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REFORM.
I

BIRMINGHAM, OCTOBER 27, 1858.

[In the autumn of the year 1858, Mr. Bright, having recovered from a serious
illness which had compelled his absence from the House of Commons during
the sessions of 1856 and 1857, visited some of the principal towns in Great
Britain, and made several important speeches on Parliamentary Reform.
In the spring of the next year Lord Derby introduced his scheme. It was
rejected, and a dissolution followed, which put Lord Palmerston at the head
of affairs. During his life the question slept. On Lord Russell’s accession
to office in the latter part of the year 1865 the question was revived, and
the Bill of 1866 was produced. This was lost, through a coalition of the
Tories and the ¢ Adullamites,” and Lord Derby came into office again. In
18647 a Reform Bill was carried.]

Ir I exhibit embarrassment in rising to address you, I must
ask for your forbearance, for, in truth, as I cast my eyes over
this great assembly, I feel myself almost bewildered and
oppressed with a consciousness of my incapacity to fulfil
properly the duty which devolves upon me to-night. It is now
nearly three years since I was permitted, and, indeed, since T
was able, to stand upon any public platform to address any
public meeting of my countrymen ; and during that period I
have passed through a new and a great experience. From
apparent health I have been brought down to a condition of

B 2



4 SPEECHES OF JOHN BRIGHT. ocr. 27,

weakness exceeding the weakness of a little child, in which I
could neither read nor write, nor converse for more than a few
minutes without distress and without peril; and from that
. condition, by degrees so fine as to be imperceptible even to
myself, I have been restored to the comparative health in
which you now behold me. In remembrance of all this, is it
wrong in me to acknowledge here, in the presence of you all,
with reverent and thankful heart, the signal favour which has
been extended to me by the great Supreme? Is it wrong that
I should take this opportunity of expressing the gratitude
which I feel to all classes of my countrymen for the number-
less kindnesses which I have received from them during this
period—from those high in rank and abounding in wealth
and influence, to the dweller on one of our Lancashire moors,
who sent me a most kind message to say that he believed
where he lived was the healthiest spot in England, and that if
I would come and take up my abode with him for a time,
though his means were limited and his dwelling humble, he
would contrive to let me have a room to myself? I say,
looking back to all this, that if I have ever done anything for
my countrymen, or for their interests in any shape, I am
amply compensated by the abundant kindness they have
shown to me during the last three years. And if there be any
colour of shade to this picture, if there be men who subjected
me to a passionate and ungenerous treatment, when I was
stricken down and was enduring a tedious exile, though the
best years of my life were engaged in the defence of their
interests, I have the consolation of knowing that their act
was not approved by the country, and that when my cause
came up, by appeal, to a superior, because an impartial tri-
bunal, their verdict was condemned and set aside by the
unanimous judgment of the electors and population of this
great central city of the kingdom.

I shall not attempt, by the employment of any elaborate
phrases, to express to you what I felt at the time when



1858. REFORM. 1. 5

you conferred upon me the signal honour of returning
me as one of your representatives to the House of Commons.
I am not sufficiently master of the English language to
discover words which shall express what I then felt, and
what I feel now towards you, for what you did then, and for
the reception which you have given me to-night. I never
imagined for a moment that you were prepared to endorse all
my opinions, or to sanction every political act with which I
have been connected; but I accepted your resolution in choosing
me as meaning this, that you had watched my political career ;
that you believed it had been an honest one; that you were
satisfied I had not swerved knowingly to the right hand or to
the left; that the attractions of power had not turned me
aside ; that I had not ehanged my course from any view of
courting a fleeting popularity ; and, further, that you are of
this opinion—an opinion which I religiously hold—that the
man whose political career is on a line with his conscientious
convictions, can never be unfaithful to his constituents or to
his country. '

At the time of my election, you will remember that some
newspapers which commented upon it, took the liberty of
saying that I had had a good deal of time for reflection ; that I
had been taught a wholesome lesson; and that I had changed
or modified my views with respect to recent public policy.
1 have had no proper opportunity before to-night to refer to
that statement, and I beg leave to tell those gentlemen that
they were, and ‘are, if they still hold the same opinion,
entirely mistaken; that whether I was wrong or right, I
acted according to what I believed to be right, and that all
the facts and all the information which I haye since received
have only served to confirm me in the opinions which I had
previously expressed. I wish now, too—and all this is rather
preliminary —to refer to one ingenious misrepresentation,
which it was of no use attempting to meet when passion was
at its height, and when public clamour prevented any calm
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argument upon the question then before the country. All
who read the newspapers at the time will recollect that it was
said of me, and of others who thought and acted with me—
but more of me than of any other person—that my opinion
upon such a question as the right or wisdom of any particular
war in which the country might be engaged was, after all, of
no kind of value, because whatever was the war, whatever
were the circumstances, I should have taken exactly the same
course, and therefore that argument upon a particular war
was of no avail, and was totally unnecessary. Now I beg
leave to say that this was a misrepresentation which no person
had a right to make.

1 shall not trouble you more than a moment or two on this
point ; but permit me to say that the first time I spoke in the
House of Commons on the subject of the Russian war, was on
the 31st of March, 1854, when a message from the Crown
came down announcing that the calamity of war was about to
befall the country. In the very opening of my speech were
these short sentences, which, if you will allow me, I will
read to you. I said:— I shall not discuss this question
on the abstract principle of peace at all price, as it is termed,
which is held by a small minority of persons in this country,
founded on religious opinions which are not generally re-
ceived; but I shall discuss it entirely on principles that are
held unanimously by the Members of this House. When we.
are deliberating on the question of war, and endeavouring to
prove its justice or necessity, it becomes us to show that the
interests of the country are clearly involved ; that the objects
for which the war is about to be undertaken are probable, or,
at least, possible of attainment, and that the end proposed to
be accomplished is worth the cost and the sacrifices which we
are about to incur.” And I went on to say that I hoped if a
noble Lord, who was then a Member of the Government,
rose to make any reply to my observations, he would not run
away from the subject before the House, but would meet me °
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fairly as having discussed the question in that way, and that
way only. Well, I now tell you, what it ought not to be
necessary to say, that from that time until the time when I
last spoke on the subject of the Russian war, I confined
myself entirely to those points; my facts, my arguments,
and my case were drawn from the despatches and Blue Books
which the Government for their justification laid before Par-
liament ; and therefore, I repeat, it was not open to any one
who opposed me to oppose me on the ground that my opinion
on the Russian war was worth nothing, because whatever
might have been the cause of war, I should have held exactly
the same language.

Now, after all is over except the tax-gatherer, and the
sorrows of those who have lost their friends in the war, I will
just in one sentence say that I am still unable to discover
what compensation England has for the hundred millions of
money she expended, or what compensation Europe has for
the three hundred millions squandered by all the parties
engaged in that frightful contest. It is not easy to say how
much ; but of this we may be sure, that the squandering of
300,000,000/, sterling by the nations of Europe in that
struggle has had a great influence on the enhanced price of
money during the last few years, and greatly aggravated the
pressure of the panic through which we passed twelve months
ago. The 40,000 lives which we lost in the Russian war some
persons hold cheap; I do not. I think that the grown men
of Birmingham from eighteen years of age to fifty (and there
are, probably, not more than 40,000 of them) are something
worth looking at by the statesman and the Christian; and I
say that the 400,000 lives which were lost to Europe deserved
to be considered before we rushed blindly into a war with
Russia. For myself, therefore, all I wish to point out to you
is this, that the man who hesitates before he squanders so
much blood and so much treasure has at least a right to be
received with a moderate amount of tolerance and forbearance.
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I shall say no more now on this subject, for I intend to take
an early opportunity of going into the general question of
foreign policy at a greater length than would be proper this
evening.

