irish chancellors, although not blessed with families so numerous, and so convenient as conduit pipes to be connected with the public reservoir, have yet contrived to distinguish themselves quite sufficiently, each in his own little circle. Lord Brougham had been accustomed, as every one will remember, to launch, for many successive years, his bitterest sarcasms against the venerable Eldon, on the score of his assumed cupidity and love of the gains of office. Often had he described all the great functionaries of the state as being greatly overpaid, and had pointed to the chancellorship as an especial instance of such exorbitant emolument.

Speaking, in the House of Commons, on this topic, on the 11th of Feb. 1822, he said—


“That the only measure of mitigating the great evil which at present oppressed society, was to reduce by every expedient the burdens of 82taxation. This was to be done by real and efficient retrenchment, not by lopping off the salaries of petty clerks, and by little jobs of that kind, such as consolidating a few clerkships in one, to save the dependant of some great man. It was not by petty unjust savings of this kind that real retrenchment was to be effected, but by beginning at the highest and going down to the lowest salaries, till every class of the state was included. He hoped they would not be any longer told, that public men were not to be borne hard upon, when it was the fact that they were the only class that had not suffered enormously. He would not say whether they ought to be reduced 15 or 20 per cent; but they ought to be reduced in such a proportion as would be likely to give efficient relief to the suffering classes of the community.”


And, in the motion with which he concluded his speech, he proposed “such a reduction as may be suited to the change in the value of money.”

These having been the professions of this flaming patriot, when out of office, we naturally look with some anxiety for the carrying these principles into effect, when his elevation gave him ample means and powers to realise all his schemes of retrenchment.

The home-secretary (Sir R. Peel) had stated in the House of Commons, on the 24th of February, 1824, from official documents, that “during the last three years (1821, 1822, 1823) the average produce of the lord chancellor’s (Eldon’s) whole emoluments had not amounted to more than 12,000l. a-year.” The retiring pension attached to the office was 4000l. per annum. These, then, were the allowances which Mr. Henry Brougham, in 1822, in the House of Commons, proposed to subject to considerable reduction.

With the opening of the year 1831, this same Mr. Brougham becomes Lord Eldon’s successor, and in 1832 a bill is brought in to regulate the emoluments of the office. One would naturally fear lest, in the vehemence of his disinterested patriotism, the new chancellor should be too tranchant in his reductions. It could hardly be desired that this high functionary should receive less than 10,000l. a-year, or that, on his retirement, his allowance should be reduced below 4000l. Yet, with the views stated in the speech above referred to, the new chancellor might be expected to aim at a still lower point.

But there was little cause for fear. A bill was brought in, and passed, by which the salary of the chancellor—of this very Lord Brougham who had declared, in 1822, that the then allowance of 12,000l. a-year ought to be considerably reduced— a bill, we repeat, was driven through the houses, by this very Lord Brougham and his colleagues, which actually augmented the salary of the chancellorship to fourteen thousand a-year, and the retiring pension to five thousand! Did the most “corrupt” doings of Toryism ever equal this? Were it not that “the Hannibals” are yet behind, we should imagine that we had reached the very climax of audacious disregard of recorded principles and repeated professions!

We have only to add, that not being blessed, like Lord Grey, with a numerous family, it was only in Lord Brougham’s power to fill up a mastership in chancery with one brother, and to give the enjoyment of two sinecure places, for about a 83year and a half after they ought to have been abolished, to the other. His lady, however, has discovered among her relatives one or two to whom church preferments would be acceptable, and their names have been accordingly gazetted. Altogether, the annual drafts of this family on the public purse cannot amount to less than twenty thousand a-year; and until the extinction of Mr. James Brougham’s two sinecures, which fell in very lately, they exceeded twenty-two thousand.

The Irish chancellor, however, must certainly be allowed to out-do even the Brougham. In his capacity of ecclesiastical commissioner, he had especially recommended the dissolution of one of those grossly indecent junctions of benefices which have obtained of late years in Ireland, called Unions. In the union in question, four or five benefices were tied up with the deanery of Down, measuring in extent above twenty miles in length, and swelling the value of the deanery to 2500l. per annum. Six months after this recommendation, this very deanery fell vacant, and Lord Plunkett applied for and obtained it for his own son, without a word of that dissolution which he had just before recommended!!!

Lord Plunkett has four sons, and a brother-in-law and nephew, of the name of M‘Causland. The offices held by this valuable family are as follows:


	Lord Plunkett, Chancellor of Ireland.

	Hon. P. Plunkett, Secretary of Bankrupts.

	—— Counsel to Chief Remembrancer.

	—— Purse-Bearer.

	Hon. D. Plunkett, Prothonotary.

	—— Examiner in Common Pleas.

	Hon. John Plunkett, Assistant Barrister.

	—— Commissioner of Inquiry on Fees.

	—— Crown Counsel.

	—— Counsel to Police.

	Hon. and Rev. Thomas Plunkett, Dean of Down.

	—— Vicar of Bray.

	William M‘Causland, Law Agent for Charitable Bequests.

	—— Solicitor to Ecclesiastical Commissioners.

	William M‘Causland, jun. Secretary to Lord Chancellor.

	—— Secretary to Eras. Smith’s Schools.


The sum total of the emoluments of these offices is rather above twenty-two thousand a-year!

Here, then, we have three of the leading men in the present administration dividing among their families very nearly a hundred thousand a-year of the public money! Surely, before we can be made to believe that a lust after the public purse is the peculiar vice of Toryism, we must demand to be shewn when and where any thing approaching to rapacity like this was ever exhibited among Tories.

But we must not forget that there is another branch of this subject;—namely, the use of corruption as a means, by those who are free from it as an end. We may 84expect to be told, that although Mr. Pitt himself died poor, yet that he lavished away places and pensions, either upon unworthy objects, or upon worthy objects in too great profusion, in order thereby to carry various objects he had in view.

This was, we suppose, the great art, or rather vice, of Sir Robert Walpole. We shall not attempt to prove Mr. Pitt to be wholly clear from it; but we believe that the practice diminished much of late years, and became, under the Liverpool and Wellington administrations, comparatively rare.

But still it is described as a Tory vice. So far from this being the case, we beg to observe, that as it arose, or rather came to perfection, under the Whig premier, Sir R. Walpole, so it has never been more unblushingly apparent than during the rule of the present Whig administration.

Take the case of the Macaulays as an example, and consider for a moment the services and the payment of Mr. Thomas Babington Macaulay. This young gentleman had been mentioned as a “crack orator” at the Cambridge Union Debating Society. The Whigs were in want of a fresh recruit or two; and, accordingly, a seat was offered him by the Marquess of Lansdowne. True, at Cambridge he had usually adopted the Tory side of the question; but that formed no serious obstacle.

He accepted the offer, and after being for about a twelvemonth “upon liking,” he became a regular attacké of the present ministry. The duty he had to perform consisted in composing, getting off, and delivering, about four set speeches per session. As for the real business of parliament, in that he was of about as much use as the mace upon the table. The consideration he has received for these most important public services is as follows:—

First, a new commission of inquiry into public charities was made out, and Zachary Macaulay, Esq., father of the young member, was installed a commissioner, with a salary of 1000l. a-year, besides travelling expenses.

The duty of these commissioners is evidently one requiring much legal knowledge, since their principal occupation is to search into and report upon the proper execution of testamentary dispositions of property. Mr. Macaulay had been, or perhaps still was and is, a city merchant. He was old and infirm—too old, indeed, to study the law of wills and testaments. He was not, however, appointed merely to fill a vacancy; on the contrary, a vacancy was created in order to make room for him, by displacing a barrister of the highest respectability, of long experience, of sufficient remaining strength and vigour, and who had already worked most efficiently on that very commission for several preceding years. Such a man, so perfectly suitable in every respect, was dismissed. After having sacrificed his own practice, to give his time to the duties of this inquiry, he was turned adrift, and his place was supplied by a man of advanced years, of commercial habits, and destitute of all the needful qualifications. On what ground? Simply, because the junior Mr. Macaulay’s speeches were to be paid for!

But, secondly, the senior Mr. Macaulay’s affairs in Africa having got a little out of order, Mr. H. W. Macaulay, a younger brother of the M.P., was sent over to Sierra Leone to look after them. This young gentleman had not been gone many weeks upon this private business, when the appointment of “Commissioner of Arbitration to the Mixed Commission” was sent after him.

85The duty of this office concerns the disputes arising from the condemnation of the slave-ships of divers nations. It therefore obviously requires a knowledge of international law, and an acquaintance with languages. To secure an efficient officer, and to induce him to brave the climate, a salary of 2000l. a-year, with a retiring pension of 500l. a-year after six years’ service, had been affixed to the office. Imagine, then, the absurdity—nay, the iniquity—of giving this duty, this 2000l. a-year, with 500l. a-year for life, to a mere commercial man, or rather youth, who had been sent out on other business, without any preparation or qualification for such an office! If the denomination of a job does not belong to this transaction, let it never again be applied to political affairs!

Thirdly, Mr. John Macaulay, another brother, receives the crown-living of Loppington, in Shropshire. There seems to have come over the minds, either of the givers or receivers, a feeling of shame, about the time when this, the fifth appointment in the same family within two years, was made; for it was managed, by some dexterous contrivance or other, that this preferment should never come before the public through any of the usual channels of announcement! We cannot be at any loss for the reason of this secrecy; but we may admire the ingenuity of the manœuvre.

Fourthly, the orator himself, Mr. T. B. Macaulay, was first made a commissioner, and afterwards the secretary, of the India Board. We are quite willing to admit that these appointments were open to no particular objection, and were, in short, by no means out of the common way. Not so, however, the third, of which we are now to speak.

It seems that Mr. Macaulay, as secretary of the India Board, had a good deal to do with the construction of the late bill for renewing and remodelling the East India Company’s charter. Into that bill a clause was somehow introduced, constituting a new office, or, rather, an additional seat at the council-board at Calcutta, and giving the nomination to this office to the India board at Whitehall, of which Mr. Macaulay was secretary. The salary of this office was fixed at 96,000 sicca rupees, or about 10,000l. a-year; the whole of which was a new and additional charge upon the country, the reason of which is yet to be sought. The bill, however, having passed, this same Mr. Thomas Babington Macaulay obtains the appointment for himself!!

The pretext for the constitution of this new office is, that some efficient person will be required to revise and remodel the Indian legal code. But this very plea is the best possible proof that the whole affair is a job; for if such a person were really required for such a purpose, who in the world would ever have thought of fixing upon Mr. Macaulay for the office? No one who knows any thing of his habits and education, and more especially of his legal training, can help seeing that the whole affair is a mere false pretence for pocketing 10,000l. a-year. Why! his life, while at the special pleader’s, as scores of men in London can witness, was the very reality of the poet’s sketch—


	“Some clerk, condemn’d his father’s soul to cross,

	Who pens a stanza when he should engross;”


86And, beyond all question, if instead of singling out Mr. Macaulay from the second ministerial bench on the floor of the House of Commons, the ministers had taken, hap-hazard, any one of the two dozen reporters who occupy the hinder bench on the gallery, they could not have failed to fall upon a man, if even the most inferior of the squad, still, far superior as to practical legal knowledge, to the maker of “brilliant speeches” whom they have appointed.

So much, then, of the purity and impartiality of the Whig ministerial appointments. Here we have a whole family quartered upon the public, to the tune of about fourteen or fifteen thousand a-year; and, to say nothing of the clergyman, we may safely aver, that three out of four of the appointments have arisen, not out of the fitness of the individuals to the places, but from the convenience of the salaries to the individuals. Well may the Spectator, a journal of liberal politics, remark of the last of these appointments (what might be said, with nearly equal propriety, of each of them), “Upon the whole, this must be looked upon as one of the most arrant jobs ever perpetrated.”

One would think that an instance so complete as this, of the ways of Whigs in respect to the disposal of patronage, might suffice; but there are varieties in these things. The Times, in March last, when lamenting that they were obliged to report of the city election, that Mr. Lyall was the successful candidate, added: “Are we to infer that the city is already tired of the Reform-bill, and pants for the return of the good old times of Toryism, and contracts, and bank restrictions?”

Rather mal-apropos this. The new reform member for the city of London, Sir John Key, the getter-up of the illuminations and silver cups for the Reform-bill and Earl Grey, had, at that very moment, contrived to secure for himself a snug contract for the government stationery, and was also manœuvring to obtain for his own son the office of receiver of that very stationery so sent in by him, Sir John Key. Nay, more; the appointment was afterwards actually given—the very delicate duty was really imposed upon young Mr. Key, of examining the stores sent in by his father; and but for one unlucky mistake, this admirable arrangement might have continued to this very day. Sir John Key, in his eagerness to obtain the place, had falsely described his son’s age: which fact was discovered by some of his rivals in trade, and by this unhappy error the place was ultimately lost.

So much uproar was made about this false statement of age, that the other points of the case were almost overlooked. But now, on a calm retrospect of the whole transaction, may not we, the corrupt, the jobbing, the contract-loving Tories, ask ourselves, and ask the world—When was it thought decorous, under the Liverpool or Wellington administrations, to bestow places on the sons of the members for the city of London? Or when were Tories detected in appointing, to gratify a political partisan, a son to receive and examine the goods sent in by his father?

Lord Althorp and Mr. Stanley were set up to tell the House of Commons, that the Treasury were perfectly innocent in the whole matter; that they did not know who had the contract, and of course could not be aware of the impropriety of making young Key storekeeper of the stationery office. Lord Althorp and Mr. Stanley were, doubtless, sincere in this representation:—but they bad borne no share in 87the transaction. They doubtless believed what they asserted, but they nevertheless spoke falsely. The subsequent investigation brought the facts to light. It then was seen, that Lord Grey, and his secretary, Mr. Wood, had been specially warned of the delicacy of the duties of this office, and also against the Keys in particular. It was also proved that Mr. Wood had even said, that they were going to make the appointment “in spite of” these warnings; and it was further proved, that so far from being ignorant of Sir John Key’s connexion with the contract, they had actually been engaged, not long before, in corresponding with him, and with the stationery office, on the subject of the execution of that very contract! It stands, therefore, established beyond the possibility of a doubt, that to a Whig ministry it appears quite fit and proper, both to give places to the sons of the members for the city of London; and to intrust those sons with the duty of supervising their fathers’ execution of government contracts. And yet, after all this, the Times is to talk “of the good old days of Toryism, contracts, and corruption!”

A third accusation, and one marked with the same injustice, is that which imputes to the Tories, as a peculiar and characteristic feature of the party, Boroughmongering, and opposition to all Reform.

Unquestionably, either the morals or the historical knowledge of those who make assertions of this kind must be of a very low caste. Even the Morning Chronicle of this very day (Dec. 14) confesses that “it is quite certain that the Whigs were the first great organisers of boroughmongering.” Aye! and not only the first organisers of the system, but the steady supporters of it, as long as it served their purpose. Not only was Walpole opposed to reform, but Chatham—a far more brilliant name,—gave it his decided negative; and Junius, their leading classic, declared, that any one disfranchisement, of the kind of which the Reformbill enacted a hundred, would be nothing less than the grossest tyranny!

True, after a time, Toryism proved too many for them in the acquisition of borough influence, as well as in many other cases. The bulk of the property of the country being with the Tories, the majority of the nomination boroughs, which represented that property, became enlisted on the Tory side. Then, and not till then, did we find the Whigs adopting that cry of parliamentary reform, which had in previous years been the war-horse of the Tories.

But even when “parliamentary reform” had become quite a “stock-piece” with them in the House of Commons, they had no wish or intention of really putting an end to the borough system. Even the glaring fact, that their opponents had beaten them at that game, could not bring them to resign their own share in the boroughs. Mr. Nicholls, who was himself a member of Lord Grey’s society (the Friends of the People), tells us in his Recollections, that he “presumed to point out to that society the class of burgage-tenure boroughs. But it was seen that the correction of that abuse would be injurious to the interest of the leaders of the faction of the great Whig families; and all further attempts were abandoned.”—Vol. i. p. 216. And have we already forgotten the accession of the Whigs to Mr. Canning’s cabinet, the very leading principle of which was, a decided opposition to parliamentary reform?

88In fact, even up to the very accession of the Grey administration, the minds and sympathies of the Whigs were enlisted on the side of the borough system; though they felt a degree of discontent that more of these convenient commodities were not their own. They neglected, however, no opportunity of strengthening themselves in this respect. The Duke of Cleveland was for many years the most eager purchaser and cultivator of borough property that modern times had seen; nor were Lord Grosvenor and some others, at all backward in this pursuit.

And it is sufficiently well known, that among the feelings which prompted the resignation of the Duke of Wellington, this was a prominent one,—that he was indignant at being baited on the question of parliamentary reform by a party whom he knew to be in their hearts opposed to such a measure. He had seen the borough system defended, year after year, in the Edinburgh Review, the great organ of the party; he knew the leaders of the party to be as eager for the acquirement of borough influence as any men; and he said to them, in a moment of anger,—“There, you would raise the country against me on the question of reform: take the helm yourselves, then, and shew the people, if you dare, that you mean what you say!”

He miscalculated the character of the men. Office, upon any terms, they would take, and upon any terms they would keep it when gained. It is true that they were fairly caught;—since that reform, which was merely intended as a stalking-horse wherewith to annoy their opponents, was now of necessity made the leading condition of their taking and holding office.

All that remained, then, was to alter entirely their plan of action. The old system of boroughmongering was fated;—the only course to be taken was to construct a new one. And certainly they deserve the credit of considerable dexterity in the plan which they managed to adopt and to force into operation.

It is a fact which is perfectly notorious, and which, indeed, has been confessed by the chancellor himself, that the reform which he, as an opposition member, had purposed to press upon the Wellington administration, was far less extensive than the plan afterwards concocted by Lord Durham and Lord John Russell. This fact is all-important, as evincing an entire change of plan, and desertion of principles, on the part of the Whigs. No one can doubt, that in the original proposition framed by Mr. Henry Brougham, in November 1830, the Whigs had proposed much more than they either expected or wished to effect. The principle of “asking for a town that you may get a house” was assuredly not forgotten by them. Nor was the obvious policy overlooked, of proposing many things well-known by themselves to be unsafe; in order to gain popularity to their own party by the proposal, and odium to their opponents by their rejection.

But the bill finally brought forward by the Whig administration went far beyond these petty schemes:—It did so; and it was perhaps the boldest and most successful piece of boroughmongering ever attempted by reckless and desperate politicians.

We call it a piece of boroughmongering, because its main scope and intent seems to be, while it gains to its authors all the momentary éclat and influence arising from a popular measure; to secure at the same time, with all possible cunning, 89as much real and substantial political advantage as possible to the Whigs, as a party or body of individuals. This it endeavoured to effect by a very simple plan of operation. It destroyed, without mercy, all the boroughs possessed by Tories, wherever any kind of a plea could by any means be shewn; and it took good care, in the formation of new boroughs, that their constituencies should be so framed as to give no chance of Tory bias. It then cut down, in order to make a shew of impartiality, divers Whig boroughs, sparing, however, many most unjustly; but it made ample amends for these by constituting at least two new boroughs, with decided and known Whig bias, for every one so destroyed. If this does not deserve the description we have given of it, of a wholesale scheme and plan of boroughmongering, we know not the use of the English language.

But another part of the falsehood of which we have here spoken, is that which describes the Tory party as opposed to all reform. Let us say a few words on this point.

None, as we have before said, will dare to venture such an assertion, if applied to the history of a century past. The Morning Chronicle, in the number which we have already quoted, confesses that in Swift’s time the Tories were ultrareformers. But the party in the present day is to be judged, it seems, by the single decision pronounced by the Duke of Wellington in November 1830,—which decision unquestionably sealed the downfal of his administration.

Now nothing can possibly be more dishonest than the assumption, that in making this declaration the duke represented, or in any way expressed, the opinions of the great body of English Tories. For what was the position of the noble duke at that moment. Had he not, only the previous year, conceded one of the great fundamental principles of his party, and thereby alienated from his person and administration all the more respectable portion of that party. True, he retained about him a few of those most estimable and most universally esteemed persons who had belonged to all the administrations of the last ten years, whether Liverpool, or Canning, or Goderich were the head; and who now are as much Whigs in the cabinet of Lord Grey, as they were Tories in that of the Duke of Wellington. But those whose principles hung not so loosely about them, and with whom place was nothing, but consistency every thing, had repudiated the Duke of Wellington as their leader, and publicly disclaimed all connexion with him. His administration was characterised in the House of Commons, and that by a friend, as “a Tory government acting upon Whig principles;” which was only saying, in other words, that it was a ministry of pseudo-Tories who had deserted their principles. Out of doors, their supporters were the Times and the Globe; their opposers, the Standard, the Morning Journal, and our own and Blackwood’s Magazine. Can any thing, then, exceed the baseness of the attempt to charge upon the Tory party the acts and expressions of the Duke of Wellington in 1830.

But not only have we a right to complain of the attempt to fasten upon us the sentiments of the Duke of Wellington, on the ground that the noble duke was at that moment the last man who ought to have been taken to express the feelings of the Tory party;—but we have a still stronger right to object to any such 90assumption, inasmuch as the true and natural leaders of the Tory party had, again and again, expressed themselves in a totally different strain. The heads of that party in both houses had repeatedly expressed themselves in favour of reform. The journals of the party, whether Blackwood, or the Standard, or Fraser’s Magazine, had again and again advocated reform. And it was distinctly stated by the Duke of Wellington in parliament, some time after his resignation,—that one principal ground of that resignation was his expectation that the Tories in the House of Commons would have united with Mr. Brougham in support of the motion for reform. So that, in fact, it was actually the expected decision of the Tory party in favour of the proposition, which at last decided the question in favour of that very reform,—a vehement animosity to which is now calumniously stated to be a leading feature in their system!

But it is objected, did they not strenuously oppose the Reform Bill? Unquestionably they did, and it would have been to their lasting disgrace if they had not; seeing that the real character of that artfully concocted scheme was nothing else, as we have already said, than a vast system of boroughmongering in disguise. Nor could the Tory party be expected to look with any tolerance on a plan, the leading object of which was, obviously, to destroy their parliamentary influence, and to increase that of their opponents. But, in fact, it is needless now to waste time in justifying their opposition to a measure which has already lost much of its momentary popularity. Based upon no one definite principle, and consistent in no two points or features, it retains, at the present moment, the admiration of none but those little knots of Whigs whom it has here and there elevated into some local importance. Trampling upon the rights of property, it must ever be hated by the Tories;—dooming to political extinction and nonentity the mass of the population, it receives the cordial contempt and dislike of the multitude.

The Tories, then, it may be granted, disliked and opposed the Reform-bill. But that they were opposed to, or were even careless about, a consistent and efficient reform, is as false an assertion as ever was penned or uttered.

(The writer of the present observations may claim some credit for sincerity while he insists on this point; since, while it is his pride, that, ever since he could distinguish political right from wrong, he has been a steady and determined Tory, it is equally his satisfaction to remember, that both during the Duke of Wellington’s ministry, and also after the bringing in of the Reform-bill, he repeatedly and publicly advocated a full and extensive measure of reform; even at the moment he was endeavouring to expose the iniquities of Lord John Russell’s measure. And he speaks not merely for himself as an individual, but from a tolerably extensive knowledge of the party, when he asserts his belief, that up to the period of the concoction and promulgation of the Whig boroughmongering scheme, the only real friends of a constitutional reform were to be found in the Tory party. A revolutionary reform would always be gladly supported by the Radicals; and the Whigs, when they had matured their plot, zealously carried it through. But the reform which the country wanted, and which would have saved the country, had no sincere friends but among the Tory party.)

91A fourth charge, not unfrequently brought against the Tory party, and a charge which may be frequently met with in the Times and other ministerial newspapers, is this, that to the Tories may be attributed the late War, and the present burdensome National Debt.

It is tiresome to have to repeat, again and again, the same denial and the same charge of falsehood on our calumniators. Yet here again we have merely the same plain and distinct answer to give,—the accusation is not true; and those who made it must have known that it was not true. The proofs are not far to seek. We need not call in the testimony of any Tory chronicler; the Recollections of John Nicholls, Esq., himself a supporter of Mr. Fox in parliament at the time alluded to, must be admitted by Whigs themselves to be unquestionable evidence. Mr. Nicholls says:


“There is full proof that, down to the close of the year 1792, Mr. Pitt had no intention to abandon his pacific system. In the summer of 1792, towards the close of the session, he said in the House of Commons, ‘England never had a fairer prospect of a long continuance of peace than she has at the present moment. I think we may confidently reckon on peace for ten years.’ But my opinion of his pacific intentions does not rest on his expressions in parliament. Before the close of the session in 1792, the three per cents had risen almost to par. Mr. Pitt saw that this gave him an opportunity of reducing 32,000,000l. of four per cents. He negotiated with the holders, but they demanded a larger bonus than he chose to give; and he closed his treaty with them by saying, ‘Then we will put off the reduction of this stock till next year.’ Can any man believe that Mr. Pitt would have used this language, if he had at that time intended to take part in the war. * * * But, in the close of the year 1792, Mr. Burke (himself a Whig) prevailed with the great Whig families to declare for war with France.” —Vol. i. p. 136.


Again he says:


“Mr. Pitt wisely restrained this country from interfering in the affairs of France. But towards the close of 1792, Mr. Burke had sufficient influence over the great Whig families to induce them to concur with the king in clamouring for a crusade against French principles. Mr. Pitt was unable to resist; and that he might retain his situation as minister, he was under the necessity of receiving the great Whig families into his cabinet, and of embarking the country in the crusade.” —Vol. ii. p. 200.


Such is the distinct and decisive testimony of one who had fought in the ranks of Fox and his friends. But we are not under the necessity of receiving even such unquestionable testimony as this without corroboration. That corroboration may 92be found, in the most complete degree, by any one who will take the trouble to consult the records of parliament at the period in question. He will there find enrolled, again and again, among the supporters of the war with France, the names of Portland, Spencer, Fitzwilliam, Carlisle, Darnley, Carnarvon, Grenville, Auckland, and many others of whose Whiggism there was not the shadow of a doubt. How base, then, how utterly unprincipled, the attempts which we ever and anon see made, to connect the ideas of Toryism and the late war, as if they were perfectly synonymous!

So much for the facts attending the commencement of the war. And the same parties who originated the contest for the most part continued to support it. As for the Times newspaper, which is now very willing to cast upon the Tories all the odium of the war and the debt,—who that can look back twenty years does not recollect the vehemence of that very journal in urging forward the contest; in execrating every idea of pacification; and in constantly advocating increased exertion, and regardlessness of expense? How, then, can any man possessed of the least love of fair dealing, tolerate these hypocritical attempts to cast upon an adverse party the odium of an expenditure, which, at the time it was incurred, was strenuously advocated by those who now aim to cast the entire blame upon their opponents.

The last charge we shall notice, that of a hatred to the liberty of the press, will

call for no very lengthened consideration. In fact, this absurd charge has latterly got too old and stale, and too nearly worn out, to be often brought forward. Certainly, for many years past not a fragment of fact has been afforded to our calumniators, on which to rest this foolish imputation. Lord Liverpool’s administration was almost blamably lax and indifferent on these points. The Duke of Wellington instituted some indefensible prosecutions towards the end of his ministry; but let it be observed, that these errors were only committed after his grace had abandoned Toryism, and connected himself with the Whigs.

But whatever prejudice might possibly remain in any mind as to the conduct of the Tories towards the press, it is tolerably clear that certain matters now in progress will speedily remove from the minds of all who are not wilfully blind, any idea that Whiggism is in the least degree more favourable to a free press than Toryism. That truly noble person, the Earl of Durham, nicknamed by Canning “the yellow dandy,” and who afterwards took a peerage at the hands of the man who had so nicknamed him, has already pretty well decided the question of the degree of Whiggish liberality in matters of this kind.

A little anecdote got into circulation in the noble lord’s neighbourhood, to the effect that he had one day threatened, in a pet at some supposed insult, that a parcel of cottages on his estate should be pulled down. This little bit of village scandal was sent to a journal in the next town, and was inserted by it. The whole imputation on Lord Durham amounted to this, that he had been one day in a bad humour, and in that fit of spleen had indulged in a peevish threat. His lordship determines to prove his freedom from bad temper by instituting a prosecution 93against the newspaper which had given insertion to the anecdote. And to shew himself a lover of truth, and of free discussion, he institutes that kind of proceeding which, even if the fact had been literally true, would preclude the newspaper from adducing the proof of that truth in its own defence! This is the Whiggish way of shewing your attachment to the liberty of the press!

But this was not enough. Two London newspapers, distant three hundred miles from the scene of action, and therefore necessarily ignorant of all the facts of the case, transfer the obnoxious paragraph into their columns, merely as a passing anecdote of the day. Against each of these, also, does this very liberal and high-minded nobleman level his attacks; against each is a criminal information directed; and these mere republishers, like the original culprit, are to be dragged into court for punishment, but without being permitted to prove the truth of the story, however true, or however near the truth, it may have been.

Even this, however, does not satisfy the amiable peer—he who is so indignant at being supposed to be occasionally out of temper, that he sets on foot three criminal prosecutions to shew his gentleness and placability. Another newspaper in his lordship’s vicinity having printed something not pleasant to his lordship’s feelings, but which we may suppose, as it was not prosecuted, was not open to prosecution—in other words, was no breach of the law;—six or eight of his lordship’s retainers, armed with sticks, rush into the editor’s office, and there cudgel not only himself but his clerk. These people being in Lord Durham’s service, and no disclaimer or discharge having taken place, we are obviously obliged to treat this as the act of the noble lord himself; and it certainly puts the climax to the Whiggish demonstrations of attachment to the liberty of the press.

Pausing, then, for a moment, to review the points to which we have adverted, we may observe:—


	That the imputation of a fondness for arbitrary measures, as a peculiar feature of Toryism, is at once negatived by the fact, that when the government falls into the hands of the Whigs, they are sure immediately to imitate, and frequently to outstrip, those very doings of the Tories, from which the inference of a bias towards absolutism was drawn.

	That the imputation of corruption in the conduct of government, vanishes in like manner, immediately the Whigs are at liberty to exhibit their own notions of purity in actual operation. It is then immediately seen, that whether in the personal rapacity and cupidity of the heads of administration, or in immoralities in the disposal of the patronage of government, nothing can go beyond the genuine, thoroughbred Whig.

	That the imputation of boroughmongery and hatred to reform, as a distinctive mark of Toryism, is an historical falsehood; the Tories having been originally the leading and only parliamentary reformers; and being, also, in later years, the only real and sincere friends of a constitutional reform.

	That the imputation of having caused the late war, and by consequence the national debt, is of the same class with the last-named calumny. As the 94Whigs, by the confession of the Morning Chronicle, “were the first great organisers of boroughmongery,” so the Whigs, by the records of parliament, stand convicted of having involved the nation in the late war. But now, when a degree of unpopularity attaches to each, they would basely slink out of the responsibility, and charge their own doings upon their rivals, the Tories; like a pickpocket, who, when fearing detection, pushes the stolen handkerchief into the pocket of an innocent bystander, and then cries out, “That’s the thief! away with him to the pump—the rascal!”

	That the imputation of being inimical to the freedom of the press, is best answered by a comparison of the deeds of Tory administration for twenty years past, compared with the proceedings of Lord Durham, the most liberal Whig of the present day. Such a comparison will instantly settle the question, who are the most likely to leave the press unfettered and unmolested.


On each of these five leading points, then, we claim a verdict. We say nothing of individual acts or follies; doubtless many might be adduced on either side. But we do deliberately and honestly consider, that on all these points, and also on some smaller ones, the Tories have suffered, and are daily suffering, under misrepresentations and calumnies the most unjustifiable and the most undeserved. The isolated acts and errors of individuals are daily brought forward as establishing some point in crimination of the party at large; whereas the only fair way is to treat the matter as we have just done, by weighing the arbitrary acts of the Whigs against the arbitrary acts of the Tories,—the corruption of the Whigs against the corruption of the Tories,— and thus to the end of the chapter; the result of which would be, without a doubt, that in those very points which are constantly brought forward as the characteristic vices of the Tories, they have been, and still are, greatly outdone by their rivals the Whigs.

Having cleared away some of these mis-statements, we may now approach the affirmative view of the question, and consider what Toryism really is.

We probably shall startle some of our readers by declaring, as we cannot but do, that we consider Toryism to be, neither more nor less than the Spirit of the British Constitution. In fact, however tenderly we might wish to treat the prejudices of those who may be Whiggishly disposed, there are no other terms in which we can justly describe what we consider to be the fundamental principles of the Tory creed.

In our view, the country is at present divided between two great parties; in whose ranks, with one trifling exception, are enlisted all those who possess any fixed or definite ideas on political questions. Besides these there is a faction, forming the exception just alluded to;—respectable, indeed, from the rank and character of some of its leading members; and which faction, by leaning first to one party and then to the other, and by borrowing support, now from the Constitutionalists, and then from the Republicans, have contrived, for more than three years past, to retain the government of these realms.

In calling the Whigs a faction, I would disclaim any intentional insult, or willingness to give offence. But if we would speak truth, in what other terms are 95we to describe them? It is true that they have, during some part of their present administration, possessed the support of a large portion of the people; but that support has been constantly declared to be perfectly distinct from confidence, or sympathy, or union of principle. How perpepetually have we heard such expressions as these: “I shall support the Whigs out of gratitude for the Reform-bill;” “Let us give the present administration a fair trial, as they seem to be in earnest on reform?”—language which speaks, as distinctly as words can do, that those who use it never think of calling themselves Whigs; or of joining themselves to the party; or of yielding any more than a cautious and watchful support, just so long as the measures of administration may happen to meet the speaker’s approbation. And yet among that large portion of the people who have unquestionably ranged themselves, for the last three years, on the side of the present ministry, this sort of language is universal; clearly shewing, that while Lord Grey’s cabinet might receive extensive support, of a temporary kind, among the people; still the Whigs, as Whigs, were considered as altogether distinct from the nation;—were not, in fact, a national party, but merely a faction.

Let the evidence of their own partisan, Mr. Nicholls, again be taken on this point:


“The leading members of the Whig party were at that time (1792), the Duke of Portland, Earl Fitzwilliam, and Earl Spencer. I believe that Earl Fitzwilliam and Earl Spencer were wholly free from any desire to obtain office or emoluments; but both of them had been educated from early life in that leading principle of the Whig party, that they were to acquire power by a confederacy of great families. I date the origin of that party, which is now denominated the party of the great Whig families, from the fall of Sir Robert Walpole. Their principle was to possess influence by confederacy.”

—Vol. i. p. 140.


Such was the character and leading feature of the Whigs, as much as forty years ago, in the eyes of one of their own supporters. We grant, without hesitation, that they have been, within the last three years, driven by circumstances to throw themselves on the popular feeling; or rather, we should say, to do something which might engage the popular feeling and sympathies in their behalf. In this attempt they have succeeded in part: they have gained a large amount of temporary support; but it is only that kind of support which is accorded, like daily alms, to those in whom no real confidence is placed. Ten thousand electors supported the Whig candidates at the last general election, who would, in all probability, support their opponents at the next; and who yet, if charged with tergiversation, would sincerely and indignantly repel the charge, and declare that “they never were Whigs; nor ever pretended to be; however they might, from temporary motives, have sided with the Whigs on the former occasion.”

But, to ascertain the reality of the fact of there being any Whig party among the people of England, we ought not to judge by the present excited moment. Those 96only are really Whigs who are so from principle; and who were not ashamed of the name, when Toryism enjoyed power and ascendancy.

Look back, then, only four or five years, to the time when the Duke of Wellington, before he had surrendered one of the leading principles of Toryism, enjoyed, without a rival, the honour of being the undisputed head of the Tory party. If at that time ostracism had been in fashion, and a sentence of deportation had been passed on the Whigs as a body, we will venture to assert that two transports, of average tonnage, would have sufficed to afford a comfortable conveyance to their intended destination, to all who had either confessed the fact, or upon whom the crime of Whiggism could by any sufficient evidence have been fastened.

In fact, had not this been the case in the estimation of such a journal as the Times—a journal which, if Sir John Cam Hobhouse may be believed, “rather follows than leads the public opinion”—would that journal ever have ventured to apply to such men as Earl Grey and his friends, the truculent language which appeared in its columns on the 21st of August, 1830?


“As to the Whigs, we plainly, and in the face of the people of England, deny that the country looks to them as its saviours in any great emergency. The experience of nearly fifty years has proved to the people of England the real character of this party. At once haughty and pusillanimous; rash and shortsighted; noisy democrats when out of office; insolent aristocrats when in; ignorant of the noble qualities of their countrymen, and timid depreciators of their glory:—such are the men whom we are told England is to regard with veneration and affection!”


And really, if at the period in question any sudden pestilence, or other visitation of Providence, had taken away about eight or ten peers, and some two dozen members of the lower house who might be named, we should have looked round upon each other, a week afterwards, and asked, “Whither has vanished the Whig party?” So entirely does Whiggism dwell with a few confederated families, and so wholly would it be lost to the earth if these few leading names were extinct! It is this that makes it, in spite of the respectability of some of its leading supporters, a faction, rather than a party.

Toryism, on the other hand, is so much more widely spread among the people; it holds sway over such a vast majority of the educated classes, that though its natural leaders have been doing little else for ten years past than desert and betray it—still, at the present instant, in spite of all the influence of government, and of all the clamour of the multitude, scarcely a town or a district can be named in which, on any fair occasion, the spirit of Toryism would not shew itself; and that with a power of character, influence, and even numbers, which prove that its supporters are still a great and important party in England.

However, to return to the point, of the real character of Toryism. It will be the most easy, and at the same time satisfactory, method of pursuing this inquiry, if we sketch, at once, the two great parties into which, as we have already said, the people of this country are at present divided.

97These two parties are, the Tories, or supporters of the constitution which has existed in this country for the last hundred and fifty years; and the Radicals, or republicans, who, in various shades and degrees, dislike, and would remodel that constitution.

We have called the Radicals republicans, not contumeliously, or with any view to excite prejudice, but as being the most accurate and expressive term by which they can be described. We are far from intending to impute to the bulk of this party a deliberate intention of subverting the existing state of things, abolishing monarchy and aristocracy, and setting up a democratic government in their room. We take for granted that most of them are aware that these points could only be gained at the price of a bloody revolution; and that they naturally prefer to submit to what they consider to be necessary evils, rather than attempt their removal at such a cost. But still we are correct in terming them republicans, if, as we believe, they have no value or esteem for the first and second branches of the legislature, and would willingly be rid of them if it were possible. No one can read the Westminster Review or the Examiner, the leading organs of the Radical party, without continually finding the language of contempt and aversion applied, to both the kingly authority and the interference of the house of peers. These journals would, neither of them,—if compelled to speak their whole mind,—have the hypocrisy to profess that they entertained the least value for these institutions. They tolerate them; and barely that. There is no other name, then, that will adequately express their character and principles, but that of Republicanism.

But, at the moment of this present writing, a declaration meets our eye, which will set the question in the clearest light. Dr. Bowring, one of the Westminster reviewers, had been named as a candidate for Huddersfield. Some persons had objected to him as a republican. Col. Thompson, another Westminster reviewer, writes to remove this objection, in the following terms: “On the subject of Dr. Bowring’s republicanism, I beg to say, that I take for granted Dr. Bowring, like all sensible men, is of opinion that a republic is the best form of government, where previously existing interests do not demand a modification.”

Here, then, we have the main point of difference between the two great parties in the nation fairly brought to view. “All sensible men,” says Col. Thompson— meaning thereby all men who think as he does—“are of opinion that a republic is the best form of government.”

While we, on our part, have just as much right to say, “All sensible men are of opinion that a mixed government, or a monarchy with limitations, is the best form of government; and that the British constitution is far superior to any republican system that ever was invented.”

Toryism, then, mainly consists in a just appreciation of, and attachment to, the British constitution. Radicalism consists in a dislike to, or undervaluation of, the principles of that constitution; a decided preference for the republican form of government; and a constant endeavour to approach that form as nearly as prudence will allow.

It is a very prominent and remarkable feature of the Radical party—who are also very fond of calling themselves Liberals—to assume that “all sensible men” 98must be of their opinion. The most insufferable conceit and dogmatism is a leading characteristic of their writings. The constant expression of their minds seems to be—“Surely we are the men; and wisdom will die with us.”

Nevertheless, the Tories, though constantly scoffed at by these very “enlightened” personages, are still apt to imagine that something may be said on their side of the question. One leading objection in their minds to this republican scheme—this “best form of government”—is, that in every age some of the leading spirits of the time have devoted themselves to the attempt to rear up into stability and perpetuity a republican government; and that, after five hundred efforts have thus been made, the result of the whole chain of experiments has been unvarying defeat and disappointment. They find, on the records of history, monarchies in abundance, of five hundred or a thousand years’ endurance; but not a trace is to be found of a republic which endured beyond three or four fleeting generations. When, therefore, the Tories are gravely assured, that “all sensible men agree that a republic is the best form of government,” it sounds very much like being told, that “all sensible men agree” that the philosopher’s stone and the perpetual motion are the two greatest human inventions. A lady might take it into her head that humming-birds and birds of Paradise were the only things worth keeping in her aviary. But still it would be asked, “Can you get them to live?” So of these very “sensible men,” who are so decided on the superiority of republics, we may humbly inquire, Can you get them to last?

We are continually referred to the North American States, as deciding this question; which is just as if a quack, who had killed fifty gouty patients with eau médicinale, were to point to the fifty-first, who had only taken the medicine for about a week, and were to triumph in the success which he claimed as already certain. A hundred republics have expired within two or three generations after their birth; while monarchies and aristocracies have endured like the hills;—and yet we are triumphantly referred to the last new experiment, which has not yet reached to the span of a single human life; and by this yet undecided speculation we are to be made to forget all the experience of more than thirty centuries! Such is the modest request of these very “sensible men!”

The Tories, with all humility, as speaking in the presence of such overwhelming minds, would submit, that if there be any one deduction which can with fairness or safety be drawn from the whole course of the world’s history, it is this, that stability is the virtue of monarchies;—evanescence and fragility the peculiar failings of republics. Conceiving, therefore, that in constructing institutions for a nation, which never dies, it were mere folly to fix upon a system which had universally melted away in a very brief space of time,—they would select the monarchical form of government as promising the greatest stability, and would next turn their attention to the guarding against those evils to which an absolute and unrestricted monarchy was liable. They would claim, on behalf of the people, the right to be ruled by known and settled laws; and also, that in the construction of those laws they should, by their representatives, have a voice. In like manner, they would guard against any taxes being levied, without the same representatives having been consulted, and their consent obtained.

99And in order to prevent the probability of frequent collisions between the monarch and the representative body, they would interpose between these two powers a third, constituted of some of the heads of the leading families in the country, who might reconsider any hasty propositions started in the popular assembly, and thus generally obviate any necessity for the use of the kingly veto.

And thus, by a system of mutual checks, they would hope to obtain all the practical freedom which could be hoped from a republic, without the risk, or rather the certainty, of perpetual change and mutation. They would secure the durable character of a monarchical government, and at the same time obviate all probability of the introduction of arbitrary power. In short, they would unite the advantages of each mode, and avoid the evils of both; and having so done, they would no more think of admitting the superiority of the simple republican form, than they would acknowledge the greater advantage of the absolute monarchy. The British constitution presents the living example of the sketch we have delineated; and it is only of late that men of education have been found so weak and so fanciful as to advocate the greater utility of the pure republic.

We are quite aware, however, that it may be asked, why we claim for the Tories the sole credit of being the defenders of constitutional principles; and whether we mean to deny that Whigs, as well as Tories, have advocated the existing constitution against republican assailants?

In the first place, we might reply to this question by referring to the Whig journals of the last two or three years, for many arguments to shew that Whiggism and Radicalism are only different shades of the same system—that Whigs and Radicals ought generally to aid each other—and that they might do this without any compromise of principle;—but that Tories were of a perfectly distinct class, and ought to be considered as the natural enemies of both. This would of itself be a sufficient answer. But we can take other and yet higher ground. We have already stated the leading features of the Radical and Tory creeds. But of the Whig system we have said nothing, because we do not believe in the existence of such a thing as a connected scheme of Whig principles.

A moment’s reflection will account for this. Toryism depends not, is not connected with, any set of families or persons. It is a series of principles, not a confederacy of individuals. Were the Duke of Wellington and all his kin to perish to-morrow, or were the Dukes of Newcastle or Northumberland or Rutland to die childless, and without relations, it would make not the slightest difference to English Toryism. These noblemen are not the party, though they are of the party. But as Whiggism is nothing else, as Mr. Nicholls confesses, than “a confederacy of great families,” it follows, that if the eight or ten leading individuals who form the nucleus of the party were suddenly removed, Whiggism itself would be gone. Consequently, as they are in themselves the party, it is clear that Whiggism must always be, not certain fixed principles, but the principles and opinions of these leading Whigs for the time being. It is, therefore, variable and ever-changing, and, consequently, it must be impossible, as we have just said, to state with any precision, what the doctrines of Whiggism at any particular period actually are.

100The Whigs of 1792, as we have already seen, brought on the war with France. The Whigs of the present day find their account in charging upon the Tories the present burdensome taxation; and therefore they profess to disapprove of the war with France. The Whigs argued, in their leading journal, the Edinburgh Review, in favour of close boroughs, for many years together. In 1831, it answered their purpose better to attack the close-borough system, and they at once forgot all the arguments they had previously used.

In 1827, Mr. Canning having formed his mongrel ministry—half Whig, half Tory—without consulting Lord Grey, that nobleman became prodigiously aristocratic, and declared, in the House of Lords, his fixed determination “to stand by his order.” In 1832, Lord Grey being himself minister, the peers obstruct his favourite measure; and this same Lord Grey presses upon the King the “swamping” of the peers; which, it can need no argument to shew, would have been nothing else than destruction to “his order.” Such are the “principles” of Whiggism, and such is Whiggish attachment to principle!