I am afraid to say how many persons I now see before me
who are by the present constitution of this country shut out
from any participation in political power. I shall take this
opportunity of discussing, and, as far as I am able, with
brevity and distinctness, what I think we ought to aim at
this moment, when the great question of Parliamentary Re-
form is before the country. I think we may fairly say that
that question occupies now something like a triumphant
position, and at the same time a position of great peril—
triumphant, inasmuch as it has now no open enemies—
perilous, inasmuch as, for the moment, it is taken up by those
who, up to this hour, have been, for the most part, the un-
compromising opponents of Reform. We have had four
Governments pledged to Parliamentary Reform within the
last few years. Lord J. Russell, as Prime Minister, intro-
duced a Reform Bill, and afterwards, in the Government of
Lord Aberdeen, Lord J. Russell introduced another Reform
Bill, and the least said of these two Bills, especially of the
latter, the better. The Government which has recently been
overthrown pledged itself to the country and the House of
Commons to bring in a Reform Bill, but at the time when it
came to an unexpected, but a not undeserved end, no Bill had
been prepared, so that we knew nothing of the particulars
.of which it was to be composed. We have now a Government
under the chieftainship of Lord Derby, who, during his short
term of office in 1852, stated, if I remember right, that one
of the chief objects of his Government would be to stem the
tide of democracy. Now, it may be that Lord Derby has
entirely changed his mind, that he is as much converted to
Parliamentary Reform as Sir R. Peel, in 1856, was con-
verted to Corn-law repeal. If he is so converted, then our
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question may be in good hands, but if he is not (and he has
never yet acknowledged his conversion), then I think it is but
reasonable of us to view his course with some suspicion, and to
look upon the position of the question in his hands with some
alarm. All parties now pretend to be in love with the ques-
tion of Reform, but still they do not tell us much about
it. They remind me, in the few speeches which they have
made upon the question, of the condition of that deplorable
Atlantic cable, of which I read the other day in the news-
papers, that ¢ the currents were visible, but the signals were
wholly indistinet.’ .

But having admitted that Parliamentary Reform is neces-
sary, they thereby admit that the present House of Commons
does not satisfactorily represent the nation, and it is one step
in advance to receive that admission from all those persons,
from among whom it has hitherto been supposed that Govern-
ments eould alone be formed in this eountry. Now, I do not
believe that the Parliament, as at present constituted, does
fairly represent the nation, and I think it is capable of most
distinet proof that it does not. Before I proceed to figures,
I will mention one or two general proofs of that assertion.
In the year 1846, when the great question of the repeal of
the Corn-laws was under discussion, it required something
like an earthquake to obtain for the people the right to buy
their bread in the world’s markets; it required a famine in
Ireland, which from 1845 to 1851 lessened the population of
that country by 3,000,000; it required the conversion.of a
great Minister, the break-up of a great party, the ‘endangering
of the Constitution,” and all those mysterious evils which
official statesmen discovered when the poor artisan of Bir-
mingham or Manchester, or the poor half-starved farm-
labourer, asked this only, that where bread could be had best
and cheapest in return for his labour, he might be permitted
to buy it. But coming down to 1852, when Lord Derby was
in office, he dissolved the Parliament, and the great question
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proposed to the constituencies was Protection. Parliament
re-assembled, and Protection and Lord Derby were defeated by
a majority of nineteen; but when you had only a majority of
nineteen in the House of Commons against the re-establish-
ment of Protection, nineteen-twentieths of the people of
England were determined that they never would have any-
thing of the sort again.

Take again the questions which affect the Established
Church. Probably many persons in this meeting are not
aware that, according to the return of the Registrar-General,
only one-third of the people of this country have any con-
nection with the Established Church. In Scotland, one-third
only of the population are connected with the Establishment ;
in Ireland, five out of six, in Wales, eight out of ten, have
no connection at all with it. And yet the Established
Church is paramount in both Houses. If the House of
Commons fairly represented all the people of the United
Kingdom, the Established Church (it is as a political institu-
tion that I speak of it, I say nothing of it as a religious
institution) would be much more modest, and we should
probably get some changes much more readily than we have
ever got any before.

Again, you are aware, probably, that up to 1853, if a man
received landed property by inheritance, if it were left to him
by will, or came to him as heir-at-law, it paid no legacy-duty
—1I speak of freehold property. In 1853, Mr. Gladstone, by
an effort which was considered superhuman, prevailed upon
the House of Commons to pass a law to impose a succession-
tax, as it was called, or a legacy-duty on real property. I
will tell you how they did it. You know that if a man in
Birmingham comes into possession of leasehold houses, or
machinery, or shares in the North-Western Railway, or
shipping, or any other property not called real property—
though, by the way, when a man gets hold of it, it is sur-
prising how real he finds it—if he be no relation to the
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person who left it to him, he has to pay a legacy-duty of ten
per cent., and a different degree of per-centage according to
the degree of relationship in which he may stand to the
testator. In the case of land—the best of all property, with
regard to its durability and certainty, for a man to have left
to him or to possess—the law is of a different kind. A friend
of mine, a Member of the House of Commons, was fortunate
enough to have left to him by a person who was in no way
related to him a landed estate of about 700l. a-year. This was
worth in the market thirty years’ purchase, or 21,000l
There was timber on the estate to the value of 11,000!., which,
added to 21,000l., made the whole bequest 32,000l If it
had been leasehold houses, or stock-in-trade, or machinery, or
shares, or shipping, or in the funds, my friend would have
had to pay 10l per cent. on it, that is to say 3,200l. But
what did he pay? The calculation was this:—My friend
is of a certain age—I do not kmow what, and it is not
material ; the tax-gatherer or the people at Somerset House
look into a table, which shows the probable length of life
of a man of that particular age, and instead of paying
10l per cent. on 32,000., he is taxed upon the annual in-
come of the estate multiplied by the number of years which
according to the tables he may be expected to live. It
ended in this way, that instead of paying 3,200l to the
State, to bear your burdens and to pay for your wars, he paid
700L, or rather less than one-quarter of that sum. - Do you
think that if the House of Commons. fairly represented the
lawyers, merchants, manufacturers, shopkeepers, artisans, and
all the rest of the population, such an Act as that could have
passed that House, or that if it had existed it could continue
to exist for a single session ?

I could show you inequalities as great and scandalous in
the manner in which the income-tax, so grievously felt by
owners of certain property in Birmingham, is imposed and
presses upon the owners of the soil and those engaged in
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professions and trades chiefly carried on in towns, but I will
not enter into that matter. Your own experience must have
shown you how unequal that tax is. You know hgw entirely
every Government has swept aside all proposals to make it
more equal and just.

And now we come to the question of figures. I think it is
very easy to show that if the present House of Commons
vrepresented equitably or even honestly the population of the
country, figures would be of no avail in this discussion; but
the figures prove conclusively that such is not the case. I will
not trouble you with a heap of statistics which you cannot
remember, but will give you as a proof one or two cases.
Take the greatest county in England. Yorkshire shows you
an existing inequality which is absolutely fatal to all fair
representation. There are in Yorkshire 10 small boroughs
which return to Parliament 16 Members—there are other
8 boroughs in Yorkshire whose Members altogether are 14.
Now, the 10 boroughs returning the 16 Members have not
more than a population of 80,000, while the 8 boroughs with
the 14 Members have a population of 620,000. Now, whether
you take the amount of population, the number of houses,
the sum at which they are rated to the income-tax, or the
number of electors, the proportion is in the same way,—the
large boroughs with the smaller number of Members have
seven times the population, seven times the number of houses,
seven times the amount of income-tax to pay, and seven
times the number of electors. I must ask your attention to
one other comparison, and it relates to your own town. The
present Chancellor of the Exchequer, you know, represents
the county of Bucks. That county has a population of
164,000, which is not much more than half the population of
Birmingham, and yet, Bucks with its boroughs has not less
than 11 Members in the House of Commens. 164,000 per-
sons in Bucks return 11 Members, while Birmingham, with
not less than 250,000, and probably much more, only returns
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2 Members. I will give you another illustration, which refers
to your own town. In Dorsetshire, Devonshire, and Wiltshire
there are 22 boroughs,- which return 34 Members to Parlia-
ment. Compare the population and political power of those-
22 boroughs, returning 34 Members to Parliament, with the
population and political power of Birmingham. You have
nearly twice the population, but you have only 2 Members to
represent you in Parliament.