A multitude of similar cases might be named, in which it has been again and again manifested, that it was the convenience and the interest of the moment, and not any distinct and fixed opinions, which formed the rule of action with the Whigs.

We claim, then, for the Tory party, the honour of being, especially and almost solely, the defenders of the British constitution against those who, with the Examiner and the Westminster Review, look upon a republic as decidedly “the best form of government;” and who only postpone their efforts to establish such a government in favour of “existing interests;” which obstacle, of course, may gradually and by degrees be removed.

But there are two other characteristics of the true Tory, which, although they have been, of late years, thrown into the shade by the leaders of that party, have yet shewn, by the confusion which has followed their partial abandonment, how important was the place they held in the Tory system. In fact, the late and present eclipse which Toryism must be admitted to have suffered, has been mainly, or rather wholly, attributable to the forgetfulness, by the leaders of the party, of these two principles.

They may be described in a very few words. In the first place, then, the genuine Tory has a religion; and in the second place, he has a country.

Toryism, when pure and perfect, includes the knowledge of and belief in the Christian religion. Nay, more, it distinguishes between the true Christianity of the Bible, and the false and apostate creed of popery.

The gradual declension of modern Tories from this fundamental principle has mainly contributed to their present confused and dispersed condition.

When Mr. Spencer Perceval held the reins of government, he used the following expressions, in combating, in the House of Commons, one of the pro-popery motions:—

“It was not so much the individual measure to which he objected, as the system of which it formed a part, and which was growing every day. From the arguments which he had heard, a man might almost be led to suppose that one religion was 101considered as good as another, and that the Reformation was only a measure of political convenience!”

This indifference to all religions continued to grow daily. Under Lord Liverpool’s administration, it even obtained entrance into the cabinet itself. Want of firmness and decision of character was the principal failing in this amiable nobleman’s mind. He did not see the importance, nay, the necessity, of steadily supporting his own principles. Believing in a certain rule of conduct himself, he yet mistook so greatly, as to see no danger in committing important functions in the government to those who adopted another rule; even in a matter which he himself declared to be of vital importance. His cabinet was divided against itself on the Catholic question; and we know that “a house divided against itself cannot stand.”

The next step naturally followed. The attacking party had used the means afforded them by Lord Liverpool’s weakness so well, as to reduce the Duke of Wellington to the clear necessity of changing his policy. It became imperative upon him, either to return to Protestant principles, or to carry that “neutrality” which Lord Liverpool had allowed to exist in his cabinet, into the constitution, the law, and the government. Had his grace decided for an adherence to principle, he would have been at this moment in the premier’s seat, and surrounded with more true and lasting glory than even his campaigns could bestow. But “returning seemed more tedious” than an onward progress; and the fatal concession was made. The utter disruption of the Tory party took place; and the overthrow of the administration which had betrayed the principles of their party, was the first natural and necessary result, and the most fitting punishment that could be visited on the heads of the betrayers.

It is well known that all the soundest, most disinterested, and most respectable members of the party, both in the Lords and the Commons, strenuously resisted this fatal concession. And they may be allowed to look back, at this moment, with some degree of sad and melancholy satisfaction, on the remembrance of their efforts to arrest the evil. Every foreboding uttered has been more than realised— every good so glibly promised has evaded the grasp. The church of Ireland, which was promised, by Mr. Sydney Smith, greater peace and safety than the church in Yorkshire, has already undergone one attack, and has suffered both in power and in efficiency. The Union, which alone preserves a wreck of Protestantism in Ireland, is exposed to constant and fierce assaults. Such are the fruits of that “healing measure” which was to have shed such halcyon days on both the islands! Such have been the consequences of an abandonment of this fundamental principle of Toryism, namely, disgrace, defeat, loss of power and of character!

We, also named another distinctive feature of Toryism,—to wit, that it has a country. This may appear enigmatical at first, but our meaning is this,—that without any foolish and unmanly prejudices or jealousies with reference to other countries, the real Tory would ever keep in view, as the leading object of his general policy, the welfare of the British people. His end and aim in every plan and project would be, the advancement of British interests.

At first sight, some may fancy that this is a senseless distinction. They may be apt to suppose that all parties among us have alike the same object in view, though 102by different means; and that, with each and with all, the leading aim must be, to serve the people of their fatherland.

But let such good-natured persons now and then take up the Westminster Review, and they will soon find that there is a considerable party among us, calling themselves political economists, who profess no such limited ideas, and who pride themselves in no such attachments. The object which these persons would rather prefer, they distinctly confess to be, the making us all what they call “citizens of the world.” Of course, all ideas of seeking the interest of a certain part of the human race, merely because they happen to reside in these two islands, would appear to these men of enlarged philanthropy ridiculous and absurd. The phrases, “our dear countrymen,” and the like, are constantly used in the Westminster Review as mere sarcasms and jests; and the reviewer obviously finds it difficult to conceal his contempt for the man, who can be so foolish as to give his thoughts to so contemptible an object, as the mere welfare of the country in which he was born, and in which he may happen to live.

This sect—the economists—probably one of the most mischievous that ever infested any age or country, have nearly entire possession of the Whig party. They have also, through the Westminster Review and the Examiner, much influence with the higher classes of the Radicals, but, happily, very little with the operatives. And, unhappily for the Tories, the same foolish fancy for what was called “talent”— meaning thereby an impudent but plausible volubility,—which led Lord Liverpool to concede the outworks of Protestantism; induced himself also, in order to draw into his cabinet the “talent” of Huskisson, to tamper with another ancient feature of Toryism, the exclusively English object of all commercial regulations. A breach was speedily made in the trading policy of this country, which produced such disastrous results, as, when added to the fatal sacrifice of Protestantism, speedily threw all things into confusion, and made the cause of Toryism droop its head.

There is, however, a fourth characteristic of Toryism, which has not, like the latter two, been yet conceded to the revolutionary party, either by the Liverpool or the Wellington administrations. In fact, we do not see how it would be possible for any set of men, who relinquished this principle, to retain for an hour the name of Tories. This fourth characteristic of Toryism is its love of legitimacy. The true Tory feels a natural attachment to legitimate government and legitimate succession; and his natural opponents, the Liberals, whether Radical or Whig, feel an equally strong animosity to both.

Legitimacy, as every one knows, means simply, in accordance with law; principally, indeed, referring to succession; but often extending to the general dominion of law. And it is rather strange that the Liberals should have so explicitly confessed their disorganising views, as they have done by their animosity to this rule. The Tory simply adheres to it as the most obvious and unquestionable medium of preserving peace and harmony in a country. To the dominion of law, in things at large, we owe the safety of our persons and our property. To the known and acknowledged rules of law we confide the disposal of our property after death, and its preservation to our families. To the supremacy of law, in the matter of 103succession to the throne, we have owed, for more than a century, our almost entire freedom from that greatest of all scourges—a civil war.

The fatal consequences of even a temporary loss of this most wholesome and necessary regulation, are vividly sketched by Hume, when speaking of the contest between the houses of York and Lancaster:—“that fatal quarrel, which was not finished in less than thirty years—which was signalised by twelve pitched battles—which opened a scene of extraordinary fierceness and cruelty—and which was computed to have cost the lives of eighty princes of the blood; and to have almost annihilated the ancient nobility of England.”

Such were the scenes to which the dominion of a fixed rule of succession, or, in other words, legitimacy, has now happily put an end!

And yet both Whigs and Radicals, in the present day, break into scoffs and execrations at the least mention of this rule; and if any effort is made, in any part of the world, to push aside legitimate succession, and to set up some puppet of arbitrary choice, the cause of the illegal claimant is instantly espoused by all who affect the name of Liberals.

In each of the neighbouring kingdoms of Spain and Portugal, a female child has been set upon the throne, in violation, in each case, of the ancient laws and customs of the realm. The only title by which either of these infants holds her crown, is the mere arbitrary appointment of her father. There is not even the plea, in either case, of the popular will having been expressed in favour of these children. In fact, it is abundantly clear, and is even confessed by the Liberals themselves, that the people of each country would, if left to themselves, seat upon the throne the heir in whom the legal right resides. But in Portugal an inundation of English auxiliaries, and in Spain a liberal use of French money, has, up to this period, given the advantage to the little princesses. And this forcing a female infant on an unwilling people, by the power of foreign aid alone, is loudly cheered and exulted in by our Liberals! Were his present majesty, by his own arbitrary will, to transfer the succession to the English throne from the Princess Victoria to the Earl of Munster, he would do a much more reasonable thing, and not one wit more illegal, than did the King of Spain when he took the crown, in violation of the fundamental laws of his kingdom, from his brother, a man of competent years, and left it by will to his baby daughter. And if the Earl of Munster formed a good party at home, and secured the aid of Louis Philippe in case of need, we might have the siege of Oporto and the capture of Lisbon enacted nearer home;—in which case we will answer for one thing, that Liberalism would declare for the claimant who stood upon the arbitrary and illegal act of the king, and who was supported by foreign bayonets. So would not the Tories.

In entire consistency with this constant preference for arbitrary acts—for any thing, in short, but the dominion of law—is the conduct of the Liberals touching the Corporation Commission. A score of lawyers are despatched all over the country, to call before them all manner of persons connected with corporations; to overhaul the title-deeds of their estates; and to carry home any tales that may suit the purpose of the present ministry. These gentry have as much legal right to call for these title-deeds as we ourselves should have to enter Woburn Abbey, and 104desire the Duke of Bedford to hand over for our examination his original grants and charters. But they have no more. Many parties, therefore, to whom they have applied, have civilly shewn them the door; at which the Liberals raise a great cry, of disloyalty and rebellion against the king’s authority. But the Tories, while they will ever yield implicit submission to his majesty’s lawful authority, have not the least regard or respect for any of the illegal freaks which the present administration may enact on the part of the crown. For the loss and damage which the regal authority may receive in being thus pushed by the Whigs into arbitrary and illegal excesses, the king’s ministers, and not the Tories, are answerable.

But any one who would have a most edifying specimen of this mixed feeling, of a hatred to lawful authority and a love of arbitrary power, cannot do better than to amuse himself now and then by turning over the leaves of one of the principal Whig journals, the Morning Chronicle.

In the Manchester affray, the dispersal was the act of the magistracy, and was effected in the prescribed legal forms. In this case, the Morning Chronicle declared that the mob were most scandalously treated, and that the magistrates deserved condign punishment. But the Calthorpe Street meeting was unnecessarily attacked by a body of police constables, acting merely under their superintendents. These policemen certainly used improper violence, and that upon bystanders who had no guilty share in the transaction. But the Morning Chronicle in this case is ready to declare, that whoever “resists the authorities of the country,” (i. e. the policemen), ought to take the consequences!

Again, twenty years ago, Ireland was governed by the Protestants, who possessed an immense proportion, in fact almost the entirety, of the property, education, and intelligence of the country. But O’Connell raised his “seven millions of the finest pisintry in Europe,” and made war against Protestant ascendancy. Of course, the Morning Chronicle was incessant in its clamours against the existing law, and in demanding a full participation in all powers, privileges, and immunities, for the Papists. After a long struggle, they obtained this; promising us all manner of peace, harmony, and happiness, as the inevitable result.

It happens, however, to produce consequences as different as possible. Even Lord Grey confesses his “bitter disappointment.” In fact, the dominion of one of these naturally irreconcilable parties was at least a practicable thing; but their partnership in power is impracticable. This notable scheme will not work. Even when you mix up the two creeds merely in a jury-box, you can get no verdicts; the Protestants are of one opinion, the Papists of another. What is the remedy proposed by the Morning Chronicle? Not a return to common sense, of course. But a little spice of arbitrary power—a little bit of tyranny—the constant refuge of Liberals whenever any difficulty occurs. Take the following:—

“We would not only not allow jury-trial in Ireland at all, but we would not allow a single Irishman to be a magistrate in Ireland.”—(Dec. 24.)

This is a pretty fair specimen of “liberal ideas.” That Ireland should be ruled by that portion of her children who possess the property, education, and intelligence of the country, is said to be unbearable. That the better classes, being Protestants, should 105share the government with the multitude, who are Papists, turns out to be impracticable. The remedy is, to take a leaf out of the book of William the Conqueror!

But to resume: Toryism, then, consists mainly in four things:


	An attachment to the British constitution in all its parts, and a sincere belief that a monarchical form of government, limited, as it is in England, by the countervailing powers of Lords and Commons, presents the best security that the wit of man can frame, either against the encroachments of power, or the convulsions of democracy. Herein the Tories are opposed to the Radicals, who in general hold that a “republic is the best form of government,” and would wish to assimilate our own institutions to those of a republic, with all convenient speed; and also to the Whigs, who evinced, in 1832, by their readiness to destroy (by swamping) the House of Lords, how little real attachment they felt to any thing but their own interests.

	A conviction that there is a right and a wrong in religion; and that these points are so far from being foreign to the office of the legislator or statesman, that they ought, on the contrary, to be, if not always on the lips, yet certainly ever in the mind. In fact, the promotion of true religion, instead of being wholly cast out of view, is, with the real Tory, made a primary object; since he knows that without religion there can be no morals, and that without public morals there can be neither safety nor happiness.

	A distinct purpose to make all commercial regulations subservient to the one great object, of promoting the prosperity and comfort of the British people: not meaning by the people, a few London agents and brokers, but the industrious classes, the producers of the community. The Tory has no wish that Englishmen should become “citizens of the world;” because he understands that phrase to mean an equalisation and community with all other countries; and as he trusts that the people of England are even yet in a more comfortable condition than the people of many other countries, it follows that an equalisation of condition would be to the English a decided loss. The Polish farmlabourer is a slave, lodged and fed worse than an English farmer’s horses. If the corn of Poland, however, is to have free entrance here, it follows, that to the same deplorable condition the English labourer must soon descend.

	A decided predilection for legitimacy, or the dominion of law, in all things, but especially in royal succession. In this the Tory is opposed to both Radical and Whig; both of whom are fond of execrating legitimacy, and are ever ready to support any claimant against the lawful heir to the throne.


But we have probably said enough in explanation of the views and principles of the Tory party; and it is time we began to advert to the changes which late years have made, and to the still greater changes which future years may probably effect, in the state and prospects of Toryism.

We have already alluded to the decline and eclipse which Toryism has of late years suffered. We have also hinted at the causes. But it will still be worth while 106to spend a few moments in a retrospect of the last twenty years, and in a brief elucidation of the errors which have brought Toryism to its present condition. Our prospects for the future mainly depend on our being brought to a right understanding of the past. If the path which has brought us into the present evil predicament be not forsaken, the disgraces which have already fallen upon us will prove only first-fruits of the harvest of shame and scorn which must follow. And most surely will it be seen, that so closely is the prosperity of England bound up with that of Toryism, that the decline of one will inevitably draw on the ruin of the other.

The period from which the downward course of Toryism may be most accurately dated, is that of the death of Mr. Spencer Perceval. In him we lost the last leader who fully understood, appreciated, and acted up to, the principles of Toryism.

We have already quoted some of his sentiments, in accordance with which, we were much struck with an observation made by the Morning Chronicle, about three months since, to the effect that it was within the editor’s knowledge that even while Mr. Perceval was wielding England’s energies as premier, he was an interested and eager reader of the controversial theology of the day.

The sapient editor thought this an instance of remarkable folly; our minds seized upon it as an instance of real wisdom.

Had any one described Lord Brougham as filling up the spare moments of his ministerial and legal avocations, by making himself master of the last additions to the science of chemistry, the Morning Chronicle would have been unbounded in its admiration. But that a minister should interest himself with questions of theology, seems almost to be thought next kin to insanity!

And yet the former science concerns only the varying forms of matter—could never be applied to any practical use, either in the cabinet or on the woolsack— and would amount to nothing more than a species of elegant trifling; while the theological studies of Mr. Perceval had relation to man, his soul, his hopes, his fears, his motives, and his morals. And to one who knew how to apply this knowledge, it presented the only real key to good government.

We advert to this point, because we conceive that it lies at the root of the whole matter. We have been gradually leaving Mr. Perceval’s views and principles of government, and have descended lower and lower, till we have arrived within sight of a projected and not improbable dismembering of the empire, and even of a total disorganisation of society.

The first step in declension was taken by Lord Liverpool. This amiable but weak-minded minister was himself a religious man; but setting too high a value on what was called “talent,” and too low a value on principle, he commenced the notable scheme of a divided or neutral cabinet. The question of Catholic “emancipation,” which he himself professed to believe to be fraught with peril, was yet to be considered an “open one” with the members of his administration.

No one of any real depth or force of mind could have failed to see the inevitable result of this scheme. An active party without, unceasing in their attacks, and encouraged by the knowledge that they had friends within, could not possibly miss of success at last, whatever delay might intervene. The infatuation of 107the premier was like that of some general who should, when intrusted with the defence of an important fortress, man a portion of his walls with troops known to be in the enemy’s interest.

With such a prospect of success; with many other inducements to exertion; and with no deterring motives whatever, it is little wonderful that the Papists should have pressed their assaults perpetually closer and more near, till, by the bold measure of Mr. O’Connell’s Clare election, it became absolutely necessary to adopt some final decision. No one will blame the Duke of Wellington for acting decidedly on that occasion; we only lament that the decision he adopted was the wrong one.

Had his grace at that moment decided upon making his government really a Tory one—had he fallen back upon the true Tory principles, and boldly encountered the enemy, he would have been at this moment the premier of England, and would have gained a loftier fame than any minister that England has ever seen.

His course was clear. He himself, at the very moment of his fatal concession, avowed that he still knew and felt that his former course was the right and the safe one; but that he knew not how to maintain it. No one will suppose that his grace wanted courage, but he must have strangely mistaken the real nature of his position if he supposed it untenable.

The duke should at that moment have taken his ground, as at Waterloo, with a determination never to yield. He should have dismissed all auxiliaries of doubtful principles, and have announced as the basis of his government, his fixed resolution to maintain the Protestant faith. He should then, after sufficient preparation, have dissolved parliament; and without “raising the no-Popery cry,” should have given the people distinctly to understand, that the maintenance of Protestantism depended mainly upon themselves.

He would thus at once have changed the balanced numbers of the House of Commons, into a majority of fifty against the question. This is a low calculation, but its truth, to this extent, is beyond a doubt. Such a change, we need hardly add, would have damped the courage of the assailants, and raised that of the defenders. Ireland would then have required much care. The Protestants should have been well supported, organised, and armed, but officered mainly by sober, trustworthy men from Scotland and England. All attacks upon the Papists should have been severely punished; but a Protestant and scriptural education of the poor strenuously supported. The Irish government should have been made a decidedly Protestant government; but by poor-laws, and other boons to the people, it should have destroyed the trade of the agitators. Had measures like these been taken, does any one suppose that O’Connell would have been at this moment bearding the government, and pressing the repeal of the Union in parliament?

Instead of this course, the advice of the foe was taken. The course which the Liberals and the Whigs had long been urging was adopted. The honest and sincere members of the duke’s own party were disgusted and enraged; and for the loss of their friendship the only counterbalance was the temporary support of the Whigs! Well do we remember the delight with which Sir Robert Peel was congratulated, and almost embraced, by the Whigs in the House of Commons, when deserting 108his own party and his own principles, and throwing himself into their arms: it resembled nothing so nearly as the eagerness with which the betrayer of female innocence receives his victim, on her leaving the paternal dwelling to cast herself on his fatal protection. The Whigs, in this instance, like the seducer alluded to, kept up appearances of cordiality and attachment for one short season, and then abandoned their victim to his fate.

But as Protestantism was not the only principle of Toryism given up by the Liverpool and Wellington administrations, so it was not the sole reason, though it was the chief one, of the fall of the latter. Emancipation was one lesson learnt in the Whig school; free-trade was another; metallic currency was a third.

As the Tory leaders began by forgetting that they had a religion, so they soon forgot also that they had a country. The silk-trade and the shipping interests were abandoned to the foreigner, by way of commencing citizens of the world; and other leading branches of industry were threatened with a similar fate.

But as far as the actual comfort and subsistence of the people was concerned, the nostrum of a metallic currency proved the severest blow, and produced the most calamitous results. It destroyed, in a short period, very nearly half of the current money of England, and consequently reduced prices in about the same proportion. One obvious result was, the doubling of the burdens of taxation. The effect of which was an enriching the unproductive classes at the cost of the productive classes. A fundholder living in Russell Square, and receiving his dividends, to the tune of 2000l. a-year, out of the taxes, can, in 1833, supply himself with the same houseroom, furniture, clothing, food, and luxuries, for 1200l., which in 1818 cost him the whole 2000l. Or, to put it in another form,—if a large grocer has to pay 2000l. a-year in taxes, or a rich linen-manufacturer the same, they must each of them sell nearly twice as many goods to raise the said 2000l. in 1833 as sufficed in 1818. So clearly has this most unjust law worked to the loss of the productive classes, and to the gain of the unproductive, and to the actual doubling of the burdens of taxation!

Such were the notions and principles borrowed by the nominally Tory ministry of the Duke of Wellington from his Whig friends! It was at last declared by one of the Duke’s supporters in the House of Commons, that his administration was, in fact, “a Tory government acting upon Whig principles.” Can it be any matter of wonder that Toryism should be in a low and depressed state, when it has been thus dealt with by its professed friends?

The events of the last five or six years have fallen out just as might have been foretold; or, we should rather say, just as had been foretold. The reduction of the circulating medium, completed in 1829, had, by doubling taxation, and crippling industry, produced wide-spread distress, perplexity, and disaffection. The working of the free-trade nostrum greatly increased the evil, by carrying absolute destruction into several branches of our manufactures. And, to crown the whole, came that fatal measure, which dissolved the moral bond of union between the government and the people; and declared that our rulers knew not, nor cared, whether there was any such thing as right and wrong; and that the vessel of the state was henceforward to know no other guide than the apparent expediency of the hour.

109It was impossible that this state of things could last. The administration had voluntarily and knowingly divorced itself from Tory principles and Tory support, and had thrown itself into the arms of its Whig seducers. These, having gratified themselves in depriving their rivals of all that was really valuable, soon grew tired of the connexion; and the deserters of their former principles, deserted now in their turn, came to that end which all men of judgment had foreseen.

But this was but the beginning of trouble. The betrayers of Tory principles were gone—but the false notions by which they had been ruined still predominated. Though Lord Grey, on his accession to office, pledged himself to give his first attention to the real wants and distresses of the people, not a step has yet been taken to redeem this pledge. Political agitation has been substituted for substantial relief; and the people, who asked for bread, have been put off with a speech.

“Reform” served its purpose for a time. It kept the people in a state of delusive hope for more than eighteen months; but they have now gained this long-desired boon, and they find that it goes a very small way towards filling an empty purse. All the alarms of our situation in 1830—quieted for a short period only—now revive in full force. Incendiarism reigns through half our counties—combination disorganises our larger towns—all is perplexity, alarm, and fearful foreboding. Nor is there hope behind, for the old Tory principles are banished, and the economists bear sway.

An attempt will probably be made again to divert the attention of the sufferers. “Church Reform,” it is said, is to be the next “tub thrown to the whale.” It may be so, and the Church may be sacrificed. The peerage—nay, even the monarchy, may follow; for there is nothing that a Whig will not sacrifice, if only he may retain his place; and there is nothing an economist will not destroy, rather than give any thing to the people. All, therefore, onwards, looks gloomy, dark, and disheartening.

And yet our anticipations are not gloomy. There are rays of hope from divers quarters. The Whigs are beginning to be found out; that is one great step towards the nation’s return to common sense. Then, as to the Radicals, it is obviously impossible that they can ever be any thing else than what they now are. A “Destructive” government would be an anomaly too absurd to be attempted. The helm may speedily revert to the Tories; more speedily, in fact, than would be good, either for them, or for the country.

The one grand advantage possessed by the Tories is, that they have all the real strength and power of the people with them. The educated classes every where are almost wholly Tories, saving, perhaps, a few large manufacturing towns, filled with Socinian mill-owners, or slave-drivers, who have nothing in common with us, and who, we trust, never will. The country gentlemen, as the Morning Chronicle is perpetually telling us, are all Tories. The merchants of London, as was admitted by Mr. Grote, in his speech at his public dinner, are in most cases the same. All we want, then, is what we have wanted for the last dozen years, namely, a better understanding, on the part of our leaders, of their own principles, or rather of the principles they profess; and a greater knowledge of the wants of the people.

110We want, chiefly, 1, a distinct recognition that there is a right and a wrong in religion; and that the difference is all-important in human affairs; and 2, an abandonment of the ruinous quackery of the economists. If these two points were distinctly embraced and avowed as rules of action by the leaders of our party, two years would not elapse before Toryism would be raised to a supremacy in England which it has never yet enjoyed.

The last point named—the casting off the follies of the economists—embraces a vast field of practical improvement; and when I speak of two years, I do it rather with reference to the time required for the operation of the restored principles of Toryism, than as to any probable accession to office which may take place sooner or later. Were the Duke of Wellington premier to-morrow, it would be long before things could be restored into a healthy course. In fact, were he in office tomorrow, without a determination to act upon Tory principles, his return would be to be deplored, since his ultimate disgrace would only be tenfold.

But were his grace to assume the reins of office, with a full understanding of the errors and follies committed by all parties during the last twenty years, and with a determination to act up to the real principles of Toryism, how glorious might be his career! Beginning by an extension of currency—the one great want, without which no hope can be entertained—and thus reviving all the energies of British enterprise; proceeding to stop overworking, as far as legislation can with propriety do it, and thus relieving the labour-market of its surplus; then bestowing poor-laws upon Ireland, and thus drawing off the pressure of Irish pauperism from the English agriculturists; next restoring an adequate protection to our silk and glove manufacturers, and thus calling into life again two trades almost destroyed; and then,—but we must stop, or the recital will become fatiguing, and the labour appear too vast. Not impracticable, however, is the task; nor are we hopeless of seeing it undertaken. We are strongly in hope that bright days are yet in store for England; and we are sure that in no other way can those bright days ever come.


Notes


	 A later election gave a different result; but no stress can be laid upon that circumstance, as there was no equality in the candidates; and not half the voters, on this latter occasion, came to the poll. At Mr. Lyall’s election the struggle was considerable; and the conclusion drawn from the result must be a just one.Return to text.⏎

	 See his Lordship’s speech at Plymouth, Dec. 17, 1833.Return to text.⏎
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‘Sir Robert Peel's Address to the Electors of the Borough of Tamworth' Quarterly Review, 53 (February 1835), 261–87

John Gibson Lockhart (1794–1854) became editor of the Quarterly Review in 1826 and remained in that position until 1853. However, John Wilson Croker (1780–1857), was the most influential writer for the journal, often co-ordinating his published responses with those of Sir Robert Peel.

The journal’s response to the ‘Tamworth Manifesto’ was a stout defence of Peel’s reputation, and consistency and unqualified support for his minority government. It noted that the Manifesto ‘in itself and independently of its topics’ offered evidence that he was prepared ‘to meet the exigencies of the times’. The document was acclaimed as an unprecedented ‘ministerial profession of faith’ which demonstrated Peel’s acceptance of the consequences of the Reform Act.

Given the circumstances under which the government was formed, the Quarterly regarded the issue of the day as the maintenance of the British Constitution. It hailed Peel’s actions in forming and executing his ministry, associating them with Edmund Burke’s prescription for good governance – ‘a disposition to preserve and an ability to improve’. The article noted the ‘highly honourable but over sensitive’ temper of the ‘Derby Dilly’ in refusing to join the government and went so far as to place Peel’s ministry in succession to the great Whig ministries of the eighteenth century, in terms of actuating principles.

The Quarterly offered wholehearted support for Peel’s government, on the grounds that it provided ‘the only possible barrier’ against the ‘deluge’ which would result from ‘the march of innovation’. It regarded modern Whigs as ‘Destructives’ who had already terminated the careers of Lords Grey and Stanley. If Peel’s government was not given the ‘fair trial’ he had requested in the Manifesto, it would lead to ‘the final and fatal confirmation of all our fears’.
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It is common, we suppose, to all men, who find themselves involved in some unexpected and—as they think—undeserved difficulty or danger, to exhale the first impulses of vexation in reproaches against those, whose folly or wickedness have led to their embarrassment. But after this natural burst of indignation, no man of sense, courage, or prudence will waste his time or his strength in retrospective reproaches or repinings. He will consider his perilous position as a fact which cannot be undone, and he will turn his hopes and his energies towards the means which may be still left of delaying or diminishing the danger, and of seeking and improving the opportunities and chances of extrication and safety. Such should be, and such we are happy to think is, the spirit which now animates the Government and its supporters throughout the country. The Lords and Commons may regret the destruction of those venerable and convenient edifices in which for centuries they had held their sittings; but they must be satisfied (for a time, at least) with the new accommodation which is prepared for them; and they will endeavour to adapt, as well as they can, their ancient forms and parliamentary traditions to the new localities in which the business of the nation must—of necessity—be done. This is, as it appears to us, an apposite illustration of the duties of Sir Robert Peel and his administration. He must accept as a Fact—the change which the Reform Bill has made in the practice of the constitution, and endeavour, with anxious sincerity, to avail himself of all the good of which its friends consider it susceptible, and to palliate all the mischiefs to which its adversaries may have thought it liable. There is no other commonsense mode of dealing with any of the fluctuating affairs of mankind, whether they concern individuals or societies; the mercantile speculations of a war are forced to seek new modes of employment when peace is restored. When the abdication of the house of Stuart became, in fact, irrevocable, the old loyalists transferred their allegiance to the house of Brunswick, and became the steadiest adherents of the Hanoverian dynasty. No event was ever so disliked, deprecated, and dreaded by the Sovereign, and the people of England, as the independence of the United States of America; but when the fact was accomplished, George Iii. gave his ministers and his people 116an example, which they followed, of the most generous and cordial acceptance of the new circumstances of that most difficult and even mortifying case. When Sir Robert Peel entered the first reformed parliament, he undertook then the same engagement—neither more nor less—that he has since renewed by taking office— of doing the duties of a public station in the terms and spirit of a new constitution; and it has been admitted even by his political adversaries, that every speech he made, and every vote he gave, during the two sessions of that parliament, were marked by a fair admission of the new principles which had been introduced into the management of affairs. So far from endeavouring—as he might easily and effectually have done—to embarrass the reform ministry, and derange, and thus depreciate and damage the new system, it is notorious that it was mainly by the support of him and his friends in both houses, that the three successive ministries which composed the Government during the last session, were enabled to maintain their semblance of authority over parliament and the country.

All this was not only fully admitted by the Whig ministries and their followers, but gratefully applauded as a high example of constitutional principle and practical prudence,—as long as it tended to maintain them in place; but when they see that the self-same line of conduct has enabled Sir Robert Peel to form, and will enable him to maintain an administration—to their exclusion,—their eyes are suddenly opened to two very different and contradictory views of the case. They at first discovered that his adhesion to the new system must have been a mere insidious pretence, to cloak the most opposite designs: and now, when they see that the evidence of facts is about to disprove that calumny, they become suddenly interested in Sir Robert’s reputation, and grievously lament that so eminent a statesman should be ready to tarnish his political character by supporting measures, which—in their candour and kindness they pre-suppose—must be in contravention of all the principles of his earlier life; and thus they fancy they have established an inevitable dilemma—either Sir Robert Peel must set himself against public opinion, and be unable—or he must yield to it, and become unworthy—to maintain his position as first minister of the Crown. To both of these alternative objections the Address to his constituents is an annihilating answer. As to the past, Sir Robert Peel justly says that the whole of his public life evinces a sincere, though not blind, deference to public opinion; and as to the future, he professes that the measures he may propose will be influenced, not merely by what any particular set of men may endeavour to set up as public opinion, but also by the paramount consideration of what may be really and permanently beneficial to the public interests. Public opinion is, after all, but a variable wind; and that pilot will never conduct his vessel to a port of safety who sets out with a determination to run before it, blow how it may. Sir Robert Peel has undertaken a navigation which can be successfully accomplished as little by invariably yielding to public opinion, as by habitually disregarding it. He must know that it is—as the wind to the ship—his primum mobile, and that his course must be obedient to its impulses, though not always to its direction.

And it has been always so. No minister ever stood, or could stand, against public opinion. In that principle, the Reform Bill has made no change—but it has 117made a great and, we fear, most injurious change in the manner in which the principle operates. Formerly, the action, as well as the growth, of Public Opinion was gradual; and during the time that it was slowly acting on parliament, and through parliament on the government, it was also examining, correcting, and improving itself. The first burst from the popular spring is naturally somewhat turbid, and requires to be filtered before it becomes fit for use. By the various salutary impediments of the old system, the stream, at once moderated in its velocity and purified in its quality, was rendered, not eventually less powerful, but more regular in its supply, and more wholesome in its effect. The Reform Bill has destroyed the ancient conduits and strainers, and brings Public Opinion to act upon the government with the rapid, turbulent, and uncertain violence of a flood! It behoves, then, the Public to recollect that, as the checks which used to mitigate their first impulses are gone, it becomes their duty to be more slow in forming, more moderate in expressing, and more cautious in applying, that irresponsible and irresistible Opinion whose action is now so sudden, and whose errors may be so irretrievable and so fatal. If those who possess so tremendous an instrument do not learn to handle it with proportionable care, temper, and discretion, they will find that they have been made powerful only to their own destruction.

But this sudden action of Public Opinion has another effect, which has not been sufficiently considered—it obliges public men and parties to accommodate themselves to it at once more directly and more readily than the former habits of public life would have justified—another great evil, but an inevitable consequence of the former. It never was objected to either Whigs or Tories as a disgraceful tergiversation, that towards the end of the reign of George Iii. they had absolutely changed sides on the Roman Catholic question—that the Whigs were zealous for repealing the acts which their Whig ancestors had passed, while the Tories were equally anxious to maintain what their Tory predecessors had opposed. The change had been so gradual under the gradual and fluctuating progress of public opinion, that it was almost imperceptible, and never gave rise on either side to any reproaches of personal inconsistency. Henceforward, the changes in public opinion will be more rapid, and so, to a certain degree, must be its consequences. We saw in the very first session of the first reformed parliament many instances—the malt question was the most important, but not the most flagrant—in which individual members and the House itself were obliged, within eight-and-forty hours, to veer about like the wind. This is one of the first and most dangerous effects of the Reform Bill; and it is one which can only be mitigated by scrupulous caution and circumspection on the part of the representative body, and by great talents, moderation, and conciliatory firmness on the part of a ministry.

The extraordinary anxiety, therefore, for the consistency of Sir Robert Peel now expressed by his political antagonists would be, in any circumstances, quite at variance with their own principles and practice, and with the essence of that Reform which they are so proud of having introduced into our political system: but in this particular instance it is really surprising. It once before happened to Sir Robert Peel to be obliged to make an important concession to public opinion, 118backed as it was by a majority in the House of Commons;—we mean in the case of Catholic emancipation. Was there then, on the part of the Whigs, such a morbid anxiety for the Right Honourable Gentleman’s consistency? On the contrary, did we not hear the concession then made of his former opinions applauded by every liberal in the country as one of the most generous sacrifices ever made by a public man? Were we not told that time and circumstances had so changed, that adherence to opinions which had, by such change, become obsolete, would have been the real inconsistency; and that a statesman, to be, in the true spirit of the word, consistent, must adapt his judgment to the fluctuation of events in which he is destined to live? If we thought it worth while to press the argument ad hominem home to individuals, we could show that the very same men who then went out of their way to eulogise Sir Robert Peel’s conduct on those grounds, are the very persons who have lately deprecated the possibility of any change in his opinions or conduct in consequence of the change of circumstances, in terms of the utmost virulence, and we will add—indecency. But with such persons discussion would be fruitless; and it is needless; their own idol, Public Opinion, has already done justice upon them; their idol, which, like those of the savages, they worship as long as it seems favourable to them, but are ready enough to revile, and even chastise, whenever they find its aspect to be inauspicious. We therefore satisfy ourselves with indicating the inconsistency of the argument, without descending to notice more particularly the worse than inconsistency of its advocates.

But, after all, the premises on which this prophetic imputation was raised turn out to be absolutely groundless. Sir Robert Peel means, he tells us—in perfect consistency with the whole tenor of his public life—to conduct his government in a spirit which ought to satisfy all those who really desire ‘the correction of proved abuses and the redress of real grievances,’ without creating any additional alarm to those who are anxious for the maintenance of established rights, and the conservation of the great principles of the constitution in Church and State. We say additional alarm;—for it would be uncandid not to confess, that—notwithstanding our entire confidence in Sir Robert Peel’s integrity and talents, and our deliberate conviction that he will do all that can be done to direct the power which the Reform Bill has created to proper objects and to limit it within constitutional bounds—our own apprehensions for the ultimate safety of the monarchy are little less serious than they were in the earlier stages of the great political experiment in which we are involved. But this opinion—which we could not in candour nor in honour suppress, and which, indeed, is only a corollary to the view we have just taken of the new operation of Public Opinion—refers only to ulterior events, and casts no shade of doubt as to the present duty of every man to act under the conviction, that as in one event all will be certainly and suddenly lost, so in the other, all may be, for a time at least, as certainly saved.

Sir Robert Peel’s Address is—in itself and independently of its topics—a proof that he accepts, and will—unfettered by old customs and traditions of government— endeavour to meet the exigencies of the times. When before did a Prime Minister think it expedient to announce to the People, not only his acceptance of office, but 119the 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 maintain the prerogative of the King as to give the ministers of his choice not, indeed, an implicit confidence, but a fair trial?’ In former times such a proceeding would have been thought derogatory and impugned as unconstitutional, and would have been both; but the new circumstances in which the Reform Bill has placed the Crown, by making its choice of ministers immediately and absolutely dependent on the choice of the several constituencies, and, in the first instance, quite independent of the concurrence of the assembled parliament, have rendered such a course not merely expedient, but inevitable. The day of the meeting of parliament might have arrived—the King and a majority of both houses might, as they certainly will, have the utmost confidence in Sir Robert Peel, and the firmest determination to support his administration—yet the Prime Minister himself might not be in parliament—some local or personal circumstances might have indisposed the particular constituency to which he had addressed himself—and where would have been the remedy? It had actually occurred to the late ministry to lose one of their Cabinet and their Attorney-General out of parliament,—one of their Secretaries of State, selected for that office (not more for his personal fitness than the expectation that he was sure of his re-election), had a narrow escape: and Lord Althorp himself, the favourite leader of the reformed house, would, we have reason to believe, have found his re-election exceedingly difficult, if in any new cabinet arrangement he had been driven to the necessity of appealing to his former constituents. Sir Robert Peel’s Address does not complain of this new state of things, but, on the contrary, submits to it with equal dignity and candour, and is in itself, as we have already stated, a pledge that he adopts with frankness the new difficulties of his situation, and by frankness will endeavour to surmount them. He gives the system which he is called upon to administer, what he asks for himself and his colleagues, a fair trial. If the constituencies in general had unfortunately refused (as some have done) to ratify his Majesty’s choice, it might have been attributed to the neglect of the minister in not having laid before them the means and materials for a due exercise of their judgment. These considerations ought, we think, to satisfy, on the one hand, any who may have been at first startled by so unusual a ministerial profession of faith; and on the other hand, those who might suspect Sir Robert Peel of a bigoted attachment to ancient forms, and of an ignorance of, or indifference to, the conditions under which any minister must now be contented to enter and conduct the public service.

It must also be observed, that there were peculiar circumstances attending this case, which seemed to require such an exposition. If Sir Robert Peel had (as it was, we believe, often in his power to have done) put out the preceding ministry by some parliamentary question, he could not have done so without stating in the face of the country his motives and intentions. But here the preceding ministry had been dissolved during the recess—in his own absence abroad—and without his knowledge, concurrence, or most distant expectation. Called home suddenly to deal with a crisis—in producing which neither he nor his political friends had 120had any share—he found the country in a state of agitation and anxiety as to the principles of its future government, which demanded and required some authoritative declaration: but for such a declaration he had no parliamentary or official opportunity. Explanations of a similar nature had been often given on moving the writs for new ministers. Sir Robert Peel adopted an analogous course, and, in announcing to his constituents that he had vacated his seat, he stated to them the grounds on which he solicited a continuance of their confidence and that of the country at large.

But although the fact and form of his Address be a tribute to the exigencies of the times and of his own personal position, Sir Robert Peel asserts that he abandons none of the great principles of his political faith,—he avows his determination to preserve unimpaired in essentials, the constitution in Church and State; and insists with great force and irresistible proof, that in the readiness he professes to correct acknowledged abuses, and to promote the redress of any real grievance, he is acting in perfect consistence with the whole course of his official life.

‘Now, I say at once that I will not accept power on the condition of declaring myself an apostate from the principles on which I have heretofore acted; at the same time, I never will admit that I have been, either before or after the Reform Bill, the defender of abuses, or the enemy of judicious reforms. I appeal with confidence in denial of the charge to the active part I took in the great question of the currency—in the consolidation and amendment of the criminal law—in the revisal of the whole system of trial by jury—to the opinions I have professed and uniformly acted on with regard to other branches of the jurisprudeuce of the country—I appeal to this as a proof that I have not been disposed to acquiesce in acknowledged evils, either from the mere superstitious reverence for ancient usages, or from the dread of labour or responsibility in the application of a remedy.’—pp. 7, 8.

As the immediate influence of the Reform Bill on the expected elections must necessarily have been most powerful, we are not surprised that the Opposition in the absence of any other merit, should have made that their stalking-horse, and endeavoured to represent the present contest as being still for the Reform Bill and its consequences. Sir Robert Peel answers this sophism with equal truth and dignity:—

‘But the Reform Bill, it is said, constitutes a new era, and it is the duty of a minister to declare explicitly—first, whether he will maintain the Bill itself; and, secondly, whether he will act upon the spirit in which it was conceived. With respect to the Reform Bill itself, I will repeat now the declaration which I made when I entered the House of Commons as a member of the Reformed Parliament—that I consider the Reform Bill a final and irrevocable settlement of a great constitutional question, a settlement which no friend to the peace and welfare of this country would attempt to disturb either by direct or by insidious means. Then, as to the spirit of the Reform Bill, and the willingness to adopt and enforce it as a rule of government—if by adopting the spirit of the Reform Bill it be meant that we are to live in a perpetual vortex of agitation, that public men can only support themselves in public estimation by adopting every popular impression of the day, by promising the instant redress of anything which any body may call an abuse, by 121abandoning altogether that great aid of Government, more powerful than either law or reason—the respect for ancient rights, and the deference to prescriptive authority;—if this be the spirit of the Reform Bill, I will not undertake to adopt it: but if the spirit of the Reform Bill implies merely a careful review of institutions, civil and ecclesiastical, undertaken in a friendly temper, combining, with the firm maintenance of established rights, the correction of proved abuses and the redress of real grievances—in that case, I can, for myself and colleagues, undertake to act in such a spirit and with such intentions.’—p. 8.

This, if his adversaries were sincere in their objections, would leave them nothing to desire; nor could it, on the other hand, create any alarm in the friends of the constitution. But the truth is, that his adversaries are in no fear about the Reform Bill, nor have they any apprehension that it will not produce, in Sir Robert Peel’s hands, its legitimate consequences; their objects are of a quite different nature—the friends of the late ministry are anxious only for their return to place and power; and the Radicals are undisguisedly intent on the utter overthrow of the church establishment, and the immediate limitation, and eventual abrogation, of the aristocratical and monarchical branches of the constitution. The Reform Bill is valuable in their eyes no further than as it may conduce to those distinct objects. The Radicals see very clearly, that their object will be best forwarded by the return to place of that portion of the Whigs which is in connexion with them. Being conscious that things are not yet ripe for an administration avowedly radical, they very naturally have consented to solder up their recent differences, and have given, and are ready for the present to give, their most energetic assistance to the Whigs. But that any real Whig should be so blind—so forgetful of the old principles of that party—as to accept such aid from such persons and for such ulterior purposes, does exceedingly surprise us; and is, we fear, to be attributed even more to party rancour than to greediness of place, for the experience of the last session must have convinced them that they are incapable of maintaining themselves in office, except by the meanest concessions to their Radical—allies, in name—masters, in reality. We are aware that there are a great many gentlemen ranked among the Whigs who see the danger of the coalition with the Radicals as strongly as we do—some few of them have silently withdrawn themselves from the connexion—but the majority, influenced by the old traditions of party, find it difficult to break their trammels; and they suffer themselves, with a sullen reluctance, to be dragged, by men they despise, into an alliance with men they detest. We have always professed great respect for fidelity to party connexions. We are in that—as in everything else—disciples of Mr. Burke. Party was in our old system one of the safeguards of the constitution; but even under the old system, there were occasions in which honor and patriotism not only allowed but required the sacrifice of party feelings—witness the cases of the Duke of Portland, Lords Fitzwilliam and Spencer, Mr. Windham, and of Mr. Burke himself, in an exigency infinitely less alarming than the present. But the Reform Bill has, amongst other mischiefs, extinguished the constitutional utility of party—it cannot exist, for its old and legitimate purpose, in a body where every individual holds his public life 122at the mercy of a particular set of constituents, and who must therefore fashion his proceedings not by the principles of a party, and on the model of a Mr. Pitt or a Mr. Fox, but according to the public opinion—not even of the day, but of the particular place for which he sits. To affect, now-a-days and after such a change of circumstances, to be bound by the old ties of Whig and Tories, is like that worthy gentleman who, surviving for many years a beloved wife, kept vacant at the head of his table the chair of the defunct, and treated the empty place with all the little etiquette and attentions which had used to be paid to the living occupant.