I could furnish you with pages of illustrations of this kind
to show you that our whole system of representation is
unequal and dishonest. But one more proof only, and then
I will quit the figures, for I think the case will be sufficiently
clear. There are in the House of Commons at present 330
Members (more than half the House) whose whole number of
constituents do not amount to more than 180,000, and there
are at the same time in Parliament 24 Members whose con-
stituents are upwards of 200,000 in number, and, while the
constituents of 330 Members are assessed to the property-tax
at 15,000,000/, the econstituents of the 24 Members are
assessed to the same tax at more than 24,000,000/, There is,
besides, this great significant fact, that wherever you go in
Great Britain or Ireland, five out of every six men you meet
have no vote. The Reform Bill, which I am not about to
depreciate, since I know what it cost to get it, and I know
something of what it has done—was so drawn as purposely to
exclude from the list of electors the great body of the working
classes of this kingdom. But supposing that out of the
6,000,000 of grown-up men in the United Kingdom 1,000,000
had the suffrage, as is now the case, and supposing that
1,000,000 returned the House of Commons by a fair dis-
tribution of Members according to numbers, there would, in
all probability, be a fair representation of the opinions of the
6,000,000, because the opinions of the 1,000,000 would to
a considerable extent reflect and represent the opinions of
their fellow-countrymen. But that is not the case. The law
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has selected 1,000,000 to be the electors of Members of
Parliament, but, having got that 1,000,000, it has contrived
—partly by accident it may be, but very much by intention—
that the political power of the majority of that 1,000,000
is frittered away, is fraudulently disposed of and destroyed by
the manner in which Members are distributed among the
1,000,000 electors composing the electoral body. Now, I wish
to ask this meeting—and let us try to take a judicial and dis-
passionate view of the question when we talk of Reform—What
is it that we really want? I hold it to be this—that we want
to substitute a real and honest representation of the people for
that fraudulent thing which we call a representation now.

But there is a very serious question to be decided before we
can almost take a step. When you are about to reform the
House of Commons, are your eyes to be turned to the House
of Peers, or to the great body of the nation? The House of
Peers, as you know, does not travel very fast—even what is
called a Parliamentary train is too fast for its nerves; in fact,
it never travels at all unless somebody shoves it. If any man
proposes to reform the House of Commons just so much as and
no more than will allow it to keep pace with the wishes of the
House of Lords, I would ask him not to take any trouble in
the matter, but just to leave it exactly where it is. If you
want it to represent the nation, then it is another question ;
and, having eome to that conclusion, if we have come to it,
there is no great mystery, I think, as to the manner in which
it can be brought about. The question between the Peers
and the people is one which cannot be evaded. It is the
great difficulty in the way of our friends at head-quarters
who are for Reform, but do not know how to meet it. It
was the difficulty which Lord John Russell felt. Lord John
Russell—I believe you may take my word for it—has probably,
from association, from tradition, from his own reading and
study, and from his own just and honest sympathies, a more
friendly feeling towards this question of Parliamentary Reform
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than any other man of his order as a statesman. But,
having said this, I must also say—what he, too, would say
if he thought it prudent to tell all he knew—that this is the
great difficulty with him—How can I reconcile a free represen-
tation of the people in the House of Commons with the
inevitable disposition which rests in a hereditary House of
Peers? Now, we must decide this question. Choose you
this day whom you will serve. If the Peers are to be your
masters, as they boast that their ancestors were the conquerors
of yours, serve them. But if you will serve only the laws,
the laws of your country, the laws in making which you have
been consulted, you may go on straight to discuss this great
question of Parliamentary Reform.

I am not going to attack the House of Lords. Some
people tell us that the House of Lords has in its time done
great things for freedom. It may be so, though I have
not been so successful in finding out how or when as some
people have been. At least since 1690, or thereabouts, when
the Peers became the dominant power in this country, I am
scarcely able to discover one single measure important to human
or English freedom which has come from the voluntary con-
sent and good-will of their House. And, really, how should it ?
You know what a Peer is. He is one of those fortunate indi-
viduals who are described as coming into the world ¢ with a
silver spoon in their mouths.” Or, to use the more polished
and elaborate phraseology of the poet, it may be said of
him—

¢ Fortune came smiling to his youth and woo'd it,
~ And purpled greatness met his ripened years.’

When he is a boy, among his brothers and sisters he is
pre-eminent : he is the eldest son; he will be ¢ My Lord ;’
this fine mansion, this beautiful park, these countless farms,
this vast political influence, will one day centre on this inno-
cent boy. The servants know it, and pay him greater defer-
ence on account of it. He grows up and goes to school and
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college ; his future position is known; he has no great incite-
ment to work hard, because whatever he does it is very
difficult for him to improve his fortune in any way. When
he leaves College he has a secure position ready-made for
him, and there seems to be no reason why he should follow
ardently any of those occupations which make men great
among their fellow-men. He takes his seat in the House of
Peers; whatever be his character, whatever his intellect,
whatever his previous life, whether he be in England or ten
thousand miles away, be he tottering down the steep of age,
or be he passing through the imbecility of second childhood,
yet by means of that charming contrivance—made only for
Peers—vote by proxy, he gives his vote for or against, and,
unfortunately, too often against, all those great measures on
which you and the country have set your hearts. There is
another kind of Peer which I am afraid to touch upon—that
creature of—what shall I say >—of monstrous, nay, even of
adulterous birth—the spiritual Peer. I assure you with the
utmost frankness and sincerity that it is not in the nature of
things that men in these positions should become willing
fountains from which can flow great things for the freedom
of any country. We are always told that the Peers are
necessary as a check. If that is so, I must say they answer
their purpose admirably. '
But when we come to consider the question of a reform of
the House of Commons, which the Constitution does not
recognise as the House of Commons belonging to the Peers,
but to the nation, we will allow the House of Peers to go for
awhile into something like obscurity, and discuss it as if our
sole object were to make it what the Constitution supposes it
to be—a complete representation of the people in Parliament.
With regard to the question of the Suffrage, which is one of
the chief points on which I should insist, I have no doubt
there are persons who, on reading my speech, will say, ¢ Sub-
versive doctrine, violent language this. The change which
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you propose would endanger many things which we highly
value.” Now, I beg to assure all those timid people that I do
not wish to endanger or to move any of the ancient landmarks
of our Constitution. I do not want to disturb this question
of the franchise beyond what has been already sanctioned by
Parliament and the country. I do not want to introduce any
new principle or theoretical opinion which it may be found
difficult to adopt. There are many men probably among those
whom I see before me who are of opinion that every man should
have a vote. They are for what is called ¢ universal suffrage,” or
¢ manhood suffrage’—something which means that every man
of twenty-one years of age who has not forfeited his right by
any misconduct, should have a vote. Let me say that, per-
sonally, I have not the smallest objection to the widest
possible suffrage that the ingenuity of man can devise. At
the same time, if I were now a member of a Government,
and had to arrange a Reform Bill for next session, I should
not act upon that principle. I will tell you upon what
principle I would act. I find in the country great diversities
of opinion. There are the Peers, of whom I have already
spoken. They are citizens with ourselves, and have therefore
a right to be considered. There are the rich and influential
classes, who, as wealthy men are generally found to be, are
a little timid of the great bulk of the people who have not
many riches. There are thousands—scores of thousands—
who imagine that they could not sleep safely in their beds if
every man had a vote. We are surprised that children some-
times cannot sleep in the dark—that they fancy something
dreadful will happen to them, and there are actually rich
people in this eountry who believe that if every man had a
vote it would give him a weapon wherewith to attack their
property. There being all these diversities of opinion, it
clearly is the duty of Government, and of Parliament too, to
frame a measure which shall fairly represent what may be
called the Reform opinion of the whole country. What have
VOL. IL c