But there are considerations which must have their influence even with men who still profess adherence to party, if they also maintain any regard to common sense and the practical welfare of the country. If the present ministers are to be displaced, by whom can they be succeeded? Does any Whig of the old school imagine that there remain of that party either leaders to compose an administration, or numbers to support one? Four years ago, Lord Grey himself found it impossible—witness Lords Goderich and Palmerston, Mr. Grant, and the Duke of Richmond—not to mention Lord Melbourne himself—all recent from an alliance with the Duke of Wellington and Sir Robert Peel. Above one-third of that Cabinet was composed of Tories, whose importance was acknowledged by their being placed in the most efficient offices of the administration. We need not insist on this point—we believe no man, who knows anything of the state of politics, can consider the composition of a Whig ministry as anything but an idle dream.

What then would be the next prospect?—that fortuitous concourse of atoms which was called—and it sounds like derision—Lord Melbourne’s Government, with Lord John Russell for its leader, and Mr. Littleton its Chancellor of the Exchequer. Of that short-lived—we should rather say of that dead-born—cabinet, it is necessary to say a few words—not that, even in such an ephemeral work as ours, it would be for itself deserving one line of notice but—because it sets up a claim to be considered as the heir and successor of Lord Grey’s, and because it has been made, for want—we were going to say, of a better, but the truth is, for want of any other, for there could be no worse—it has been, we say, made, at the late elections, the joint rallying point of the Whigs and Radicals. It was, indeed, Lord Grey’s cabinet, just as Sir John Cutler called his celebrated stockings silk, long after they had become, by successive darnings, worsted. Lord Grey’s cabinet consisted of fifteen members—thirteen peers or sons of peers, one baronet, and one untitled commoner! Of this Cabinet—the most exclusively aristocratical in its composition that our annals record—we have repeatedly said that, though its measures tended to Revolution, we could not believe that it could have deliberately designed the overthrow of that rank and property of which it happened to have so large a share. In that Cabinet were my Lord Grey, the Duke of Richmond, Lords Carlisle, Ripon, Durham, and Althorp, Mr. Stanley, and Sir James Graham. We need hardly observe, that these eight names constituted not merely a numerical majority, but absorbed, we may almost say, an immeasurable proportion of the property, the experience, the talents, and, above all, the influence of the Cabinet. These eight names had vanished,—and in their stead were successively substituted Lords 123 Mulgrave, Duncannon, and Auckland, Sir John Hobhouse, Messrs. Spring Rice, Abercrombie, Edward Ellice, and Littleton, gentlemen possessing (with the exception, in some degree, of Mr. Rice) neither sufficient experience in business, nor commanding parliamentary talents, nor distinguished personal consideration, nor extended influence in the country. These gentlemen, then, with the refuse minority of the former ministry, constituted that Cabinet which, in addition to its other great qualities, had the modesty to claim to represent the old firm of Grey and Co., nay, indeed, they trumpetted themselves as the real original Simon Pures, while the Radical mobs at halls and hustings were ready to swear to their identity. It is impossible to be serious in noticing so absurd an imposture.

Between the two cabinets there was but one important element in common— but one man, who, by his station in the government and the space he filled in the public eye, could have afforded any guarantee that even the general policy of the two administrations was likely to be the same; but, unfortunately, the personal deportment of that eminent but oblique-visioned man was in such violent contrast with the character of his office, as to afford a guarantee for nothing but uncertainty and embarrassment. The restless imbecility of some of that Cabinet—which, like a palsied hand, could not refrain from touching everything, and shook whatever it touched—was a little steadied by the supine and timid mediocrity of others, and so presented a less instant and immediate danger; but the explosive vigour and erratic activity of Lord Brougham had become to the sovereign and the country— even to those who had been his greatest partizans—a source of more urgent apprehensions; and to none, we really believe, more than to his own colleagues. If Lord Althorp had not been called up—if Lord John Russell had consented to postpone the question of the Irish church—if Mr. Ellice had retracted his resignation—nay, if the Cabinet could have agreed on the king’s speech—its doom was nevertheless already sealed; and the only speculation, either amongst themselves or the public, was, on what fine day or what odd occasion their ‘wildfire chancellor’ (as one of his former friends called him) might happen ‘to blow them up.’ And although the death of Lord Spencer anticipated that catastrophe, and seemed to terminate the administration without the immediate intervention of Lord Brougham, yet no one can doubt that his extravagant proceedings had prepared both the king and the people to take the first opportunity of ridding themselves of a Lord Chancellor whose talents—precisely of the nature least suitable to the gravity and importance of his station—threw his colleagues into contempt, and his country into alarm.

It is, however, no more than justice to express our belief, that the irregularity of Lord Brougham’s course was not solely, nor perhaps even chiefly, occasioned by either personal eccentricity or a spirit of intrigue—much is, we think, fairly attributable to his political position, which had become so—what the French call— false, as to be untenable; and the efforts which he was obliged to make to balance himself on the unsteady pinnacle where he stood, looked to the vulgar below like the contortions of a posture-master. Lord Brougham is a person of great, but in a peculiar degree restless and discursive, ability; and he had, in the heat of his zeal and the vanity of his supposed influence, mingled himself in so many 124projects, and allied himself with so many persons, which and whom he found, on experience, to be wild and dangerous, that he was driven at last to an alternative between his consistency and his duty—between what he owed to his own indiscreet pledges on one hand, and to the safety of the constitution on the other. If Lord Brougham could have ‘screwed his courage to A sticking place’ he would not have been reduced to his present anomalous, and, for the moment, almost ridiculous isolation; if he had sacrificed his conscience to his popularity he would have still obtained the applauses of the numerous and noisy party which he had so long flattered; or if he had repudiated that hollow popularity to devote his conscientious, and (therefore more than ever) powerful exertions to the maintenance of the constitution, he would have won the confidence of the still more numerous and infinitely more respectable party, to which experience and reason had, it seems, begun to incline him. This we believe to be a not inaccurate view of Lord Brougham’s position; and we are not wholly without hope that the interval which has been allowed him for thought and reflection may have tended to confirm him in his later and better dispositions.

Of the more immediate causes of the actual dissolution of Lord Melbourne’s Cabinet, we gave our opinion in the Postscript to the concluding article of our last Number. We stated, and we repeat, that it was obvious that it must have happened whenever they should have attempted to prepare the king’s speech, and arrange the other measures of the approaching session; and that the death of Lord Spencer only accelerated by a few weeks what was, from other causes, inevitable. When by this event they were obliged to proceed to the selection of a new Chancellor of the Exchequer and a new leader of the House of Commons, it became indispensable to arrange also the future conduct and policy of the government, but it was evident that no such line could be unanimously agreed upon! We intimated, that, although Lord Melbourne produced to the king a series of arrangements and alterations for filling up the vacant places, and for, what his lordship might call, carrying on the government, he, at the same time, could not conceal from His Majesty that there was, at least, one great and vital question—that of the church—on which there must exist irreconcileable differences between two sections of the ministry; and it followed, that, whenever that question should be brought into discussion, the dissolution of the Cabinet must ensue. The king, therefore, saw that the proposal made to him could only have the effect of patching up a provisional expedient, and postponing the dissolution of the Cabinet to, in His Majesty’s judgment, a less convenient season. He, therefore, thought it better to do at that moment what he saw he must inevitably be called upon to do within a few months, perhaps a few weeks; and he therefore, from no other immediate motive than his communications with Lord Melbourne, came to the resolution of changing his ministers.

This statement on our part was met in some of the Whig newspapers by a positive contradiction. We re-assert our belief of its general accuracy, and all that we have heard reported from every quarter makes us wonder at the temerity which thus denied its truth. We did not mean to state, that the members of the Cabinet were, at the moment of its dissolution, at actual variance with each other: though 125the lingering resignation of Mr. Ellice—a symptom which has not been sufficiently noticed—might have justified such a suspicion. But the variance, to which we then alluded, was prospective—we stated, not that it had occurred, but that it was inevitable—not that the Cabinet had discussed the Church question and divided on it, but that the sentiments of its members had been so far declared, that Lord Melbourne saw that whenever the question should be discussed, there would be found irreconcilable differences between opposite parties; and that it was in the prospect of such future, but inevitable differences, that the King did in November what he must eventually have done when parliament should have met. This is, we had reason to suppose and we still believe, a true statement of the case; every thing that has since transpired tends to confirm our confidence in its substantial accuracy, and we have seen, in some of the best-informed journals, certain details which corroborate our opinions; for instance, it has been stated—and never, that we have seen, contradicted—that Lord John Russell—the proposed leader of the House of Commons—was pledged to a measure of Church Reform, to which Lord Lansdowne and Mr. Secretary Rice had declared themselves hostile; and as Mr. Rice and Lord Lansdowne were certainly two of the ablest and most respectable members of the Cabinet, their secession on a question so vital, and on which their sentiments approached most nearly to those of the King himself, must have occasioned its dissolution. When parliament meets, we perhaps may have some further details on this subject, but we are satisfied that they cannot substantially differ from our general statement; and—however willing it may appear that individuals were, by any compromise or sacrifice, to cling to their offices—the common sense of mankind will confirm his Majesty’s judgment, that the early and spontaneous dissolution of that Cabinet was inevitable; and we really believe that no political annuity office—except perhaps the Globe Assurance—would have underwritten them for three months.

But in our present circumstances these discussions are idle, except so far as they may tend to prove that a Cabinet which died of a complication of disorders in November, cannot be restored to life and health in February. The administration of Lord Melbourne can be no more revived than that of Lord Grey—‘Forward— Forward!’—is the cry of the only party in the nation which even affects to regret the Melbourne bubble; and that party has pledged itself for a deeper game and bolder players. We do not deny that some members of the deceased Cabinet might take a part in a new combination, even of ultra-radicals. No doubt they might, and would—and with no personal inconsistency; and, as we have said before, such is the incurable blindness of party, that many who call, and some who think themselves, Whigs might lend their votes to the erection of a power in the state which not only intends, but professes to intend, to destroy that Constitution, in the establishment of which it has been the peculiar boast of the Whigs of former times to have had the chief share. We shall say a word or two more on this point presently.

But the great question which now hangs in the balance of debate is no longer one of Whig and Tory—of this party or that—of individual men—or even of particular measures—the question is, shall we maintain the British Constitution—Yes 126or No? The very word Constitution implies stability. The Conservatives need no more expressive watchword—no safer rallying-point—it is itself our whole object and argument. On the other side, the cry is ‘Change, change!’ and the word constitution is, in their mouths, a solecism in language, a contradiction in principle, and a fraud in practice. In the wide variety of rights and interests which are mingled and combined in what we call the Constitution, can our opponents designate even one item, one single item, which is not menaced with change?—The Crown? The earliest feature of the present crisis was an insolent denial of the first of its prerogatives; and though the leaders of the opposition have not yet thrown off their allegiance to the monarchy, their followers and partisans profess the most audacious democracy!—The Church? We need not say what is intended for her; her property is to be the first battle-field, and her temples the first objects of assault!— The Laws, civil, criminal, ecclesiastical? All are themselves arraigned and served with notice of trial for illegality, cruelty, and injustice!—Land?—Manufactures? Menaced with a deluge of foreign produce, by a pretended free trade, and a system of fraudulent reciprocity which is to be all on one side!—Colonies? Already in the crucible!—Public Credit? Questioned in its principle, and in practice placed in nightly jeopardy!—The rights and properties of Municipal Corporations? To be seized, abolished, and confiscated!—The Universities? If permitted to survive at all, to be forcibly diverted from their proper objects, and compelled to violate the institutions of their founders and the consciences of their members!—The House of Lords? Bullied, denounced, and devoted to immediate mutilation and ultimate annihilation!—The House of Commons?—yea, the reformed House itself, and even the idolized Reform Bill,—threatened with a radical subversion by means of annual elections, vote by ballot, and (by a large and consistent class of reformers) universal suffrage!—Nay, the very integrity of the Empire is at stake; and a majority, we are told, of the Irish representatives are pledged to attempt the repeal of the Union!—and finally, and most fearfully of all, the Protestant religion itself is to be stripped of its established rights—its connexion with the state, coeval with the state itself, is to be forcibly dissolved—it is to become merely a tolerated sect, and its evangelical truth and divine doctrine are to be placed by law on the same level with popery, unitarianism, Judaism, and all the nameless varieties of dissent and infidelity! These are the prospects of the Movement system. They are no idle fears—no visions of a timid fancy. Every one of these various inroads on the constitution, and several others too tedious and too odious to enumerate, have been openly stated, avowed, and advocated by one class or other of that now united and unanimous body, which has arrayed itself against Sir Robert Peel’s administration. Most of them have been authenticated by pledges entered on the notice books of the two last sessions. No individual, perhaps, contemplates, or would à priori approve, the simultaneous success of all these propositions; but every faction will pursue its own object, and by a compromise with the exigences of each other, the whole will be driven to concur in the universal change. All who take a share in the battle will claim a share of the spoil. The enemies of the Throne—and of the Church—and of the Protestant Establishments—and of the Colonial system—and 127 of Protecting Duties—and of the House of Lords—and of the Reform Bill—and of the Irish Union—and of All our other institutions, will, by what the mathematicians call the amotion of each part, arrive at the destruction of the whole. It will be an enlarged copy of the proscriptions of the Roman Triumvirate.


	Antony.—These many, then, shall die; their names are pricked.

	Octavius.—Your brother, too, must die: consent you, Lepidus?

	Lep.—I do consent.

	Oct.—Prick him down, Antony.—

	Lep.—Upon condition, Publius do not live, Who is your sister’s son, Mark Antony.

	Ant.—He shall not live. Look, with a spot I damn him——



And so they proceeded, till, by their mutual exigences and concessions, all that was great or noble was destroyed, and the State, from a bloody anarchy, passed through all the degrees of the vilest despotism. It requires no great stretch of vision in us to foresee a similar scene under a new ministry, with only the difference of the complexity of the claims of a centumvirate of dictators.

Lord Duncannon and Lord John Russell might propose the establishment of popery in Ireland—to that Mr. Baines and Mr. Wilkes would by no means consent, unless the University of Oxford were appropriated to the Independents and Unitarians. Mr. Hume would not accede to the repeal of the Irish Union, but ‘upon condition’—that Mr. O’Connell would, on his part, concur in the independence of Canada and Ceylon. Mr. Cobbett1 would never submit to a paper currency— unless Mr. Attwood would, in return, agree to sponge off the national debt, and so on, between ‘I do consent,’ and ‘prick him down, Antony’—till all differences should be arranged by the destruction of every thing on which a difference could arise. This is no extravagant fancy. Similar scenes actually took place in the beginning of the French Revolution—and particularly on that celebrated night when princes abjured their blood, and nobles sacrificed their coronets, and bishops their mitres, and judges their ermine, and soldiers their decorations, and priests their tithes, and corporations their privileges, and all their rights, their common sense, and, as it turned out in the sequel, their properties and their lives!

If any reader imagines that this picture of our danger is overdrawn or exaggerated, we entreat him to look round in his own circle and see what is the character of the individuals within it who are most prominent in the present opposition. Are they persons respectable in their private lives and natural spheres, for industry, property, intelligence, moral conduct, or social consideration? Is it not, on the contrary, notorious, that—although several worthy and respectable people (particularly among the Dissenters) are what they fondly call Reformers, yet—the majority of those who distinguish themselves by the violence of their language and the extremities of their designs, are men whose private characters would give them no influence in society. They are either the votaries and dupes of their own personal vanity, surprised and rejoiced to find an occasion of notoriety—or the 128disappointed and soured objects of some degree or species of public disapprobation. Look at some of the men returned even to Parliament by the most numerous, and what are therefore called the most respectable, constituencies—are they men in any respect entitled to have a voice in the government of the country? Would they be admitted into a club which was nice in its selection? Might we not rather ask, as we happen to know an elector in one of the metropolitan boroughs did in speaking with a brother tradesman, ‘How can any men of common sense confide the care of their lives and properties to persons whom in their individual capacities they would not trust with ten pounds’ worth of their goods?’ One or two names might justify the indignant exclamation of Cicero—‘O tempora! O mores!—Senatus hæc intelligit; consul vidit—hic tamen vivit—Vivit?—immò verò etiam in senatum venit—fit publici concilii particeps!’

And what definite object, what limit is to be assigned to this feverish state of agitation, this delirious desire of change? Does not increase of appetite grow in all such matters by what it feeds on? Does any one believe that the House of Commons of 1831 would have read the Reform Bill a second time, by a majority of one, if it could have entered their imaginations that, within two or three years, that enormous, that overwhelming concession, at which the boldest Whig


‘Held his breath—

For a time,’



—should turn out to be not a sop, but a whet to the many-headed Cerberus of democracy; and that every privilege, every right, every establishment, every institution of the country, were to be assailed—and the assault defended and applauded—as the natural consequence of a measure which, they were told, was to be a final and satisfactory adjustment of the constitutional balance? Would that some one would write the history of Concession! We can only indicate its genealogy—which is like a Welch pedigree, in which Owen Griffith begets Griffith Owen, and Griffith Owen begets another Owen Griffith, and so on alternately to the end of the chapter. Agitation begets concession, and then concession produces agitation, and the new agitation is followed by another concession, and it by a fresh agitation—and so on, till there shall be nothing left to concede, and all is blind and indiscriminate Innovation, roaming in vain for something else to devour, in a desert which it has denuded and depopulated. Can a nation exist in such a state of excitement, feud, worry, uncertainty, terror, and confusion, as England has undergone for the last four years; and as it is the object of the present coalition of Ultra-Whigs and Radicals to maintain, exasperate, and extend?

But the mischief is not only direct and immediate, it is prospective and growing; it disturbs the present—it blights the future; it renders fearful every beneficent effort towards reform—it renders suspicious the sacred influences of liberty, when we see their names assumed by ignorance and anarchy, and prostituted to purposes which must in the end defeat all useful improvements, and endanger all rational freedom. It was the intolerable tyranny of the Commonwealth which—to 129the common misfortune of king and people—hurried the nation to restore Charles Ii. without adjusting the difficulties which had created the Grand Rebellion, and which, afterwards reviving, produced the Revolution. In the same way, if these insane paroxysms of agitation were to be protracted much longer, the spirit of the country would flag under the habitual exhaustion—the most necessary reforms would become unpopular—the very name would be irksome and alarming—till the nation would feel like the poet—


‘That when contending chiefs blockade the throne,

Contracting regal power to stretch their own—

When I behold a factious band agree

To call it freedom when themselves are free—

Fear, pity, justice, indignation start,

Tear off reserve and swell my bursting heart,

Till half a patriot, half a coward grown,

I fly from petty tyrants to the throne.’



The accession of Sir Robert Peel to the Government has already done much towards dispelling these delusions of faction, and gives us hopes that, amongst other ‘acknowledged abuses,’ the ‘abuse’ of the word ‘reform’ is about to be corrected. For the last four years it has been synonymous with subversion and revolution; we have now a prospect that it may return to its more proper sense—of remedy and reparation. His Letter to his Constituents, and his subsequent speeches on public occasions, show that he places his administration on the basis laid by the wisest of statesmen—‘a disposition to preserve, and an ability to improve.’ That wisest of statesmen, the patriarch of rational reform, has left us in a few clear and beautiful words the safe rule of conduct—the authentic canon of reformation:—


‘We shall find,’ says Mr. Burke, ‘employment enough for a truly patriotic, free, and independent spirit, in guarding what we possess from violation. I would not exclude alteration neither—but even when I changed, it should be to preserve. I should be led to my remedy by a great grievance. In what I did, I should follow the example of our ancestors. I would make the reparation as nearly as possible in the style of the building. A politic caution, a guarded circumspection, a moral rather than a constitutional timidity, were the ruling principles of our forefathers even in their most decided conduct.’

—Reflexions, p. 437.



The first great question now about to be decided is, whether the House of Commons is actuated by a like spirit of moderation, discretion, and justice; or is it resolved to strike without hearing, and to rush at once into the chaos of general innovation?—which, in short, does it intend—Reform or—Revolution?

We cannot—even after all the mischief which we predicted and have witnessed from the Reform Bill—we cannot bring ourselves to doubt that there still remain 130too much good sense, too much traditional attachment and too much rational respect for the principles of the constitution, to render possible the latter alternative. The day of such suicidal insanity may come—but we trust and believe that it is not yet arrived. We are aware that a considerable number of Members have, either in accordance with their own sentiments, or in the hope of propitiating certain classes of constituents, pledged themselves on the hustings to various extremities of reform, and—as a natural consequence—to an uncomprising hostility to the present administration. No doubt these gentlemen, with such of the Whigs as have made common cause with them, will form a very numerous and—as long as the question is only opposition to Sir Robert Peel—compact and unanimous body; but we hesitate not to predict, without making or meaning any individual allusions, that they will be found more deficient in ability, character, and social consideration, than any party, of anything like equal numbers, that ever marshalled itself in the House of Commons. On the other hand, there is a body, we believe, much more numerous, and certainly more distinguished for property, intelligence, respectability, parliamentary talent, and political experience, which professes its entire confidence in his Majesty’s ministers, and we are equally satisfied that the people in the country at large—taking the term people in its ancient and legitimate sense2 —are in a still greater proportion disposed to Conservative politics.

But there is a third division—we cannot call it a party—in the House of Commons, which must be of great importance, and to whose conduct we look, not without anxiety indeed, but with a strong predominance of hope. We mean those who have not as yet indicated, or at least professed, a decided bias either towards the ministry or its opponents. The number of these gentlemen, we—who are certainly not in the secret of parliamentary parties—cannot venture to calculate; but their intermediate position and their present independence invest them in this crisis with great consideration. Of them it may be generally said, that their principles and opinions tend rather to those of the ministry, while their personal attachments and predilections incline towards the Whigs. Indeed, in ordinary times and circumstances, we should not have hesitated to designate about two-thirds of them as moderate Whigs, and to have divided them in that proportion between the Government and the Opposition: but these are no ordinary times and circumstances—blind and deaf must they be who can believe that it is the success of a party which is at stake. Would to God that we could persuade ourselves it were so!—We should then look on the conflict—not without interest, certainly—but without that painful, that absorbing anxiety which we now feel from the conviction, that the ensuing session—perhaps the next few weeks—will decide the fate of our monarchical Constitution, and of all the various interests which are, as we believe, inseparably connected and identified with it.

But even this intensity of feeling affords us some consolation. We cannot think that what appears so clear to us should be obscure to the intelligent and influential persons who compose this third section of the House of Commons, and who represent, not a large, but a respectable portion of public opinion. Their experience is too great, their minds are too acute, to be deceived by a popular abuse of words, into believing 131that Sir Robert Peel’s present effort is for place or party, and in particular for the Tory party. The very preliminaries of the formation of his government contradict any such supposition. Above—as his high mission required, and as his personal character disposed, him to be—above all personal jealousy and all political prejudice, he endeavoured to associate in his councils those eminent Whigs whose late secession from a Destructive ministry seemed to afford a rational hope that they might see no inconsistency in joining a Conservative one; this proposition was made to gentlemen who had always been opposed to him in party, because he thought he saw indications of a community of principle. The delicacy of these gentlemen—highly honourable, but over sensitive, as we think—prevented a union which would have been on so many grounds desirable; but the proposition indisputably proves that Sir Robert Peel did not undertake his great office for the promotion of mere Toryism—and—which completes the demonstration—there are, in fact, in his Cabinet several distinguished men who had enjoyed for a long series of years a degree of consideration and confidence amongst the Whigs, equally, at least, with any of those who are now arrayed in opposition against them. And let it not be imputed that either he who proposed, or those who were invited, or those who have accepted, would have had to make, or have made, any sacrifice of principle by the association. The circumstances of the times are such that Whigs of the school of Walpole, Pelham, Burke, Windham, or even Grattan and Fox, ought, in the fair construction and application of the principles of those great men, to be now Conservatives.

Indeed, nothing can be more certain than that, if men were guided by the principles rather than by the nicknames of parties, the Whigs ought to be the most zealous supporters of the new administration. This is so well and so decisively put by Lord Mahon in a History of the Reign of George I., of which—though not yet published—we have been favoured with the perusal, that we cannot refrain from extracting the following interesting passage:—


	‘The two great contending parties were distinguished, as at present, by the nicknames of Whig and Tory. But it is very remarkable, that in Queen Anne’s reign the relative meaning of these terms was not only different but opposite to that which they bore at the accession of William Iv. In theory, indeed, the main principle of each continues the same. The leading principle of the Tories is the dread of popular licentiousness; the leading principle of the Whigs is the dread of royal encroachment. It may thence, perhaps, be deduced, that good and wise men would attach themselves either to the Whig or to the Tory party, according as there seemed to be the greater danger, at that particular period, from despotism or from democracy. The same person who would have been a Whig in 1712, would be a Tory in 1830. For, on examination, it will be found that in nearly all particulars, a modern Tory resembles a Whig of Queen Anne’s reign, and a Tory of Queen Anne’s reign a modern Whig.

	‘First, as to the Tories. The Tories in Queen Anne’s reign pursued a most unceasing opposition to a just and glorious war. They treated the 132great general of the age as their peculiar enemy. They wished for a close connexion and unreserved intercourse with France. They had an indifference or even an aversion to our old allies the Dutch. They had a political leaning towards the Roman Catholics at home. They were supported by the Roman Catholics in their elections. They had a love of triennial parliaments in preference to septennial. They attempted to abolish the protecting duties and restrictions of commerce. They wished to favour our trade with France at the expense of our trade with Portugal. To serve a temporary purpose in the House of Lords, they had recourse (for the first time in our annals) to a large and overwhelming creation of peers. Like the Whigs in May, 1831, they chose the moment of the highest popular passion and excitement to dissolve the House of Commons, hoping to avail themselves of a temporary cry for the purpose of permanent delusion.

	‘The Whigs of Queen Anne’s time, on the other hand, supported that splendid war which led to such victories as Ramillies and Blenheim. They had for a leader the great man who gained these victories. They advocated the old principles of trade. They prolonged the duration of parliaments. They raised the cry of “No Popery.” They loudly inveighed against the intimate connexion with France—the desertion of our old allies—the outrage wrought upon the peers—the deceptions practised upon the sovereign—and the other measures of the Tory administration.

	‘Such were the Tories, and such were the Whigs, of Queen Anne. Can it be doubted that, at the accession of William the Fourth, Harley and St. John would have been called Whigs—Somers and Stanhope Tories? Would not the October Club have loudly cheered the measures of Lord Grey, and the Kit-cat find itself renewed in the Carlton?

	‘It is therefore a certain and a very curious fact, that the representative at this time of any great Whig family—as, for example, the Duke of Devonshire—who probably imagines that he is treading in the footsteps of his forefathers—in reality, while adhering to their party name, is acting against almost every one of their party principles!’3



It would be idle to repeat the arguments by which we, and others more powerful than we, have so often and so unanswerably shown what the march of innovation must inevitably be. That the appetite for change is insatiable is an undisputed fact, which every political writer admits, and all history corroborates; our own day teems with pregnant examples; and the very innovators themselves avow and proclaim views and intentions of radical changes in our social and political system— boundless in their scope, and infinite in their operation. Our humble support of Sir Robert Peel’s government—our anxious wishes—our prayers for his success, are prompted distinctly, we had almost said exclusively, by our conviction that it is the only possible barrier against such a deluge. If we could see in any other combination of political elements any better guarantee against revolution, we should 133eagerly embrace it; and we have so much confidence in Sir Robert Peel’s prudence and patriotism as to believe that he himself would most gladly devolve into any more effective and powerful hands—if they could be produced—a task which imposes such ‘heavy personal sacrifices’ (to use his own emphatic expression) as nothing but the most urgent and irresistible sense of honour and duty could induce any man in his position to make. But the truth is, there is but one or other of two principles on which an administration in this country can now be formed, those which are commonly designated as Conservative and Destructive—any intermediate shade would be, we are convinced, an utter delusion. In Lord Grey’s Cabinet the Destructive principle was already so strong as to eject himself—having previously ejected Lord Stanley and his friends. Of Lord Melbourne’s Cabinet it became the majority, and would, by this time, have ejected Lord Lansdowne and Mr. Rice; and we have little doubt that Lord Melbourne himself would soon have followed. In short, it is quite natural, and even laudable in any party which is sincere in its opinions, and which possesses the power, to insist on supplying to the government both its men and its measures. That the Radical party are now ready to attempt.

We therefore do not blame the principle, though we may question the prudence and propriety of the design which has been avowed, of endeavouring to place a radical Speaker in the chair to the exclusion of Sir Charles Manners Sutton, who has filled that difficult station for eight parliaments, and eighteen years, with, as we have always understood, the unanimous approbation of all parties—unanimous in that alone. The pretence under which this bold stroke of the Radicals for immediate ascendency offers itself, is Sir Charles’s supposed preference of Conservative politics, evinced by his attending His Majesty’s Privy Council during the late interregnum. Let us say two words on this strange accusation, and the stranger arguments and consequences to which it leads. ‘We suspect,’ say the Destructives, ‘Sir Charles Sutton of party predilection;—let us replace him, therefore, by the most determined party man among us. Sir Charles Sutton attended a routine Privy Council of Conservatives; let us put into the impartial chair an active member of the late Cabinet. No man who has once belonged to a party can quit it with honour—Sir Charles was a Tory eighteen years ago, and because he now seems to be a Conservative he is unworthy of re-election.’ Sir Charles is now, no doubt, as he has been during his long and distinguished public life, a Conservative; but he is no more so than he always has been, when eight times elected, re-elected, and led to the chair by Lord Morpeth and Sir Francis Burdett, amidst the cheers of the Whigs, full as zealous in his praise as the Tories. ‘But the attendance at the Privy Council!’The blunder—the absurd inanity of this complaint—is really most extraordinary. It is notorious to every man, who even knows as much of public business as the Court Circular supplies to the newspapers, that at those kind of Councils there is no deliberation on questions of confidential policy—nothing is or can be done but formal and ministerial acts, which the law requires to be passed by the King in Council—and that it is necessary to have a certain quorum to compose such Councils. At the season when these events took place there were very few Privy Councillors in town, and Sir Charles Manners Sutton would also 134have been absent, but the burning of the House of Commons having accidentally brought him up and kept him in London, he was summoned—as any other Councillor who had happened to be in town would have been—to attend to compose a quorum to do the routine business of the country.

It may at first sight seem strange that the Opposition should resolve to try its strength on a personal question against so deservedly popular a Speaker, and on such ridiculous and groundless pretences. But there is another circumstance which would render the success of this attempt as inconvenient and injurious to the public service as it would be personally inconsistent and unjust. Not to insist on the general advantage of having a person of Sir Charles Sutton’s qualifications in the chair, it is peculiarly desirable at this moment, when the change of the place of meeting will require all that learning and experience in parliamentary practice, principles, and precedents, can supply, to facilitate the adaptation of the old forms and traditionary regulations and habits of the House of Commons to the new locality. This may appear a secondary consideration, but to those who understand parliamentary business it will appear one of such importance, that we really believe that, if Sir Charles Sutton had himself personally wished to be relieved from the duties of the chair, the government, and every member who felt interested, not merely for the convenient dispatch of business, but for the privileges and customs of the House of Commons, would have thought themselves justified in requiring from the Right Honourable Gentleman’s patriotism that he should consent to resume his station for at least one session.

The course, therefore, taken by the Opposition is in every way absurd, inconvenient, and unjust; and seems at first sight to be prompted by the blind exasperation of disappointed men; but the course is perhaps not quite so rash and thoughtless as it looks. They have reason to suspect that his Majesty’s Speech will contain so full, and so frank, and so satisfactory an announcement of the intentions of his government, as to render direct opposition to it very difficult; and they imagine, that if they could affront and defeat the Government by the choice of an adverse Speaker, they would strangle the King’s Speech in its birth, and prevent the measures of his ministers from being even communicated to Parliament and the country. This would be not merely to strike without hearing, it would be to strike in order that they might not hear. We know not whether our conjecture is just, but it is really the only one that we have been able to imagine for a proceeding that, on all other suppositions, seems so unaccountable. Not that this motive would be, in fact, less absurd than the other, but it is not so offensively palpable; and it seems to us to be a device of about the kind of petty manœuvre and small ingenuity which might be expected from Lord John Russell—who, on this occasion, by soliciting Mr. Abercrombie, in the name of the party, to give into this project, seems to announce himself as the new leader of the Opposition: by whom elected into that station which has been heretofore filled by Fox, Grey, Tierney, and Brougham, we have not heard—nay, it has been called even by Whigs as gross a case of self-election as any close corporation in the kingdom can show; and it is even said that one of the motives of the measure itself may be the opportunity which its announcement gives Lord John, of 135jumping into a situation to which he never would have been invited. However that may be, and whether the object and intention be a personal injustice or a political juggle, we are equally satisfied that it will be signally defeated; and that it will tend most potently to increase the distrust with which all moderate men already view the radical coalition, and to stimulate the anxiety of the public that the King’s servants should have a calm hearing and a fair trial. Under all these circumstances we think we may venture to assert, from this now avowed union between the late Ministers and the Radicals and their violent resolution to attack the Speaker on such ridiculous grounds, that the Government, if it be not Conservative, must of necessity be Radical in the fullest extent of the term. The choice is thus narrowed to Destructive or Conservative, and between these two broad principles the House of Commons is now called upon to make its election.

But it may be said, could there be no other Conservative government than that of Sir Robert Peel—might not, for instance, Lord Stanley be placed at the head of a combination more congenial to the Whigs and less formidable to the Radicals? The theory of such a combination is absurd ex hypothesi, which rests on the basis of conservation—and it would be found, we are confident, utterly impracticable when brought to the test. Where, in such a case, would Lord Stanley have to look for colleagues—to the Cabinet which he had so recently quitted, or to that which he had just declined to join? This difficulty (not to mention fifty others) seems to us insuperable. Lord Stanley might, if his principles would allow, join the Movement—or he may, if his delicacy will permit, join the Government; and in either event his co-operation would be powerful for evil or for good—but we cannot imagine any permanent intermediate space. If Sir Robert Peel fulfils his professions—as no one doubts that he will—by correcting all acknowledged abuses, and operating all salutary reforms, he will leave no man any resting-place between him and Mr. O’Connell; and after such repeated proofs as Lord Stanley has given of his resolution to maintain the Constitution in Church and State, we cannot bring ourselves to entertain any doubt whatsoever of the side on which his influence and his talents will be eventually employed. We can fully appreciate the feelings which induced him to decline Sir Robert Peel’s proposition; and although, on the whole, we wish that he had accepted it, (which we certainly should not do if we thought it any way derogatory to his character, which, for public objects, we prize as much as any of his fondest friends,) we must confess, that if he erred, he erred on the safe side of disinterestedness and delicacy, and that his support of the Constitution may be, for a time, the more powerful and effective for being given with the cordiality of private conviction, uninfluenced by any bias of official obligation. But Lord Stanley must be aware that he is too considerable a person to ‘hang loose on political society.’ A statesman may, for a season, content himself with giving a parliamentary support to a particular line of measures; but candour, and honour, and indeed the necessities of political life, will soon force him to take an official responsibility in the councils which he thus approves. Events may hasten or retard Lord Stanley’s decision, but it must be made—and we confess that we look forward with considerable confidence and satisfaction 136to his taking, at no distant period, the only course consistent, as we think, with his honour and character. If we are not mistaken in our estimate of his Lordship’s principles and of the nature of the questions that must arise, every night of the session must show more strongly his concurrence with the administration and his divergence from their opponents; and, as we expect to find a general accordance between Lord Stanley and Sir Robert Peel, we shall hail with great satisfaction their union in official responsibility as an additional protection to those sacred interests which they are almost equally pledged to defend.

But however that may be, and limiting ourselves to the immediate prospect before us, we must urge, with the deepest sincerity and anxiety, upon any one who may be disposed to give any weight to our opinions—humble, no doubt, in authority, but as disinterested and as honest as those of Lord Stanley or any other man can be—that this is really the Crisis of the fate of the monarchy—never, indeed, was that medical metaphor more strictly applicable—for we are now at the very point which is to decide for life or death. If Sir Robert Peel—by his personal character— by his public services—by his readiness to redress all real grievances, to correct all abuses, and to concede to public opinion all that can be conceded with safety and without dishonour—by the strict economy of which he and the most illustrious of his colleagues gave such practical pledges in their former administration—if, we say, his talents, his integrity, his conciliation, his liberality, his firmness, and the congenial spirit which pervades his Cabinet, cannot recommend—even for a fair trial—the Sovereign’s choice to the sanction of parliament, then shall we arrive at the final and fatal confirmation of all our fears. It will be no longer doubtful that government, according to the old practice and principles of the Constitution, has become impracticable, and that the monarchy is in imminent danger of subversion, and the nation itself of anarchy. Let those by whose votes these momentous questions are to be determined duly appreciate the awful responsibility of their decision, and recollect that they will have to render an account—not only to this or that weathercock body of constituents, but—to their consciences, their families, and their country—for a vote which—however the formal question may be shaped— must involve the security of their and our properties, liberties, and lives.


Notes


	We doubt whether Mr. Cobbett’s strong sense and English feeling would permit him to take an actual part in this living dissection; but our readers will easily suppose something analogous from the hands of Mr. Warburton or Mr. Wakley, or some such professor of political anatomy.Return to text.⏎

	See Mr. Burke’s definition of a People as distinguished from ‘a multitude told by the head’ in his ‘Appeal from the new Whigs to the old,’—an essay whose reasonings, as well as its title, are wonderfully apposite to our present condition.Return to text.⏎

	We hope to be excused for adding another little coincidence of our own. The Treaty of Utrecht was the great feat of the Tory diplomacy of Queen Anne’s time: that treaty has been vigorously attacked and denounced by a Tory historian of our own time, Lord Mahon; and very ably and ingeniously defended by his lordship’s Whig critic, in the Edinburgh Review, generally supposed to be Mr. Macaulay.Return to text.⏎
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Opposition without Faction, Sir R Peel's Address examined. By a Conservative Whig (J Ridgway & Sons, 1835)

This pamphlet shows the changing fortunes of Peel’s minority government. The first part, written on 7 January 1835, offered a sustained critique of Peel’s ‘Tamworth Manifesto’, deducing ten key points from its contents which it proceeded to counter in succession. A postscript, dated 20 January 1835, written two weeks into the month-long General Election (6 January–6 February 1835), offered practical solutions to the impasse created by a Conservative government and a Reformminded House of Commons.

The writer’s self-identification as a Conservative Whig suggests a position close to Lord Stanley’s ‘Derby Dilly’, whose followers were described in the postscript as ‘scrupulous’ and ‘conscientious’ men.

The purpose of the pamphlet was to meet Peel on his own ground, as set out in the ‘Tamworth Manifesto’, particularly regarding his conduct over the Reform Act and his opposition to aspects of church reform. The pamphlet was published by James Ridgway (fl. 1782–1838), the radical London publisher and bookseller.138
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To the Right Hon. Sir Robert Peel, Bart.

Sir,

The public declaration of your political creed, and rule of action as Prime Minister, contained in your Address to the Electors of Tamworth, has on the one hand been extolled by your friends and admirers, the liberal Conservatives and high Tories, as “creditable to yourself, satisfactory to the public, and possessing the character of uncompromising frankness;” on the other hand, by a large portion of the Whigs, and a numerous host in the descending scale of Radicals, it has been stigmatised as a jesuitical attempt, by a series of equivocations, to delude the people into a belief that the cause of honest Reform is to be progressive, while, in fact, you and your colleagues really intend to stop it altogether, the first moment you gain the power to do so.

Avoiding these extreme conclusions of the two parties, whose judgment may be obscured by the excitement of the crisis—giving you credit as a statesman for the sagacity that knows how to yield in time to the “spirit of the age,” rather than fondly to cling to antiquated prejudices, or to acquiesce in acknowledged evils, from a mere superstitious reverence of former times and former customs—I purpose to examine a few of the principles which you avow; because, if proved unsound, some of them may yet be gracefully retracted, or modified, while others may prove fatal to a government which blindly and obstinately adopts them.

I collect from your address the following opinions and declarations:—


	1st.—That the Reform Bill, though you opposed it, is not to place you, and those who think with you, under a sort of moral disqualification, so as to preclude you, now and for ever, from entering into the official service of the Crown.

	2nd.—That it is not to preclude all hope, on your part, of a successful appeal to the good sense and calm judgment of the people.

	1403rd.—That its effect is not so to fetter the prerogative of the Crown, that the King shall have no free choice among his subjects, but must select his Ministers from one section, and one section only, of public men.

	4th.—In vindicating your character from the charge of being a defender of abuses, or the enemy of judicious reforms, you appeal, among other things, to the part you took in the great question of the Currency.

	5th.—That you consider the Reform Bill as an irrevocable settlement of a great constitutional question; a settlement which no friend to the peace and welfare of this country would wish to disturb.

	6th.—That if by adopting the spirit of the Reform Bill, it is meant to abandon altogether the great aid of government, more powerful than either law or reason, viz. the respect for ancient rights, and the deference to prescriptive authority: you will not undertake to adopt it.

	7th.—That you resisted, and with the opinions you entertain you should again resist, a retrospective inquiry into pensions, granted by the Crown at a time when the discretion of the Crown was neither fettered by law, nor by the expression of any opinion on the part of the House of Commons.

	8th.—As to the great question of Church Reform, that you cannot consent to the alienation of church property, in any part of the United Kingdom, from strictly ecclesiastical purposes.

	9th.—That you opposed the claim of Dissenters, for admission (as a claim of right) to the Universities.

	10th.—That with regard to alterations in the laws which govern our ecclesiastical establishments, you cannot, for the reasons stated, make any public declaration of opinion.


These are the subjects which I propose to examine. I purposely pass over other important topics in your Address:—Municipal Corporation Reform—Exemption of all classes from payment of church rates—the conscientious scruples of Dissenters in respect to the ceremony of marriage—the complicated and difficult question of Tithes, &c.—simply observing, that any more particular expression of your sentiments on the subject of Municipal Reform, is obviously uncalled for, until the commissioners’ report is laid before Parliament;—that the propriety of exemption from church rates, and relief as to the marriage ceremony, are opinions you hold almost in common with His Majesty’s late Ministers;—that the commutation of tithes in England is not in any degree a party question, inasmuch as the agricultural interests are fairly represented by parties of every shade of political opinion, and therefore may be adjusted by the ablest statesmen agreeing on principles and details, and by a House of Commons summoned under a Whig or a Tory administration.

First.—I admit that it is a misfortune, that any political acts, opinions, or events, should deprive us of the eminent services of a statesman, trained, educated, and fully accomplished as a man of business, such as you are acknowledged to be; but the moral disqualification you complain of, does not so much arise from your opposition to the particular measure called the Reform Act, which you and your 141colleagues fought against with such pertinacity; but from your having long obstinately and blindly refused to admit the principle, that Reform was wanting to repair the fabric of our Constitution; by your failure to propose to the Parliament, in due time, such a Reform as you, at the eleventh hour, acknowledged you should have preferred to the Act; in clinging to “ancient rights and prescriptive authority;” and in endeavouring to bolster up the overgrown power of the crown, and the corrupt power of the aristocracy, through their borough influence, you seemed to want the prophetic spirit to anticipate that a whole nation, when roused, can resort to original principles, and determine to inquire whether the institutions called the Constitution, do or do not answer the object of their foundation. Hence, then, your presumed moral disqualification. Setting this one objection aside, and reasoning on the supposition, not that you had supported, but that you merely suffered the Reform Act to pass, either without opposition, or only proposing such reasonable modifications as you conceived important, leaving to the Whigs the responsibility of its working, you would have been loudly called for now, or at any crisis, when your acknowledged talents could render service to your sovereign and the country.

Second.—You are fully justified in assuming that the object or the effect of the Reform Bill is not to preclude all hope on your part of a successful appeal to the good sense and calm judgment of the people; but how great is the triumph of the people of England, when they now find, perhaps, for the first time, that a dissolution of Parliament is an appeal to the people. Let us look back to the year 1807, when the Grey and Grenville administration was dissolved, by the reluctance of the King as regarded Catholic Emancipation. On that event, the Duke of Portland and Mr. Perceval assumed the reins of government. The King, knowing full well that the choice of a Ministry and the choice of a Parliament were then synonimous, dissolved the Parliament, an event which Lord Howick, in his address to the electors of Northumberland, characterised in these words:—“That which is hypocritically called an appeal to the people.” If, therefore, in using the term successful appeal, you mean to imply an expectation of a return to the House of Commons of such men as are favourable to the principles and views of the present administration, it must be confessed that the appeal is made under vast disadvantages on your part; since the people not only have to examine the soundness of the principles you set forth in your address, but have at present a keen recollection of your recent resistance to the Reform Bill; and have, without incurring the charge of vindictiveness, a reasonable ground to say,—“We cannot so soon consent to trust you, who so obstinately refused to trust us.”

Third.—In regard to the prerogative of the Crown being so fettered, that the King is to select his Ministers from one section, and one section only, of public men, it is quite a mistake to suppose this to be one of the effects of the Reform Act;—the royal mind is rather unfettered, and the King has now the choice not from one section, but from all classes of his subjects,—a degree of freedom which he enjoyed before only so long as it was confined and circumscribed by the narrow prejudices of a haughty aristocracy or of interested courtiers, and who took care that the section of His Majesty’s subjects should be—not that large and comprehensive section 142which embraces in a greater degree the property and intelligence of the nation— but themselves and their adherents; the lesser section, the oligarchy, who would first calumniate, and then shut the door against merit, and intercept the affection which ought reciprocally to flow between the Sovereign and his people.

Thus, Sir, the question involved in the case last put recoils upon yourself. It was the misfortune both of the King and of the people of this country, that, before passing the Reform Act, no administration had any chance of remaining long in office unless supported by a House of Commons chosen in effect by the Ministers of the Crown, and those ministers chosen by courtiers. What were the memorable words of Mr. Fox, in his address to the electors of Westminster, on the dissolution of Parliament after the peace of Amiens, in 1802?—“According to the judgment which I formed of that assembly (the Commons), the principles of national policy, liberty, humanity, justice, were with them as nothing!—the will and pleasure of the court everything!” And then, to show the utter subserviency of the Commons to the minister of the day, he goes on to say,—“If the King’s servants had peremptorily refused that very peace which has spread such universal joy through every part of the country—if they had rejected those very terms which have been approved by a majority almost unexampled on such an occasion in the annals of Parliament, is it a calumny on the late House of Commons to say, that the conduct of the Ministers would in that case have been equally sanctioned by their decided approbation?”