18 SPEECHES OF JOHN BRIGHT. oor. 27,

we at present in the way of franchises? We have the parish
franchise. For generations, for ages past, there has been an
extensive franchise in all our parishes. We -have poor-law
unions which have worked, on the whole, satisfactorily to the
country. We have a franchise in our poor-law unions. We
have a corporation franchise, and that franchise may be said
to have worked to the satisfaction of the country. I will ask
any man here whether he believes that in all the parishes, all
the poor-law unions, and all the corporations, men have not
conducted themselves with great propriety, and managed the
affairs of their parishes, unions, and corporations satisfactorily?
And T should like to ask him whether he would object to have
the same franchise conferred upon them for the election of
Members to the House of Commons. There is one great point
gained in such a franchise—your registration would be easy
and inexpensive. There is another point—that whatever its
omissions, whatever its exclusions, they would not be directed
against any one particular class. It would admit the working
people to electoral power just as fully as it would admit the
middle, or what may be called the higher and richer classes.
Therefore, as regards class and class, it would remove a great
defect of the Reform Bill, and would give a suffrage so wide
that I believe no one would suppose it did not afford a fair
representation of all classes. I do not want anybody for a
moment to suppose that this particular franchise is better
than manhood suffrage. I am only speaking of what
Government might do, of what it ought to do, and of
what it might do, moreover, in accordance with the vast
majority of opinion which exists in this country on this
question.

With regard to the counties I shall say little. I know no
good reason why the franchise should not be as extensive
there as in the boroughs ; but there appears to be a general
understanding that the next step in counties shall be one -
short of that. But I think it is of great importance that
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the 40s. franchise should be extended to all parts of the
United Kingdom as fully as it is to the people of England
and Wales.

I now come to the question which I believe all persons who
have studied the matter will readily agree is one of great
importance to the country—how your Members shall be
allotted to the various constituent bodies. I will ask you
this simple question. What is the obvious rule which
would recommend itself to every man when first about to
arrange this allotment? Would he not argue in this
way? The law has given certain persons the right of
voting, and it presumes that every person who has that
right is capable of deciding how he shall vote. Every
elector, therefore, is of the same importance in the eye of -
the law, and why then should not every elector vote for the
“same portion of the whole Parliament ? I shall be told that
I am not to go to the United States for an illustration of this.
I will not. I will go a little nearer home. Take the king-
dom of Sardinia. I was in Turin last year, and I made
inquiries as to the mode of election and the distribution of
Members there: and I found that Genoa, with a population
of 140,000, returned seven Members to the Sardinian Par-
liament. Sardinia is not a Republic, it is a limited Monarchy
like our own. Let us go to the colonies of Australia. Take
New South Wales. The capital — Sydney— returns eight
Members to the New South Wales Parliament. In Victoria,
the city of Melbourne returns thirteen Members to Parlia-
ment, and by the Bill now introduced by the Ministry of
that colony, the number thirteen is about to be increased to
eighteen. - I believe that in Belgium and in Canada, both
countries under a limited Monarchy, the same rule applies,
and we know that throughout the whole of the United States,
the number of Members is allotted according to the popu-
lation, and that once in every ten years this scale is re-
arranged ; in fact, it works itself.

c2
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I do not for a moment argue that it is necessary that we
should get an actuary to apportion the number of Members
exactly according to his calculations of the number of the
population, but we have a fair right to an honest approxima-
tion, and without it there can be no fair representation of the
people. Look at London, putting aside the City. If you were
to divide the six boroughs of which the metropolis is made
up, you would still have 12 boroughs with 300,000 population
each (larger than the population of Birmingham), and con-
stituencies of 10,000. Divide them again, and you would have
24 boroughs, each of 150,000 population, with 5000 electors ;
and when the franchise is extended, the number will be still
greater. I say that the metropolitan boroughs and all large
boroughs ought to be divided, or subdivided ; they ought to
have double, or treble, or quadruple their present number of
Members. What a miserable delusion it is that this great
capital of your midland industry, with its 250,000 or 300,000
inhabitants, sends only two Members to the House of Com-
mons! But if every man I see here before me had a vote, or
if every man outside had a vote, how will he be better off if he
sends only two Members to the House of Commons, while
some boroughs of 10,000 inhabitants, equal to one of the small
corners of your city, have a right to return the same number ?
The whole thing, as at present arranged, is a disgraceful
fraud. It ought to be put an end to, and, if it is not put an
end to, your representation will remain for the future very
little better than a farce.

If you look at the county seats you will find that the object
of the present Government, and, in fact, of any Government
in which the aristocracy has so great a power, and where
landowners are so predominant, must be to greatly increase the
number of Members for counties in the distribution of seats.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer is a very ingenious gentleman.
At this very moment in all probability he has got before
him rows of figures which he hopes may enable him to prove
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that the proper way of reforming Parliament is to increase
the number of landed gentry in the House of Commons. I
recollect, on one occasion, that he referred to the county of
Chester, and showed that there were three boroughs in that
county which returned six Members, while the two divisions
of the county only returned four, and that the four Members
represented far more electors and population than the six

~ Members of the towns. Now, it will be unfortunate for the
Chancellor of the Exchequer if he ventures upon the ground
of arithmetic in eonnection with this question. We are for
arithmetic in connection with Reform, and if he proposes to
deal with it in that way, we have no objection to carry out
the principle fully.

But now let me turn your attention once more to the
House of Peers. You know that the House of Peers is a body
eomposed entirely of landowners, with the exception of a few
lawyers and a few successful soldiers. Have you ever been
to the botanical gardens in some of our towns, where a board
is put up with the words, ‘No dogs admitted here’? There
is a similar board at the door of the House of Peers, though
you cannot see it with the outward eye, and it says, ‘No
traders admitted here.” The House of Peers is a house for
the great proprietors of the soil. The county of Chester, to
which Mr. Disraeli referred, is very strongly represented in
the House of Lords. There are the Marquis of Westminster,
Lord Combermere, Lord Stanley of Alderley, and, no doubt,
another peer or two, if our acquaintance with them was only
a little more extensive. Take Lancashire. 'We have the Earl
of Burlington, now the Duke of Devonshire, the Earl of
Derby, the Earl of Sefton, and the Earl of Wilton. They
come up from their great landed properties in Lancashire, and
sit in the House of Lords. Let us come to your own county.
You have the Earl of Warwick, Lord Leigh, Lord Craven I
think, Lord Calthorpe, and one or two others, for in a county
go charming as this, there are sure to be many estates and
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mansions belonging to the aristocracy of England. The time
was when both Houses of Parliament sat together. They
meet together now, but in different chambers, under the same
roof, and no law can pass, not the smallest modicum of free-
dom or of justice come to you, until it has gone through the
very fine meshes of the net of the House of Lords. Well,
then, I say that if the landed proprietors of England insist
upon a great addition to their power in the House of Com-
mons, the inhabitants of the towns and the traders of the
country will be obliged to ask, ‘How is it that we have not
our share of power in the House of Lords ¥’

Only one word more on the question of distribution of
Members. Whenever a Reform Bill is brought into the
House of Commons by any Government, be as watchful and
exacting as you like on the subject of the franchise, but
never, I beg, take your eye for one moment from the question
of the distribution of the Members, for in it lies the great
subject of dispute, and unless you guard your rights you will
have to fight your battle over again, and to begin it the very
day after the next Bill has passed.