Further, we may reasonably infer, that had that illustrious statesman, Fox, lived to see the spectacle of a House of Commons freely chosen by the people, his eloquence would have flowed with an unparalleled effect, since it would have been addressed to an audience whose hearts would no longer be inaccessible to its influence, and whose unbought and unfettered judgments would be convertible to the cause of truth and justice.

Fourth.—As to the Currency, I willingly bear my humble testimony to the moral courage which dictated your decision on that important subject. The paper system was a disease which was silently and insidiously effecting an entire destruction of a standard of value. Whatever state necessity might, in the year 1797, have justified Mr. Pitt in resorting to the most dangerous measure of an inconvertible paper currency (the danger of which was first exposed in a Report of that lamented statesman Mr. Horner, in 1810), you, I admit, were the man whom posterity will acknowledge to have had the nerve to grapple with this vast difficulty; you restored the metallic currency, and raised to its metallic value the paper currency, leaving it in its present sound and wholesome state. But the Minister who could venture on such an experiment—who could, by a legislative enactment pay the fundholder and the mortgagee two quarters of wheat, when the nation or the debtor owed but one—should not now be too scrupulously afraid to abandon “that great aid of government, more powerful than either law or reason—the respect for ancient rights, and the deference for prescriptive authority,” whenever state necessity, and the great interests of justice and humanity, may demand the sacrifice. Since by this single act, as regarding the metallic standard, which state necessity could alone justify, a far greater sum than the entire fee-simple of all the ecclesiastical 143revenues of Ireland was transferred by a stroke, without compensation, from one class of proprietors to another, by a process which all felt, few understood, and many to this day deplore, without reflecting that still greater disasters would have followed, had the question been postponed or abandoned.

Fifth.—You evince much wisdom in your frank and manly declaration—that you consider the Reform Bill a final and irrevocable settlement of a great constitutional question;—and I agree, that no friend to the welfare of this country would wish to disturb it. If, then, Lord Durham was the individual to whom, as a member of Lord Grey’s administration, was committed the framing of the Reform Bill—if he was a member of that cabinet which fixed the household qualification at £10. as the minimum—and if, latterly, he has avowed himself the head, or a member of that party which is already dissatisfied with so large a share of political power as is acknowledged to be conferred on the people, his Lordship and his adherents have much to answer for before God and their country, for thus wantonly violating their faith, and exposing to hazard the public peace. Thousands of Reformers, of different shades, and of moderate views, were induced reluctantly to embrace, and to defend the Reform Bill as it stands, from the conviction that the measure was final. The man who dares even to discuss the fitness of further extending the franchise to all householders, now justifies the objections of the original opponents to the Bill.

Sixth.—I now come to the “great aid of government, more powerful than either law or reason, the respect for ancient rights, and the deference for prescriptive authority.” When you framed this paragraph, I suspect you bore in mind the chapter in Paley’s Moral and Political Philosophy entitled—“How subjection to civil government is maintained.” I willingly subscribe to the doctrine, if it is meant to apply to the monarchy and aristocracy, “that they who obey from prejudice are determined by an opinion of right in their governors, which opinion is founded upon prescription.” But when the question is put—“Upon what other foundation stands any man’s right to his estate?”—I cannot help suspecting that this idol, Prescription, is intended to be raised to negative the right of Parliament to apply the surplus revenues of the Irish Church to strictly ecclesiastical purposes; to that subject I shall presently come. When Paley, after enumerating certain rights, asks, upon what are they all founded (in the apprehension at least of the multitude) but upon prescription, I think these qualifying words do admit that philosophers and statesmen are not debarred from exercising their reason, nor are legislators under any disqualification to pass laws which may have the effect of abrogating prescriptive rights; not because the multitude clamour for their abolition, but because reason has condemned them as no longer subservient to the public advantage— the object and end of their original creation. Must you not also admit that some of the most important constitutional rights of the people owe their existence to the abolition of principles equally founded on prescription, but which were found injurious to the happiness and independence of a free nation?

Further, the principle of “prescription” and “inviolability,” if contended for at all, must be general, and therefore applicable to every country where there is a state religion, as well as to England. Take the examples of Spain and Portugal: 144no doubt the heads of the church in those priest-ridden countries are glad to avail themselves of the great authority of Sir Robert Peel, that the prescriptive rights to their lands are superior to law and reason, and would thence infer that, in spiritual matters, the laws of nature and the policy of government must bend to the venerable institutions of society. But if, in reply to so monstrous a proposition, you were to assert that your principle only applies to our own kingdom, the comparative view once taken, you subject your principle to the examination and decision of reason. You admit that it has a limit—that it is debateable, under given circumstances—and thus you surrender the gist of your argument. You must then be driven to say that the amount of the revenues of the Irish Church is no more than sufficient for the Protestant ecclesiastical population, if duly administered; and, after all, it must be on this ground that the question is to be determined.

It may be a very convenient doctrine for some of the over-zealous defenders of ecclesiastical abuses, to maintain that Parliament has no right to deal with church property. This dogma will never be assented to by any House of Commons, now or hereafter to be chosen; what the other branches of the Legislature may say, is not for me to anticipate. No temporalities can be above the reach of law. The modification of the church liturgy has been sanctioned by statute, and may be again altered. The sacred volume alone has intrinsically an authority more powerful than law or human reason; but the state may at any time award to the sect that, in its judgment, most truly interprets the Scriptures, the dignified title of the “Established Church,” together with the possession and enjoyment of its revenues. The church indeed assumes the power of determining the orthodox faith; but if acting on that assumption, the clergy were now to modify, or reduce, the thirty-nine articles, and to alter the liturgy, their title to the revenues would cease, until Parliament had sanctioned such important changes.

Seventh.—I consider a retrospective inquiry into pensions as a symptom of a grovelling spirit on the part (I fear a numerous but still unreflecting portion) of the people, that is utterly unworthy of these gallant men, who, in seeking the success of the Reform Bill, had at heart the great interests of “justice, of humanity, and of nations”—the abolition of the slave trade—the suppression of monopolies—liberty at home—peace with all the world—“and the just and impartial consideration of what is due to all interests, agricultural, manufacturing, and commercial.” The peculiarly offensive feature of this clamour, about a trifling misapplication of public money, which can never again recur, and, therefore, cannot be dangerous as a precedent, arises from its assuming the character of an affront to the King, who, though not the individual sovereign in whose reign the unmerited pensions were granted, must be presumed to have a natural desire to maintain the honour of his royal predecessors.

No monarch of this country, since the conquest, ever exhibited so magnanimous an act of self-devotion, and love of his people, as did William Iv. when he frankly conceded to Lord Grey his consent to Parliamentary Reform. Every Englishman must acknowledge, that there was a striking difference between the king’s consenting to the Reform Bill, and what might have been expected to have been the conduct of any other sovereign in England on a like occasion; and if at a 145crisis, and under circumstances of unparalleled difficulty and embarrassment, the King did not give the decisive blow to the opponents to Reform, we must never forget that a king of England has all interests to protect, the crown, the aristocracy, and the church, as well as those which are exclusively deemed the interests of the people. Posterity, however, will do justice to that king in whose reign the great modern charter of English liberty was obtained; and the present age ought not to disgrace itself by allowing a paltry regard to economy to furnish the example, and justify the reproach, of the ingratitude of the people to their sovereign.

Eighth.—The alienation of church property from strictly ecclesiastical purposes, in Ireland, is by far the gravest question that can be submitted to Parliament, involving not only the existence of the new administration, but the possible collision (an event deeply to be deprecated) of the two Houses of Parliament. I begin, then, by asking what is meant by the term “strictly ecclesiastical?” Were not the revenues of the church, whether arising from land or from tithes, originally granted, settled, or devised, upon condition, namely, to propagate the christian faith? I waive all objections that can be urged on the score of the perversion, or alteration, of the faith from Catholic to Protestant. As a Protestant, I rejoice in the change; and at this distant period am ready to justify the application of your principle of “prescription,” in defence of the Protestant right to the temporalities in question. But I ask, assuming, and conscientiously believing, the Protestant to be the true faith, upon what principle can you, or any one, contend for the strict and inflexible application of funds to one and the same object, namely, the building and repairing churches and parsonage houses, and endowing with the revenues the Protestant clergy in Ireland. If by such means alone the fulfilment of the condition, namely, the propagation or sustentation of Protestantism is become, and continues to be, feeble and ineffectual, where is the wisdom of refusing, with the aid of part of those very funds, to resort to other means, ultimately to accomplish the same object? I mean the general education in moral truth of the whole body of the Irish people, Protestant and Catholic, and in so much of religious truth as all sects agree in, upon the plan submitted to Parliament by Mr. Stanley, thereby silently feeding the springs of brotherly love and christian charity, as the only effectual means of leading this oppressed and benighted people gradually to embrace the true, and reject the false, dogmas of a particular faith; or if all should continue in the faith of their ancestors with equal pertinacity, will at least teach them to fulfil the commandment of our divine master—“to love one another.” There seems a strange reverence for the term “ecclesiastical purposes,” by those who do not sufficiently search the scriptures, to learn that charity is greater than even faith. How much greater is it then when faith cannot be taught and enforced by authority merely human. Can we silently look on, and see the strange anomaly that the propagation of Protestantism advances in an inverse ratio to the protection of the civil magistrate? Out of the eight millions of inhabitants of Ireland are six millions Catholic, only because they have not that protection, or is it because of their poverty, that they receive a more especial favour from the Divine Being? These are serious questions. The minds of all classes are now in a state of incessant activity 146in searching after truth. Inquiry cannot be suppressed; and in making comparisons between “pure religion and a venal creed,” we should be cautious not to give Catholics and Dissenters the vantage ground. The reverence for “prescriptive rights”—the horror of “spoliation”—the dread of “touching property”—the dangerous precedent of the ultimate invasion of all property—the lands of the English church, and of corporations—the stock of fundholders, &c. resound from every quarter, to intimidate our Legislators—and the cautions these warnings are calculated to inspire, ought not be unheeded. But let them listen with still greater reverence to the precepts of that Gospel which teaches us, that “it is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter into the kingdom of God.” These words have a meaning or they have not. “It is in the heart that every man resides;” and whenever the consecration of property (regarding the temporalities of the church) shall become a principle, to be maintained at the expense of humanity, justice, and charity, the state religion may be nominally christian, but it is substantially the religion of Mammon.

Ninth.—The admission of Dissenters to the Universities is fairly questionable. Nothing could be so subversive of the discipline of the colleges as to suffer theological controversies, especially among students, between whom an invidious distinction would ever be maintained, so long as one was exalted with the badge of authority and the other was depressed by the stigma of toleration. But no reproach can be too strong against the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge, for resisting the fair and just claim of the Dissenters to a chartered university, whether that institution be called the “London University,” or any other. The cloven foot of monopoly is too apparent in this illiberal proceeding. To correct that spirit, and to compel the two venerable institutions to maintain, by comparison, their superior title to talent and learning, it would be well to grant a liberal sum, for the endowment of a separate national university, to facilitate the obtaining degrees in law and medicine, and in which it should be stipulated that christian theology should be taught as part of education, without, however, proscribing and excluding Jews, whose admission would require special regulations. The House of Commons is at perfect liberty to make such a grant, if other means of settling the question should fail.

Tenth.—The laws which govern our ecclesiastical establishments must have reference either to the doctrine, or the discipline, of the church of England. The doctrine contained in that sublime human composition, the church liturgy, would not be impaired in its effect as to piety or virtue by being stripped of some unessential passages “unconnected in their nature with devotion,” to which the greater portion of Dissenters at present object. The result of thus adapting the national ritual to the conscientious scruples of pious Dissenters would be powerfully effective in strengthening the church, by adding to its orthodox numbers. Subscription to articles should in like manner undergo all practicable and justifiable revision and alteration, which would, by securing the assent of a numerous body of Dissenters, produce the same harmonious effect. The discipline and better distribution of the revenues, whether regarding pluralities, non-residence, incapacity, or immoral conduct of some portion of the clergy, or any other disorders and irregularities which weaken and impair 147the establishment, can only be newly provided against and settled by a good understanding with the ecclesiastical authorities, who, if they are wise in their generation, and, what is of infinitely more importance, are of the true faith, will consent to any arrangements best calculated to promote the cause of piety.

Whether the power of the distribution just alluded to is claimed by the church alone (in the form of conference, convocation, or by special commission), or by the legislature alone; or by the legislature with the concurrence of the ecclesiastical body, duly represented, are constitutional questions which I do not pretend to discuss. It is obvious that if the state professes to protect the church, and to legislate for it, that sacred duty was for a century or more neglected; and the incalculable mischief of such neglect only began to be remedied by the salutary, but too limited operation of the late Acts of Parliament for building new churches. One example will suffice:—In a large town in England, the population has increased within the last century from about three, to forty thousand inhabitants. This town has now one mother church and two episcopal chapels, capable together, of accommodating two thousand persons. The places of worship of Dissenters are numerous. Were it not therefore for the piety of the Dissenters, there would have been 38,000 souls who might never have heard of the gospel, or of a Saviour! and what better reason can be assigned for this, than that certain rich benefices in thinly inhabited parishes, within ten miles, are found to afford convenient repose to the younger sons of the nobility and gentry, and therefore are not to be touched. So much for the inviolability of church property as a principle! We are soon to learn to what extent this evil is to be corrected; but no man in his senses will believe that the attempt would ever have been made in earnest, had not the Reform Act been passed by a patriotic administration, whose members, the violence of the extreme parties is now endeavouring to consign to political extinction.

Of Reformers there are two classes,—those who love the people, and those who hate the aristocracy. Professing myself to belong to the first of these,

I beg to subscribe myself, Sir,

Your obedient servant,

A Conservative Whig.

January 7, 1835.


Postscript

Since writing the above, the decisive majority of members pledged to Reform, who are returned to the new Parliament, requires some additional remarks.

We are now arrived at a crisis which imperiously calls for the application of principles comprehensive in their essence, and decisive in their result. The Reform of the Irish Church must be grasped with a more powerful hand than any that has yet attempted to handle it. The deference which must be paid to public opinion is coincident with regret for the loss which the nation sustains by being deprived of the counsel and services of all who have seceded, and of some of those who have been 148dismissed from office. We are then led to ask, where is the insuperable difficulty of the king’s availing himself again of their services, in a manner that will not be inconsistent with their avowed principles, should you and your colleagues shrink from the arduous task of satisfying the demands of a majority of the House of Commons.

The question may thus be solved. There are two indispensable objects which must be attained, in spite of all opposing difficulties:—First, the just and equal application of the revenues of the church, so as to afford spiritual instruction to all episcopalian Protestants in England and Ireland, as far as these funds will extend. Secondly, the general education of the Irish poor. As to the church, it is better at once to concede the point, that the surplus revenues of the English and Irish church are to be treated as one joint fund, such surplus to be vested in commissioners appointed by Parliament, and churches to be built and endowed in the exact ratio of the wants of the Protestant population professing the established religion in either country. If this joint fund is found inadequate to the building or repairing a church and a parsonage house, with a sufficient endowment in every parish, so as to raise the income of every resident minister to £300. a-year, the House of Commons should not scruple to grant a sum annually to the furtherance of that object. If the members returned to Parliament by Dissenters should resist such an expenditure of public money, some mode may be devised to satisfy them by granting them funds in aid of an University, together with the removal of their disabilities, and all reasonable privileges. The great obstacle, however, to this plan of a joint fund, is the resistance to be expected from Ireland; as it is impossible that the revenues of the Irish Church can be required exclusively for the endowment of churches, &c., for Protestants of the Establishment in that portion of the United Kingdom at the present moment, and the surplus would, by the plan suggested, be consumed by the real demands upon the fund by English Protestants, it only remains to make compensation to Ireland, for thus wresting from her so much of her ecclesiastical property, and which, as I have put it, instead of spoliation, may be merely taken as a loan for the spiritual wants of the sister country. I come then to the plan of general education of all poor children in Ireland, without distinction of Catholic or Protestant. This subject I have already alluded to; and as it has been amply discussed in Parliament, it is too well understood to require detailed explanations. While the religious wants of the English Protestants were thus supplied by funds from the Irish Church, the repayment, by way of compensation to Ireland, would be, first, by education, and afterwards, as the number of Protestants increased, by rebuilding and endowing Protestant Churches, &c. But there can be no reason why the principle of compensation to Ireland should be too rigidly confined to moral purposes, since England, owing so large a debt, should repay, not grudgingly, but with a generous profusion. For example:—by parliamentary grants—“Dispensaries, hospitals, and asylums for permanent disease, whether of mind or body,” might be built and endowed in every county and large town, until twice the sum borrowed, might, if called for, be rendered back to Ireland, spreading a degree of peace and comfort in that unhappy country, to which it has hitherto been a stranger. The plan suggested would, if acted upon, satisfy the scrupulous consciences of Lord Stanley 149and others, as it would violate no principle on the vexata questio of spoliation. Here there would be no such imputed sacrilege, but a strict and direct application of ecclesiastical property to ecclesiastical purposes. It remains then to ask whether those truly conscientious persons, the class to which Lord Stanley belongs, mean to push their principle still further, and to contend, that if there are only half a million of Episcopalian Protestants throughout Ireland, and still in Ireland, and in Ireland alone, shall churches be built, and endowed with the separate funds of the Irish Church, although, in numerous parishes, the officiating minister continues, for ages to come, to preach to bare walls and empty pews; surely such a mode of applying the funds of the church to the propagation of christianity is most absurd, irrational, and utterly ineffectual; it would show a degree of bigoted pertinacity in clinging to a principle, which is unworthy of a wise statesman.

After all, turn this subject which way one will, it is a discussion which begins and ends in a paltry calculation about money. This great country which, under its Tory Government in times past, has stirred heaven and earth to carry on foreign wars; which has incurred a debt of hundreds of millions, for very questionable objects; which, under the plea of necessity, and, in defiance of all anti-spoliation principles, has not scrupled to seize upon fleets, merchandise, and treasure, in time of profound peace; and, to turn to more agreeable subjects, has recently, under a Whig Ministry, with a laudable magnanimity, granted twenty millions as the price of negro emancipation—“the incomparable people of England,” the most religious people on earth, straining at a gnat and swallowing a camel—exhibit to the world the spectacle of the breaking up of a popular admininistration, the calling of a new Parliament, and the risk of the country being involved for years in a vortex of agitation, for no one earthly purpose than because it is niggardly and sparing in aiding from its vast pecuniary resources the Holy Religion, which by law it is bound to support. The cost of keeping up a standing army in Ireland; the advance of a million sterling to the Irish clergy, to indemnify them for the loss of tithes in arrear; the expense of an uncalled-for general election, are all so many examples of a waste of money, which could be so much better applied. If the majority of the people of England profess the creed of the Established Church, the question to be asked of sincere believers should be, not how much shall we take from the church, to be applied to secular purposes? but, does the church stand in need of any further pecuniary aid for religious purposes? This was the feeling of our pious ancestors, and is now the practice among all sects of Protestant Dissenters. Let, then, the church be at once purified, by an honest but sweeping measure of Reform, especially a more just distribution of its revenues, and we may soon hope to see the day when the pious zeal of its professed supporters would be renewed, without, in the mean time, extracting from its resources a tittle in the shape of spoliation, and without doing one act of injustice to any class of His Majesty’s subjects.150

January 20, 1835.

FINIS.
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This pamphlet offers a critical view of Sir Robert Peel and his minority government of 1834–1835. It was written by the editor of The Globe, a Whig-supporting newspaper which was established in 1803. John Gorton was the editor of The Globe until early-1835 when he was succeeded by a Mr Wilson. The pamphlet was published after Peel’s minority government had fallen and he had made speeches at a series of Conservative events, including at the Merchant Tailor’s Hall in London and at Tamworth.

Wilson attacked Peel for the frequency of his speeches throughout this period, commenting that they afforded the opportunity for ‘self-adulation under the guise of self-defence’. He criticised Peel not only for misrepresenting the nature and potential of his government but for suggesting that the opposition to it was factional and disunited.

The editor was keen to point out the hollowness of Peel’s rhetoric in suggesting that it had offered new solutions for the pressing issues of tithe, church, and Municipal Corporation reform. He countered the view that Peel’s opponents were a disreputable coalition of temporary allies, noting that the defeat of the government owed as much to its loss of support in the country at large (as registered in the General Election of 1835) and the dissident votes of Conservative Mps in the House of Commons, as it did to the Whigs and Irish Mps.

Peel’s defence of the House of Lords, and its right to hold the government to account, was also attacked. According to Wilson, Peel confused calls to reform the chamber with its destruction as a legislative chamber. He was also unconvinced by Peel’s reference to the history of France and the United States of America, in terms of their representative institutions.
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Sir Robert Peel’S late speech at Tamworth has necessarily less interest for the public, on account of the various opportunities which he has lately taken of making frequent and ample expositions of his general policy, and of his opinions on every question of present importance. During the last twelve months he has said more, in exposition of his political views, than probably any man ever did before in the same period of time. Besides taking the most frequent part in all the parliamentary debates of a very protracted session, he has written a letter to his constituents, spoken a long speech at the Mansion-house, made another to his constituents soon after, turned the Harrow dinner into a Tory meeting, and harangued the choicest Conservatives of London at Merchant Tailors’. All this will not suffice him; and when all others are tired of speechifying, and pant for partridge-shooting like the hart for water, whether instigated by a desire of rivalling O’Connell’s three dinners, or influenced by mere inability to resist an opportunity of making a speech when it came in his way, he has favoured his fortunate constituents with another long oration. Sir Robert knows that his forte is speaking, not acting; and that on his skill in debate rests the only foundation of his reputation as a statesman. He loves, therefore, to hear himself talk, and in himself also he finds the subject on which he loves to dilate. Of this theme he never tires. Of this he speaks in Parliament and out of Parliament—in London and in Staffordshire—in season, and, most assuredly out of season too. We verily believe, that the highest consolation he has received, amid the disasters of his ministerial career, has been derived from the many opportunities they have afforded him of self-adulation under the guise of self-defence.