There is one other point to which I must refer, and it is
one upon which I presume I shall have the cordial assent of
this meeting. I believe it is the opinion of the great body of
the Reformers of the United Kingdom, that any Reform Bill
which pretends to be generally satisfactory to Reformers
must concede the shelter and protection of the ballot. I shall
not discuss that question or argue now in its favour. I am
quite sure that in the minds of the electors of England it has
long been decided, and it has also been decided in the House

"of Commons. Those who are for the ballot are for it mainly
because they wish free elections. Those who are opposed to it,
are opposed to it chiefly because they believe it would liberate
the great body of the constituencies from the control and
influence of the rich. The ZYmes newspaper and others, but
particularly the Zimes, in discussing this question, treat it as
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if it were a question to be despised, and tell us that it is mean .
and unmanly to ask that men should go to the poll and give
their votes in secret. The very man who writes thus in the
Times, writes his article in secret, and publishes it in secret,
and if any person says that he ought to affix his name to it—
which, mind, I do not say at all—what is his answer? He
replies, ‘I am performing a great public duty; I am obliged,
in the discharge of that duty, to comment with great severity
upon Ministers and public men, and to expose abuses, and in
doing this it is necessary that I should have the shelter of
anonymous writing.” Well, I do not dispute that, but if it is
wise and just for a writer in the Z%mes to have that shelter in
the performance of a public duty, I say it is especially wise
and just that the humble elector in every county and every
borough should have from the law, if the law can give it, an
equal protection in -the exercise of his franchise. I believe
that when the franchise is thus extended, when the apportion-
ment of Members to the constituencies approximates to a just
arrangement, and when you have the protection of the ballot,
you will have that kind of representation in the House of
Commons which will give to every man who sits there a real
constituency, and will fix him with a real responsibility.

I believe there is no country in the world that pretends to
regular government where there is less of real responsibility
among high officials than there is in England. There is one
case which I cannot resist the temptation of citing as an
illustration of what I mean. During the Russian war, there
were two points on which the interest of Europe was centered ;
one was Sebastopol, the other the city of Kars. I hope we
have not forgotten all the geography we learnt during those
calamitous times, for I believe it is the only really valuable
thing we got by the war. You recollect that the city of Kars
was besieged by the Russians, and that it- was defended by
Turkish troops, assisted and commanded, I think, by an
Englishman—Colonel Williams. You have heard, and I am
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not at all prepared to dispute it, that Colonel Williams be-
haved, I do not say with great bravery, for that is common
to almost all Englishmen—and, indeed, to the majority of
men everywhere—but with great sagacity and prudence, and
showed the qualities of a commander. Eventually he was
obliged to capitulate, and those who capitulated were treated
in the most honourable manner by the Russians, who obtained
possession of the town. At that time a nobleman of very
high rank—no less a personage than Lord Stratford de Red-
cliffe—was Ambassador from the Queen of England at the
city of the Sultan. He had been there for nearly twenty
years. During the siege of Kars Colonel Williams wrote and
forwarded to Lord Stratford at Constantinople more than
sixty letters or despatches with reference to his position,
stating how they were worn out with sorties and the attacks
of the enemy; how long their provisions and ammunition
might last, and urging him to take any steps which might
be possible for the purpose of making a diversion in his
favour, or of sending relief. All that was proper for Colonel
Williams to write and communicate to the Ambassador of the
Queen at Constantinople, he did write and communicate ; but
do you recollect the striking fact that Lord Stratford de
Redcliffe did not reply to—did not acknowledge or take the
smallest notice of —any one of these sixty or seventy de-
spatches? He treated them as waste paper. He had been
years at Constantinople, quarrelling with every European
minister there, and bullying the ministers of the Sultan; but
when his own countrymen and their allies were shut up in
the fortified town of Kars, besieged by a powerful and over-
whelming force, driven at length to starvation, and finally to
capitulation, this great official treated the whole thing as
utterly beneath his notice. Subsequently, Colonel Williams
came to England and was made a baronet; Parliament passed
an Act granting him a pension of 1000/. a-year, and the
Marquis of Lansdowne, one of the Cabinet Ministers of the
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day, brought him into the House of Commons for his pocket
borough of Calne, in Wiltshire. Colonel Williams has never
opened his mouth in public in England on the subject of his
treatment by Lord Stratford de Redcliffe; while that noble-
man, who had been guilty of this great neglect—I say this
enormous crime—has since taken his seat in the House of
Lords, has become a great authority, and has now been sent by
the Government on a special mission to Constantinople.

I need not tell you that I was not in favour of any of that
Eastern policy, but I presume Lord Stratford was; he was
one of the great authors of it, and I say that any man who
takes office from his sovereign and his country as he took it,
with a salary of 10,000/. a-year, and expenses of almost an
equal amount, for the Embassy at Constantinople, is guilty of
a scandalous abandonment of the duty he owes to the Queen
and to the country if he pays no attention to such letters as
those which Lord Stratford received from an officer of the
Queen shut up with our allies in Kars. If Lord Stratford had
been a Russian noble and had so behaved, before taking his
seat in the House of Peers and going on a special mission to
Constantinople, he would have had the advantage of being sent
on a special mission to Siberia; while if he had been an Am-
bassador of the United States of America—but I cannot follow
out the illustration, because in the United States there is no
family influence, there is no power such as that wielded by our
great territorial potentates: there is nothing in that country
to shield an officer of the State from public reprobation, and
therefore T am quite certain that no person deputed from the
United States could by any possibility be guilty of the aban-
donment of duty which was manifested by Lord Stratford de
Redcliff. Whenever you get a House of Commons that
fairly represents the nation, with a Cabinet that fairly repre-
sents the House of Commons—if there be any other Lord
Stratford I would not like to predict precisely what will befall
him ; but I believe that such a man, with such a temper—for
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it was a question of temper—will not receive under such
circumstances high and continuous employment from the
Government of this country. I say we have a right, be it in
peace, be it in war, when we employ men in the service of the
Crown and of the State, and pay them for their labour, to all
their energies and to all their devotion’.

This question of Parliamentary Reform, then, is a great and
serious question. I want to give a word of warning to those
persons who are now engaged, if there be any engaged, in
constructing a Reform Bill for the next session. Let them
not bring in a delusive and sham measure. Universal
suffrage, equal distribution, vote by ballot—any of these
points may or may not be perilous; but if there be one thing
more distinctly perilous than another to the ruling classes in
this country, it is that now, when they are committed to at
least a temporary (I wish it were a permanent) settlement of
this great question, they should bring forward and pass a
Bill which, while it pretends to offer you something great in
the way of constitutional freedom, is found immediately after
it has passed to be nothing but a delusion and a sham. It
will disappoint everybody; it will exasperate all the Re-
formers; it will render a feeling, which is now not bitter,
both bitter and malignant, and within twelve months after
the Bill has passed, and the cheat is discovered, we shall be
entered in all probability upon another agitation, but an
agitation of a very different character from any we have yet
seen. Let us have a real Bill, a good Bill, or no Bill at all.

The question at this moment is in the hands of the enemy.
We stand the risk of having brought before us what I will
describe as ¢ a country gentlemen’s Reform Bill.” The country

! Mr. Bright discovered that he was in error in describing Colonel Williams's
letters as having been written during the siege of Kars. They were written
before the siege began, and during Colonel Williams’s preparations to resist the
progress of the Russians in Asia. The facts are not literally exact, but the

charge against Lord Stratford loses none of its gravity when the correction is
made.
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gentlemen have not been notorious for their sympathies in
favour of Reform. We have always been carrying on, for the
last thirty years and more, a steady and perpetual war against
the predominance and the power of the country gentlemen in
Parliament. If we look at their past policy we shall not have
much confidence in their proposed measure. Their wars,
their debts, their taxes, placed upon the bulk of the people,
their stout opposition to the Reform Bill of 1832—all this
leads us greatly to suspect them ; and I confess for my own
part I wish the question of Reform were in the hands of
Reformers—in the hands of men of whose sympathies with
respect to it we could not have, from their past lives, the
shadow of a doubt. I have great fears that until you have a
Ministry in which there are men who are really in favour of
Reform, and of an honest Reform, you are not likely to get
any such measure as the most moderate among us ought to
be in the least satisfied with.

I must warn you against one phrase which I find our
friends (we cannot now call any of them our opponents), the
bewildered Reformers, are beginning to use. They say we
must not on any account ¢Americanize’ our institutions.
- Now, I know only one institution in America of which the
Americans need to be very greatly ashamed; and that insti-
tution was established under the monarchy, although unfor-
tunately it has lived and flourished under the republic. ~They
tell us in America numbers overwhelm property and educa-
tion. Well, but numbers have not overwhelmed property
and education in England, and yet look at legislation in
England. Look at our wars, look at our debt, look at
our taxes, look at this great fact—that every improvement
of the last forty years has been an improvement which
numbers, and numbers only, have wrested from the pro-
perty, and what they call the education of the country. Our
education is fairly represented by our Universities, but I
say now, as I have said before, that if the Legislature of
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England, if the Parliament of England, had been guided for
thirty years past according to the counsels of the representa-
tives from the Universities, England, instead of being a
country of law and of order, would have been long before this
a country of anarchy and of revolution. America is a strange
bugbear. There are thirty-two at least, if not thirty-three,
independent and sovereign States in the United States of
America. Now, I am not one of those who believe that you
cannot be free and happy under a monarchy such as ours.
I am not proposing—I am the last person to propose—that
the institutions of this country should be modelled upon the
plan of some other country, because it is the plan of some
‘other country ; but I say, that if we are at liberty to draw
science, products for our manufactures, and literature from
every country in the world, why should we not, if we see
anything good in the politics of another country, be equally at
liberty to take a lesson in that respect also ?

Speaking generally, in all the sovereign and independent
States of America there is a franchise as wide as that which I
have proposed to-night; there is an exact and equal allotment
of members to the electors ; and there is, throughout most of
the States, the protection of the ballot. Yet in America we
find law, order, property secure, and a population in the
enjoyment of physical comforts and abundance, such as are not
known to the great body of the people in this country, and
which never have been known in any country in any age of
the world before. Will any man dare to tell me, in the pre-
sence of this audience, that the English nation in England
is a worse nation than the English nation in America? Are
we less educated, are we less industrious, are we less moral,
are we less subject to the law, are we less disposed to submit
to all the just requirements of the Government? If we are
so, and if the English nation in America excels us in all these
particulars, does it not look very likely that the institutions
in England are not as good in the training and rearing of
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a nation as the institutions in the United States? I do
not say that; but those persons who say that the franchise,
the distribution, and the ballot, which operate so well in
America, would be perilous in England, do what I will not
do—they libel the people of this country, and they libel our
institutions.

Now, I have a suggestion to make, which I hope somebody
will act upon. The Reformers now are more numerous than
ever they were before. Why should they not, by some
arrangement, have their own Reform Bill; have it introduced
into Parliament, and supported with all the strength of this
great national party; and if it be a Bill sensibly better than
‘the Bill that is being prepared for us in Downing Street,
why should we not, with all the unanimity of which we are
capable, by public meetings, by petitions, and, when the
proper time comes, by presenting ourselves at the polling-
booths, do everything in our power to pass that measure into
law? I say that we are great in numbers; that, united, we
are great in strength; that we are invincible in the solidity
of our arguments; that we are altogether unassailable in the
Justice of our cause. Shall we then, I ask you, even for a
moment, be hopeless of our great cause? I feel almost
ashamed even to argue it to such a meeting as this. I call to
mind where I am, and who are those whom I see before me.
Am I not in the town of Birmingham—England’s central
capital; and do not these eyes look upon the sons of those
who, not thirty years ago, shook the fabric of privilege to its
base ? Not a few of the strong men of that time are now white
with age. They approach the confines of their mortal day.
Its evening is cheered with the remembrance of that great
contest, and they rejoice in the freedom they have won.
Shall their sons be less noble than they ? Shall the fire which
they kindled be extinguished with you? I see your answer
in every face. You are resolved that the legacy which they
bequeathed to you, you will hand down in an accumulated
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wealth of freedom to your children. As for me, my voice is
feeble. I feel now sensibly and painfully that I am not
what I was. I speak with diminished fire; I act with a
lessened force; but as I am, my countrymen and my con-
stituents, I will, if you will let me, be found in your ranks
in the impending struggle.
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MANCHESTER, DECEMBER 10, 1858.

[At the general election in 1857, the Right Hon. T. Milner Gibson and Mr.
Bright were defeated in the contest at Manchester. This speech was
delivered at a great meeting in the Free-trade Hall, to which they were
invited by their old friends and supporters in the Manchester constituency.]

I cannor tell you how much I rejoice in being permitted
to meet so large a number of those whom I must describe as
my old and dear friends in the Liberal cause. I fear, however,
that the reception which you have granted to us to-night, and
which you have but at this instant given to me, is calculated
in some degree to disturb the balance of the mind, and to
interfere with that calm judgment which is demanded by the
circumstances under which we are met together, and by the
gravity of that great question which is now being discussed
in every part of the United Kingdom. I know not whether
there be persons who will look upon this meeting in the light
of the commemoration of a defeat which we have sustained.
To me, it wears far more the aspect of the celebration of some
great success. And may we not say that we are successful—
that notwithstanding the vicissitudes which wait upon the
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career of public men, and upon the progress of public ques-
tions in a free country, we find as we look back over a term of
years, that those beneficent principles which we have so often
expounded and defended on this ground, are constantly making
progress and obtaining more and more influence on the minds
of all our countrymen ?

Forty years ago, the spot where we are now assembled
became famous. Thousands of the population of Manchester
and its neighbourhood assembled here—not in this magni-
ficent building, but under the wide canopy of heaven. They
met only to plead with the Government and the Parliament
of that day, that they might be permitted some share in the
government of their country, and that they might be per-
mitted further to possess that natural right which one would
think no man would ever deny to another—the right of dis-
posing of the produce of their labour in the open market of
the world, in purchase for their daily bread. That meeting
was dispersed by the rude arm of military power. The tragedy
of that day proved at once the tyranny and brutality of the .
Government, and the helplessness and humiliation of the
people. Now, you have seen a Ministry representing and
supported by the political party that committed that ini-
quity—you have seen such a Ministry voting in the House of
Commons in favour of a resolution which declared that the
repeal of the Corn-laws had been a great Dblessing to the
country ; and after having twenty-six years ago obtained one
instalment of Reform, you have now the amazing spectacle of
a Ministry representing and supported by that same political
party, engaged at this very hour in the arrangement of the
clauses of another Bill, which shall still further extend political
rights to the great mass of the population of this country.
Seeing this, then, who will despair? Since I have been able
to think maturely upon public questions, since I have been
able and have been permitted to open my mouth in these the
open councils of my countrymen, I have never for one moment
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despaired ; and when I look around me, and see this magni-
ficent—I will say this all-powerful—assembly, my hopes, my
faith, all are confirmed, and I gather fresh strength for what-
ever struggle is before us.

My right honourable Friend in his speech has almost
entirely abstained from entering into details connected with
the question of Parliamentary Reform. Now, I think that at
this moment, wherever men assemble to discuss political ques-
tions, it would be a great misfortune if some one present did -
not go into some portion of the detail connected with that
question. And perhaps in the peculiar position which I am
now placed in with regard to it, you will not expect that I
should leave it altogether untouched. Let us recollect that
whatever is said upon this question will meet with much
hostile criticism from those who are not present with us. You
know that I have recently, a few weeks ago, addressed large
audiences of my constituents in Birmingham, upon this ques-
tion ; and you know to what kind of hostile ecriticism my
speech or speeches on that occasion have been subjected. It
is not in human wisdom to make speeches to please every-
body ; and it is not in human wisdom to attempt to do it.
I shall take the course of addressing myself to that question,
according to the light I have with regard to it from great
study, from much consultation with others, and from an
honest wish that I have, that the subject of Reform should
be rightly viewed by every intelligent man amongst my
countrymen.

Now we will mention two or three-things that we do not
want. We do not propose in the smallest degree to call in
question or to limit the prerogatives of the Crown. I believe
we are prepared to say that if the throne of England be filled
with so much dignity and so much purity as we have known
it in our time, and as we know it now to be, we hope that
the venerable monarchy may be perpetual. We do not
propose to discuss even, much less to limit, the legal and

VOL. II. D
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constitutional privileges or prerogatives of the House of Peers.
We know, everybody knows, nobody knows it better than the
Peers, that a house of hereditary legislation cannot be a per-
manent institution in a free country. For we believe that
such an institution must in the course of time require essential
modification. Last year, or the year before, the Queen herself
proposed to nominate persons to life peerages. That was
deemed an essential change by the present members of the
House of Peers, and in a manner that was not gracious to the
Queen, that was not respectful to the nation, they almost inso-
lently rejected the attempt of the Crown, and the Ministers
of the Crown, to introduce into the House of Lords a member
whose peerage should exist only so long as his life.