Sir Robert would do wisely if he avoided these general expositions of his policy. They appear to us to betray his weak points. Acknowledging his great skill in debate, admitting the general decorum and consistency of his conduct, we cannot allow his claim to be ranked as a wise statesman, or even as a great orator. Far from believing him capable of conceiving with genius, or even executing with power, what we should admit to be vast and original, even while we might judge 154it an erroneous system, we have always held him to have none but vulgar and limited objects, and never even to have exhibited the possession of the highest capacities for carrying these into effect. His is the skill of applying petty means to petty ends. He can steer with judgment through the intricacies of a parliamentary debate. He has studied and learned to a nicety the character of his audience. The limited knowledge, the narrow prejudices, the habitual timidity, the paltry jealousies, and the mean dislikes of such an assembly, he can use for the purposes of debate with the utmost promptitude, and to the furthest extent. No man better for distorting an adversary’s argument, or exciting suspicion of his purposes, for raising the most available alarm, or calling into action the most efficient prejudice. He can boldly impose on ignorance, and dexterously flatter conceit; confuse the perception of a truth by leading his hearers into an irrelevant discussion, and impugn the force of a principle by ingeniously carping at details. Higher than this, even as a speaker, he cannot go. Over the generous sympathies and better impulses of large bodies of men he has no mastery. Those whom he can perplex and daunt he can neither animate nor instruct. The power which we have seen statesmen, even of our own time, exercise over the feelings of their auditors is wanting to him. Without the lofty dignity which imposed respect on the enemies of Pitt, he has never displayed the gallant bearing and social qualities which enabled Canning and Fox to kindle an enthusiastic affection and pride in the breasts of partisans following them through adverse fortunes and perilous circumstances. Starting in life as the soldier of a powerful established party, whose system was settled, whose force was organized, and whose tactics were already arranged, he has elevated himself into its highest ranks by his zeal and skill in its service. But he is only its highest officer, not its master to wield it at his will. With pliancy enough to adapt his conduct just as far as needful to the temporary varieties of circumstances, he has never conceived, and consequently never been able to impart to his followers, a new principle of action. His general policy has been merely that which he has taken from his party. Nor does he stand distinguished from the rest of it by any peculiar claim to the merits of particular measures of importance. Chance, and chance alone, has connected his name with a great public act, of which the conception was the necessary consequence of a previous system, and the execution was dictated by others. Amid the vast changes in our political system which have been proposed or carried into effect amid efforts for organic reforms, and attempts to apply to the details of our government the most useful discoveries of modern political science, his name is linked with none. Of no great reform was the first idea thrown out by him: none has by his labours been, after long struggles, brought to a triumphant accomplishment. Even the merit of one memorable though tardy concession of an unwise policy, which had broken down in his hands, is due to the greater mind of which he was but the instrument. His legislative distinction in an age of improvement is that of having repealed obsolete laws against harbouring with Egyptians—of having employed Mr Gregson to abridge certain criminal statutes, and of having here and in Ireland regimented an able-bodied police. Posterity will wonder at the prominent position occupied in his own day by a man 155 of whose labours so little trace will be left in the laws of his country, or the acts and thoughts of his contemporaries—of a man by whom, through a long career of power, no single great legislative reform was propounded or achieved; who, during a long pre-eminence in a numerous party, amid circumstances which give intellectual power almost absolute sway, imparted no new tendency of opinion or feeling to his followers; and who, amid a long and constant exercise of his rhetorical powers, never started an original conception—never uttered a sentence that enlightened the reason, or kindled the fancy, or warmed the heart of his hearers.

This incapacity for the higher business of a statesman, this absence of extended views and consistent purposes, is never displayed so conspicuously by Sir Robert as on occasions like the recent one, when, having nothing particular to say, he deals in generals. Quitting the details, with which he deals so skilfully, he betrays the meagreness of his conception of great political principles. We find nothing in the speech beyond the stale and trumpery arguments in defence of his ministry, which have been dinned into our cars by him and his party for the last twelve months. Forgetful, apparently, of the events which have intervened, he does nothing but repeat the flattering tale of December, when his business is to account for its having turned out a fable. His language is only varied by the substitution of a querulous preterpluperfect potential, for that indefinite future in which his promises were formerly couched.

His tone is that of an aggrieved man frustrated in high designs for the benefit of his country. He tells us in due order on what foundation his hopes of success at the outset of his undertaking rested, by what sad accident they were frustrated, and what benefits would have resulted to mankind had he been allowed to remain in office.

His hopes of success rested, he tells us, on “the honour, integrity, and long experience of public life of the men, of whom he had honour of being the colleague.” It is strange that he has not yet found out that his colleagues were the great cause of his speedy downfal. Had he selected tolerable associates in power, he would have had the trial he asked. Had he had no colleagues, he might be still in office. As he tells us that he “still hopes for success,” it is satisfactory to find that he rests his hopes on the very ground which has proved so fallacious. The intimation of a hope of return to office might excite alarm, were we not told that it is grounded on his belief of the popularity of Lyndhurst and Aberdeen.

His second ground of hope was his conviction of the impossibility of an union between the different sections of Reformers. His disappointment in this respect was, it appears, the cause of his fall. Of course he abuses the Reformers exceedingly for an union so prejudicial to his interests. He cannot make out what it was that kept them together. He tells us they were “not firmly connected by any bond of public opinion, by any bond of similar principles, or by any bond of private attachment to each other.” This is vulgar abuse of the men who defeated him. If it was not public opinion, or similar principles, what was it that held the Whigs, Radicals, and Repealers together? Sir Robert himself admits that it was not long established party connexion and private friendship. It could not be a common desire of sharing the spoils of office. At least, if so, the Radicals and Repealers 156have never asked and never obtained office, and have kept a very extraordinary silence for men so unworthily outwitted by their associates. That this should be the case we have no ground of believing in the face of such improbabilities. He tells us that the Whigs got office, and O’Connell power.1 As somebody must have taken office when Sir Robert was turned out, the Whigs are not to be blamed for merely coming into office. But what is the power O’Connell is said to have got? He has not got what is commonly called power—the influence and patronage of place. The only power ascribed to him by his assailants is that of enforcing the adoption by the present government of his own policy with respect to Ireland. If this were the case, the motive of O’Connell’s share in the combination against Sir Robert would be the most laudable by which a public man could be actuated. It would be such a public principle as Sir Robert had just before denied him. After all, no number of public men can act together with an entire similarity of opinion on every point. The Whigs and Radicals disagreed on some matters, and still disagree; but, on the whole, they agreed better with one another than with Sir Robert. The bond of union was not complimentary to him—it consisted in thinking that any thing would be better than his remaining in office.

Sir Robert then goes on, in the execrable spirit and fashion of his party, to rake up the old quarrels between O’Connell and the Whigs, and quotes the King’s speech of last year, and O’Connell’s attacks on Lord Melbourne and his first ministry. These furnish no argument for rational men. In Sir Robert Peel’s mouth they only give evidence of very bad taste. Which of all those Reformers whose union he represents as so unnatural, on account of some hot words that had passed between them, had ever assailed one another with abuse half so virulent as that which his present ultra-Tory associates heaped on him four or five years ago? Had O’Connell ever uttered against Lord Melbourne any thing more cutting than the famous “Nusquam tuta fides” of Knatchbull against his late colleague.

When Sir Robert gets to expatiate on the wonderful blessings he was preparing for the people when he was turned out, his memory appears to desert him. In repeating his old tales about what he would have done, he seems to forget that on some of those matters his designs were put to the proof, and that he is to be tried by what he did, and proposed to do. He talks of what he would have done, about “a safe and practical measure for the commutation of tithes.” He seems to forget that he did introduce a measure which satisfied nobody. He wishes, indeed, to get credit for having had in contemplation a further plan on the subject, which he mentioned on introducing his own plan, in order merely to state his objections to it. To claims such as these there really seems to be no limit; for here credit is asked not only for intending to do something which he did not do, but for intending to do something which he stated he would not do.

He next sets his own conduct in very favourable contrast with that of his own predecesssors in respect to the ecclesiastical courts. Now, what he did in this matter was this: on coming into office he found prepared the outlines of a measure on this subject, which had been much laboured by his predecessors. He took their 157plan bodily, and his Attorney-General announced it in a speech. So much for the merit of its conception. Now for the practical merit of its execution. The bill was never introduced by Sir R. Peel’s ministry, and, we have reason to believe, never was drawn up. They remained in a month after leave was given to bring in the bill, and at the end of that time these sage statesmen had not finished the long deliberation which it appears they were obliged to apply even to such a measure so prepared for them by others.

On Corporation Reform we have the old excuse of the necessity of reading the Report—which, we will be bound, Sir Robert never read through after all. The secret of his delays on this point is now made clear by the conduct of the Lords. This was a point on which Sir Robert must have broken either with the country or with his Tory supporters. He staved off the fatal day as far as he could, and urged these excuses in order to keep his disunited bands together, in the face of public opinion, as long as he could.

Such are the chief features of the last exposition and defence given to the “claptrap” policy.2 Hurt as he evidently is by the application of this happy description to his measures, Sir Robert still endeavours to get as much reputation of the kind as he can; but his speech only shews how true the phrase was, with respect to his past and his present professions—how little his fine promises meant before, and how little they mean now.

We must not, however, omit noticing one portion of his speech, which contains a “claptrap” calculated to please some of Sir Robert’s partisans, and which has been used with much applause, but by which we did not think that the plausible and prudent leader would have courted to get a cheer. Even in his intense desire to tickle the ears of the Staffordshire groundlings, we could not have conceived him capable of descending to so paltry a “claptrap” as his boast of having been supported by the majority of the English, and defeated only by the Irish members.3 He ought to leave these childish taunts, these dangerous exhibitions of national insolence, to the vulgar Tories, who affect to look down on the Irish members.

When he said Irish members, he was in error as to the fact. He cannot make out a majority in the British members, and should have said Irish and Scotch. Does Sir Robert make this invidious distinction in order to promote the cause of Repeal? And does he go so far in his new course as to wish, what no repealer ever wished before, a repeal of the Union not only with Ireland, but also with Scotland. He would not, like some of his party, turn repealer to get rid of a portion of the majority against him; and we can only understand this as an insult to the two nations, whose representatives have so faithfully served their constituents against him. But before Sir Robert indulged in this silly and unmeaning taunt, he ought to have recollected that the honour of the comparison is by no means on the side of our own country. He knew how disgraceful the difference in the votes of the English and those of the other representatives of the empire really is, to our own portion of it. The hostility of the Irish to a system, which weighed with particular cruelty on them, might account for the Tory minister being opposed by all the real representatives of that people. But the Tory majority of the English members is 158not owing to any greater sympathy of the English people with that party, but to the unfortunately greater influence which corruption and intimidation exercise in this than the other great divisions of the empire. The boast of Sir Robert Peel depended on the votes of those who procured seats for York, and Hull, and Yarmouth, and Ipswich, by practices which have been very clearly laid open—of the representatives of bullied farmers, and of the inspired on the Malt Tax.

We may now advert to that part of the speech which did not relate to his beloved self. Having stated that one of the great advantages held out to the country by his being in office was the probability of his securing the consent of the Lords to necessary reforms—a probability which we think recent events have shewn that Sir Robert’s vanity led him a good deal to overrate—he enters into a long and laboured defence of the conduct of the House of Lords, and expatiates on its utility to the country. That aversion to the discussion of questions of organic change, which he expressed a short time ago at Merchant-Tailors’ Hall, seems to have quite left him now that he finds it convenient to terrify the timid by the fear of organic change. In he lugs the Lords, and the “claptrap” simile of the season—for Sir Robert loves “claptraps” in style as well as in matter—the comet. There was “immense cheering” for the comet; and the diners of Tamworth, by the indication of their frequent applauses, appear to have swallowed with perfect complacency all the shallow principles of government, and all the incorrect history, with which their orator supplied them.

Sir Robert commences his pleading for the Lords by assuming that the people desire them to retain their present power, and to exercise it according to their fancy. He thinks that “no measure can be satisfactory to the people to which the consent of the House of Lords has been extorted by menace or violence.” “No measure” is a sweeping description. Of course the people would not be satisfied with frequently extorting the consent of the Upper House by threats or force. But, at the same time, an instance naturally suggests itself of a measure, which, Sir Robert has before told us, “none but a madman can forget,” to which the consent of the Lords was gained in this irregular way, and with which, nevertheless, the people were and are pretty well satisfied. What does Sir Robert think of the passing of the Reform Act? Surely something very like menace and violence was used to get their Lordships’ consent to that. They were content to bolt that and Catholic Emancipation without a single amendment; and perhaps the country is better satisfied with those two measures, than those whose imperfections shew the handiwork of the Lords operating without “menace or violence.”

Having assumed that the country is so satisfied with the constitution and conduct of the Lords, Sir Robert nevertheless thinks it necessary to give reasons for the faith which he and the public hold. He is alarmed at the “hostility” exhibited towards the Lords. “Notice has been given,” he tells us, “by an honourable member, that he would at an early period of next session move for leave to bring in a bill to reform the House of Lords.” With this he proceeds to deal. But fortunately he starts with explaining what he understands by “reform.” “By reforming the House of Lords I understand nothing more than that they should 159be deprived of having a voice, and by it is meant the establishment of a popular assembly free from all control.” Sir Robert is evidently one of those who think “reform” and “destruction” synonymous. But this is not what those who propose the reform mean. Their object is to make the Upper House a really efficient, competent, popular assembly. Our object is to give it power, by rendering it worthy to exercise it. When Sir Robert directs his arguments against this phantom of a desire to destroy the Lords, he really leaves the present constitution of that house wholly undefended against its actual assailants. He allows the Reformers to make their way unopposed, while he is winning an easy victory over a bugbear of his own creation.

Accordingly all his succeeding arguments are directed against the evils of a country being governed by “a single popular assembly.” We admit there are evils, and should dread the idea of entrusting the sole authority in legislation to one representative assembly. But really, if no better reasons could be given against it than those Sir Robert has paraded for the purpose, we should not make very sure of such a system being long resisted.

A vague appeal to the history of France and of this country, unsupported by any analysis of the circumstances, is the only proof advanced of the impossibility of a country being long governed by a single popular assembly, and of the irresistible tendency of such a government to end in a “military despotism.” He tells us, indeed, that the connexion exhibited between this cause and this result, in England and in France, is not “accidental,” but “immutable,” and “proceeding from causes inherent in human nature.” But the nature of these “causes inherent in human nature,” the proof of this “immutability,” is just what we want, and what Sir Robert does not furnish us with. All he really rests his belief on is a couple of historical facts, and unfortunately these facts want the first requisite to facts—that of being true.

Sir Robert says that the English, being tired of the tyranny of one popular assembly, “reverted to a military commander.” Now, when the first invasion of the independence of the Long Parliament was made by Colonel Pride, the House of Lords was in existence. To say that the parliament was free or popular after that event is absurd. Cromwell was subsequently enabled to dissolve the House of Commons, simply because it was not a popular assembly. The Long Parliament, with twothirds of its members excluded by force, did not represent the nation. As there existed no constitutional power of dissolving it, the nation was content to see its usurped authority though used for noble purposes—destroyed by military violence.

In the case of France, the “immutable” connexion between the absence of a second chamber and the establishment of a military despotism is still less apparent— the supposed cause being absolutely wanting. For when Bonaparte put an end to the assembly of the Cinq Cents, there happened to be a very effective second chamber in existence: and Sir Robert must have read history to little purpose, if all recollection of the “Council of Ancients” has escaped him.

From defending a second legislative body Sir Robert slides into an attack on what he calls “the popular principle.” Changing his opponents from destroyers of 160the Lords into advocates of “a democratic form of government,” he adduces facts, about as convincing as those with which we have been just dealing, in opposition to the imputed designs of these imaginary opponents.

He begins with the states of South America, and attributes the insurrections, of which every newspaper informs him, to the popular principles of their constitution. An impartial and accurate observer might, we think, detect some other causes for the anarchy of South America. The long previous misgovernment of the Spanish colonies, the protracted wars of independence, the consequent establishment of large standing armies, the barbarism of the people, the extent of the countries which formed themselves into separate states, the thinness of the population, the clumsiness of the popular constitutions established, and, above all, we believe, the total want of municipal institutions, would account for the disturbances in those states, without having recourse to any inherent defect in the “popular principle.” Sir Robert has not, after all, heard of any insurrection of late in Chili, which, with a popular constitution, is about the best ordered of all these states; while Mexico and Brazil did not find the “Emperors,” with which they started, a better guarantee against disorder than the “popular principles” of their neighbours.

The success of popular government in the United States of North America (towards which Sir Robert feels so benignant, that he declares “he would rather see them happy under a republic” than devoted to “confirmed unhappiness” under a monarchy) is at first admitted, because Sir Robert thinks he can find a good reason for it, which does not apply to this country. “North America is a wide and most extensive country.” Sometimes we are told that the prosperity of the Greek and Italian republics is to be ascribed to their smallness; so that the “popular principle” seems always to answer well, owing to the size of a state, whether that size is large or small. “It contains a large tract of land unoccupied, to which the discontented and disaffected can be sent.” Does he mean that the discontented are actually sent into the back woods as we send Dorchester labourers to the still larger tract of unoccupied land which we have in New South Wales? Sir Robert does not even word this poor stale sophistry correctly. What is meant, we suppose, is, that the facility of gaining a subsistence, and finding occupation, prevent discontent and disaffection in North America.

But soon after, Sir Robert discovers that with all this unoccupied land, the happiness of the United States is not very great. For this he quotes from a violent party paper at New York an exaggerated account of certain disturbances in the distant states. The first of these is a dispute between the inhabitants of the two states of Ohio and Michigan, and the aggression of the inhabitants of one on the territory of the other. Perhaps Sir Robert does not know that these are independent sovereign states; and that the phenomenon of their hostility, however incompatible with due subordination to the Federal Union, is, after all, nothing more than a transitory and harmless squabble about territory, which in Europe would commence a war and in America will end in a row or a law-suit.

The second item is “the spread of the summary mode of punishment called Lynch’s law, and the hanging of five gamblers without trial.” In the back-woods, 161where the population is so wild and scattered that the ordinary course of justice cannot be administered, the people, rather than let crime go wholly unpunished, acknowledge the authority of certain self-appointed judges, called Rowdies and Regulators, who administer justice or vengeance according to a summary and severe fashion, called “Lynch’s law.” This is a device for a rude state of society somewhat like the Vehmic tribunals of Germany, without their secrecy. The hanging the gamblers was probably an abuse of this kind of practice in a remote town by an excited people; and Sir Robert will find by the last American papers, that when the same outrage was attempted on the same class of people in the State of Ohio, the authorities promptly and effectually put a stop to it.

The barbarous murder of certain abolitionists and negroes in the Slave states is the last instance of North American disorder. These highly disgraceful acts we condemn as severely as Sir Robert; but we attribute them not to free government, but to the horrible system of negro slavery. If Sir Robert will recollect the rising of the Mauritius against Mr Jeremie, and the murder of the missionary Smith, he may judge that, under the most vigorous monarchy, the outrages of the alarmed and brutal proprietors of slaves can never be prevented.

Our readers will excuse this lengthened criticism of Sir Robert Peel’s quotations of history, and inferences drawn therefrom. It is well that we should know how accurately history has been studied by those who affect such veneration for the lessons of experience.


Notes


	“I have no power, properly so called. I have, it is true, some influence—nay, considerable influence. I discover, occasionally, that I possess more influence than I could previously trust myself to believe. Well, you may call this power if you please; but then, if you have any thing of the Statesman about you, should you not ask, ay, and answer these questions—what has created this power?—what continues this power?—how is this power to be extinguished? To answer these questions, it would be necessary to understand the past history and the present state of Ireland, and this, my Lord, you do not do—I must, therefore, endeavour to assist.
“In the first place, you will admit that I do not owe this influence to the advantages of superior birth; for whatever my pride of ancient chieftainry may be, I am but the son of a private country gentleman. Nor do I owe this influence to superior fortune, for mine is but a small competence, and the balance of favour in this respect is bestowed on not by me. Nor do I owe it to superior talent, for mine is but of plain and ordinary dimensions.

“To what, then, do I owe all you call power? I will tell you, my Lord Duke, I owe it all to you, and to men like you. It is to you, and to men like you, who have created that power—who continue that power—and who, if you be not checked and controlled, will augment, increase, and accumulate that power. It is in the grievances, in the oppressions, in the wrongs of Ireland that the source of my power is to be found. It is to the sufferings, to the woes, to the miseries of the people of Ireland, that my power is to be traced. You, and men like you, have always governed Ireland with a wrong view and a sinister spirit. You have encouraged a party and disparaged the people. You have courted and caressed a faction, a ‘pale,’ a particular denomination, a sect or a persuasion; and you have insulted and despised the nation. This has been the course and career of British 162 government in Ireland for six hundred years; and here are you and your ‘Constitutional bloodhounds,’ as your gallant friend Colonel Sibthorp calls them, as fresh, as untired, as ready to start upon another crusade of oppression, insult, devastation, and slaughter, as if you were now to begin only for the first time, and that the misgovernment of Ireland had in it all the freshness and incitement of novelty and of untasted gratification”.— O’Connell’s Letter to the Duke of Wellington.
Return to text.⏎

	 “I am not willing to say any thing disrespectful of the Government which preceded that of which I have the honour of being at the head, and I know not whether the noble Earl (Wicklow) was a friend or an enemy to that Government, or whether the Government was the friend of him or the enemy of him; but I will state this, that I never observed any such indisposition in that Government to popular support. I never observed any such unwillingness to court it—to seek for it—to throw themselves upon it. It appeared to me that the whole object of that Government was to try to manage and control the people—the whole of their meaures were, in my opinion, a series of claptraps—such as were thought calculated to win and gain over the people.”—Lord Melbourne’s Speech.Return to text.⏎

	 “When I was telling you that I had in the House a majority of the Members of England, I do not think that my attempt to govern was so rash as some people have considered, nor that my hopes to settle those questions were so remote as many people thought. Far be it from me to place the Members of any portion of these realms beneath the other— far be it from me to rank the Representatives of Ireland in a scale lower than those of England—but still I will say that I had the good fortune of having on my side a majority of the Representatives of the English people.”—Sir Robert Peel’s Speech.Return to text.⏎
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Part 3 Governing in Opposition, 1835–1841
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‘Conservative Associations' Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazine, 38/237 (July 1835), 1–16

Peel’s minority government gave a major stimulus to Conservative organisation in the constituencies. Blackwood’s highlighted the advantages to be gained from concentrating activity in the press, in associations, and in the electoral registration courts. Together, this would constitute ‘a concentrated effort of the whole friends of order and virtue in the State’ to counteract ‘the designs of the Revolutionists’.

The article pointed to the ‘democratic tendency of the great majority of the public press’ but highlighted the counter-reaction represented by titles including the Quarterly, Fraser’s, and the Dublin Magazine. It recommended that associations help to distribute such ‘sound constitutional journals’ amongst ‘men of moderate principles’ as a means of converting them to Conservatism. Under-writing subscriptions to circulating libraries and mechanics institutions was suggested, rather than ‘gratuitous distribution [which] is in general considered as an insult’.

Conservative associations were hailed as an ‘effective barrier against the forces of anarchy’ and thought especially useful in fighting the battle in the registration courts. This was especially beneficial in ‘towns and manufacturing districts’ where the Conservatives were in a minority. ‘All the victories gained by the Conservatives over the Revolutionists’, it argued, ‘have been achieved by previous efforts in the enrolment of voters’.

Blackwood’s provided a detailed blue-print for local constituency organisation, recommending ‘patient and well-directed exertions in every sphere, however subordinate’. The magazine’s adherence to Tamworth principles was illustrated by its suggestion that Conservatives should evince ‘an anxious desire to promote every real and safe improvement’ and resist any attempt to ‘spoliate private property or increase democratic power’.
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