I do not want to discuss that question now. We want to
discuss the question which is immediately before the country —
which the Government has brought before the country—for
we do not bring it before the country on this occasion —and a
question in which we are deeply and closely interested. The
House of Commons is so called, I presume, because it is
understood and intended to represent all those portions of the
people—the vast majority of the people—who are not included
in the privileged and titled classes. The constitution, if I
know anything about it, intends that that House should
fairly, openly, and widely represent all the vast interests of
all the vast population who are called upon to obey the legis-
lation which is mainly enacted by that House. Now, I wish to
ask you this simple question. Do you believe, after examining
the figures that have been placed before you for months
and for years past, that the House of Commons does at pre-
sent fulfil honestly its intended place in the Constitution, or
is the organ of the expression of the opinions of all classes of
the population of Great Britain and Ireland ? You may have
a shadow and form of representation, as of anything else.
You know very well that you may have gorgeous temples—
you may have in wonderful ostentation all the outward sem-
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blance of religion—yet there may be wholly wanting the life
of Christianity itself. And you may have electors, a million
or more, and you may have canvassing, and nominations, and
polls, and returns, and houses of legisla.tion, and speeches, and
the contention of parties, and divisions, and laws enacted, and
yet there may be only the form of representation, and its life
and spirit and reality may be altogether absent. All this we
had previous to 1832; yet nobody says now that we had
representation before then. All this existed, or nearly all, in
France, previous to the year 1848. A great deal of it exists
there at this moment, and yet there is a general impression that
representation is not free there. There is a general belief that
it was not free here previous to the passing of the Reform Act.

I should like to put, in as few words as I can, exactly
what we think the House of Commons should be. It should
be a House composed of men sent by the free election of so
many of the people, voting with such an equality of power
as shall give a real expression to the opinions of the people.
If anybody says that we are for levelling doctrines—that
we intend to have a President instead of a Queen—which is
a favourite theory with some few people, you at least will
not believe them. I ask them again and again, if they choose
to read once, to read again, that they may not misrepresent
that which I am now proposing. Now, what is the British
Constitution ? I never saw it. I never heard of anybody who
had handled it. It is not, in very few words, in any of the
books. But there is, notwithstanding, something that we all
understand by the British Constitution. It is not a thing
meant entirely for the Crown. The Crown has its limits by
Act of Parliament, and by custom. Nor is it intended entirely
for the hereditary peerage. The House of Lords has its pre-
rogatives and its privileges well defined. But the Constitu-
tion does not confine itself to care for the monarch on the
throne, or for the peer in his gilded chamber. The Constitu-
tion regards the House of Commons as well. It regards you
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and me, and all the people of the United Kingdom. And it
professes to take within its pale all these populations and
these interests, and to give them as complete a shelter and
as complete a voice as it gives to the Queen or to the peerage.
But if you want the House of Commons elected by so many
of the people as shall give a fair expression of the people’s
wishes, can any living man say that we possess it when five
out of six of all the men he will find if he traverse every
county from John O’Groat’s to the Land’s End, and from
Cape Clear to the Giant’s Causeway,—when five out of every
six of these men have no more vote at the poll for a Member
of Parliament than if they lived in some foreign land ; when
their utmost privilege at an election is to look on, to hold up
their hands, and to shout for one candidate or the other ?

But if you think it necessary that your Members should be
elected by some fair number of votes, that votes should be
given with something like an equality of power, how far are
you from this, when you hear that 330 Members of the House
of Commons—more than one-half of the whole number—are
returned by less than one-sixth even of that small number of
persons to whom the franchise is entrusted? You give votes
to a million out of six millions, and half the House of Com-
mons is elected by less than 200,000 of those electors! And
then, if bribery be somewhat common, and if intimidation,
wherever it can be practised, is almost universal, how can you
come to the conclusion that there is any real freedom of elec-
tion whatsoever, when you survey the whole representation of
the counties and boroughs of the kingdom ?

I would ask your attention for a moment to those counties,
to which your attention has been already turned by my right
hon. Friend. The counties, as you know, return their Mem-
bers by the votes, chiefly, of two classes—freeholders, and
occupiers of lands or houses of the value of 50/. and upwards.
Of these 507. occupiers and upwards, there are about 200,000 ;
but of occupiers between 10/. and 50/., I see by a return
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recently made to the House of Commons, not less than
400,000. But the 400,000, by the present law, are entirely
ignored and excluded ; and the 200,000, being to a very large
extent occupiers of land, and occupiers for the most part
without leases, are to a large extent dependent upon the good-
will of their landlords, and their votes, speaking generally, are
employed to swell the power of the great landed proprietors in
all the county elections of the kingdom. Now, Lord Derby,
the present Prime Minister, is a man who has the power of
expressing very accurately what he means; he is a great
master of the English language; and he once gave us an
illustration of what is understood in England by county
representation. He said that, if anybody would tell him what
were the politics of three or four of the great landed pro-
prietors of any county, he could tell at once what were the
politics of the Members for that county. We might fancy, if
we did not know something about it ourselves, that this was
some conjuring trick, but it is in point of fact nothing but
that which we all know. The ¢three or four great proprie-
tors’ are the constituents of the county, and the Members
are the representatives of those great proprietors. They have,
as you know, unfortunately for us, small sympathy with com-
merce, and they have never manifested, at least for the last
sixty years, any sympathy whatever with Reform of any kind.
How should they? They are connected with the peerage, and
with the great territorial power. The members of their fami-
lies, generally speaking, do not come into the operations of
trade. They find employment—at least they find salaries—
in the military or naval service, or some other service of the
country ; or they take shelter from the storms of life in some
snug family living in-the Church.

I venture to say that, if it were possible to have an accurate
account of the receipts and payments of those families, there
are many hundreds of them—TI believe there are some thou-
sands—who receive more in the way of emolument, and
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salaries of one kind or other, from the public revenues, from
the sixty or seventy millions of taxes which you annually raise,
or from that portion of the public estate which for the time is
entrusted to the Established Church—I believe they receive
far more than the whole of the taxes which they annually pay
to the expenditure of the State.

But we do not find fault only with the counties; the
boroughs are not at all in a satisfactory state. I was look-
ing down a list, the other night, beginning with the Tower
Hamlets, the largest population, and coming down to some
one which is the smallest, I forget its name ; but I found that
there were 71 boroughs, not one of which had a population
of 10,000 persons. I think 10,000 is about one-third the
average size of the several wards in Manchester. The whole
population of the 71 boroughs is only 467,000, which is not
very much more than the present population of Manchester
and Salford; and yet these 71 boroughs return 117 Members
to the House of Commons, while Manchester and Salford
return only three Members. But if you go a listle lower, to
8,000 as a standard, you will find not less than 54 boroughs,
and their whole population is exactly 316,000, which is also
exactly the population of the city of Manchester at the census
of 1851; but these 54 boroughs return 89 Members, while
Manchester returns only two. If Manchester and Salford, by
some tradition of the past, or by some accident or other,
returned 117 Members, or if Manchester returned 89 Members
—if the conditions which I have stated were just reversed—
do you not think that we should have from other parts of the
country—probably from the landed gentry—a very violent
assertion that we were favoured in the representation, and that
the condition of things was monstrous and intolerable, and
must be put an end to?

But there is another point which you do not find out
from the population tables. That is this—that whereas the
boroughs of Manchester and Salford can do as they like,
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acting wisely at one time and foolishly at another—at least
they are free to follow their own information, their own light,
their own convictions; these little boroughs are not so
free, being, I dare to say, very little better than what we
used to describe by the unpleasant term of ‘rotten.’ They
are under influence of some kind or other. A very little
clique, indeed, two or three persons, in a very small borough,
can have a great influence. A neighbouring landowner —some
subtle and not very scrupulous lawyer—by turning the ¢ screw,’
can, if he likes, turn the scale. But these boroughs are not
only so small in population, but for the most part they cannot
pretend to the power of free election in any way whatsoever.

I come now to the result of all this—that a House of Com-
mons so formed, becomes for the most part, as we know it is,
a sort of deputy to the House of Lords, and an organ of the
great territorial interest of the country. It hates changes, with
an animosity that nothing can assuage. It hates economy.
Let any man propose in the House of Commons that there
shall be a fair committee appointed, to which shall be sub-
mitted those enormous estimates of which we have so much
reason to complain, and you will find that very few persons in
the House will vote for such a committee, and it will be stoutly
resisted by the Government, whether formed from the Con-
servative or the Whig section of the House. The House hates
equality of taxation. The succession-duty is a glaring in-
stance of it. The income-tax is another instance scarcely less
glaring. It gives to property vast influence in the govern-
ment of the country, and it perpetually shields property
from its fair burden of taxation. It was the same before the
Reform Bill as it is now.

Some people are of opinion that we have had much better
legislation sirtce the Reform Bill than we had before. I do
not deny it; but I believe it is owing much more to the
general intelligence of the people, an intelligence which has
penetrated even into the House of Commons and into the
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House of Lords, than to any more exact representation of the
influence of the constituencies, or to any change that took
place by the Reform Act. You know that before the Reform
Bill, Catholic Emancipation was granted, when a civil war was
about to break out in Ireland. You know that the Reform
Bill itself was granted when an insurrection, perhaps a
revolution, was at the door. And you know that in 1846
the repeal of the Corn-laws was granted, not because the House
of Commons or the House of Lords wished to grant it. By
no means. For I believe that not more than one hundred
Members had ever voted for Mr. Villiers’ motion for the
repeal, until it was granted in 1846, because a portion of the
kingdom was visited with a famine so intense, that Lord John
Russell, in order to deseribe its magnitude and its severity,
compared it to the famines which are recorded to have
desolated parts of Europe during the thirteenth century. It
required a famine, not a scarcity. There had been many
scarcities, as you know. There had been a scarcity for years.
On more than one occasion thousands and hundreds of thou-
sands of families had been pressed into penury, and not a few
into premature graves. And yet the Corn-law was not
repealed. To quote two lines of the unhappy Chatterton—

“The civil power then snored at ease,
While soldiers fired to keep the peace.’

And it was not till the famine became so sore in the land that
all Europe and the civilized world were startled with the
horrors that floated across every ocean and in every gale, that
the Parliament of England at last consented to take their
hand from the food of the people. And you know that a
large party—a party who are now in possession of the
Government—assailed and denounced Sir Robert Peel as
a traitor and a coward, because he did not 'make a still
greater fight on behalf of the most odious monopoly that
ever existed in any country.

And now they do not give you the Ballot ; not because they
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do not understand it as well as you do, but precisely because
they do understand it. Do you suppose there would be such
a whip in the House, such a steady and powerful phalanx
of Members brought up, county Members especially, to vote
against the Ballot, if they did not believe all we say in favour
of the Ballot? You have had it discussed since the Reform
Bill. The argument has been already exhausted for twenty
years, yet for all that they do not give you the Ballot.

Take the question of church rates. A Bill to repeal the
church rates has just passed the House of Commons. But
how many years has it been discussed ? The arguments were
the same before I went into the House of Commons that they
were last session. Take the question of the game laws.
Would it be tolerated— would it be tolerated by the people of
this country, if they were fairly polled, that there should
exist laws whose object is to promote, to the greatest possible
extent, the preservation of wild animals for the sport of the
territorial and wealthy classes? The law has never yet said
that game was property. It treats it as something else. It dare
not say that game is property, and it cannot say so. But we have
several Acts of Parliament—eclauses of the utmost complication
—traps of every kind, as many to catch the poacher as the
poacher has to catch the game. And you have in this civilized
and Christian country—we are not at all discussing the United
States—in this civilized and Christian country, with an ancient
monarchy, an hereditary peerage, an Established Church, and
all that can be necessary to preserve law and order, according to
the opinion of some of those who criticise what I say ; yet you
have, in the months of November and December particularly,
in every year, men going out armed, not to protect cows, and
sheep, and poultry, which are recognised and understood as
property—for nobody attempts to meddle with them—but to
preserve that which the law dare not designate as property,
and the preservation of which it dare not commit to the
ordinary guardians of the public peace. And you have
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further from your towns and from your villages, and from
your country parishes, bands of men armed to the teeth,
instigated it may be occasionally by want, more often
probably by the love of adventure —you have bands of
men of this kind prowling about in almost every county
endeavouring to destroy this game; and you have outrages
such as we have had described to us within the last month, in
which several of our fellow-creatures have fallen victims, and
have been murdered. No; the dukes, and lords, and county
Members, and great men of any name, must not tell me that
a Parliament and a House of Commons that perpetuates this
enormity represents the intelligence and the morality of the
Christian population of this country. And to show you how
little a Prime Minister even is master of his own actions in
the face of that great territorial interest, let me tell you that
when I, some years ago, and before I had any political con-
nection even with Manchester, when I gave notice of a motion
in the House of Commons for a Select Committee to inquire
into the operation of the game law—to inquire merely—such
was the anxiety, such was the trembling terror of these
gentlemen, that Sir Robert Peel was obliged to call his
followers together in Downing-street, and there to reason
with them, and to obtain their co-operation in the course
which he felt himself bound to pursue, which was to consent
to the Committee for which I was about to move. I need
not tell you that the Committee produced very little result.
Committees of the House of Commons very seldom do yield
much result. For what the House is, Committees generally
are; and if a Committee does happen to stumble upon some-
thing valuable, it is generally distasteful to the House, and
is immediately rejected by it. I believe that no great measure
passes the House of Commons merely because it is just. It
passes sometimes because the people are restive; sometimes
because the exigencies of party require that something should
be. done. But it does not pass—I state it fearlessly after
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fifteen years’ sitting in that House-—a great measure of
Jjustice does not pass because it is just.

Then I come to the conclusion that Reform is necessary.
But I can show you further that it is inevitable. The
Government is at a dead lock without Parliamentary
Reform. The only great result of the Reform Bill, in the
House, has been this, that it has introduced about one
hundred men who do at times show some amount of
independence, and they act free from the shackles of the Tory
or Whig sections of the aristocracy. And it is we—it is by
our work, it is by our speeches, by our votes, that we transfer
the Government from one party to the other. But we make
it impossible for either of them to conduct the Government
upon those antiquated principles which we and the people of
England are ready to abolish. Now I will ask you another
question. What is the obvious, the simple, in fact the only
mode by which you can reform the House of Commons? If
a man is hungry, he eats; if he is thirsty, he drinks; and if he
is cold, he puts on an extra coat or goes nearer to the fire.
If the number of electors is too small, extend the suffrage. If it
be intolerable that more than half the House of Commons
shall be returned by one-sixth of the electors, or that a popu-
lation equal to that of Manchester should return 89 Members
in other parts of the country, while here it only returns two,
the obvious remedy is to take from one scale and put into the
other. And if there be this bribery and this intimidation, the
remedy which every man who has considered the question,
and who wishes for freedom of election, the remedy which he
points to, is the remedy of the Ballot.

You have read, I have no doubt, some, I hope not all, of
those interminable leading’ articles which have been written
since I was at Birmingham. You have read some speeches,
probably, which have commented on what I said. I was
charged with wishing to adopt republican institutions, level-
ling prinéiples, introducing something or other wholly
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destructive of everything good, and noble, and admirable in
this country. Well, I find the suffrage in the boroughs is 10/.
What did I propose? I did not propose to put it to gl.
That would have been to be laughed at. These very writers
and speakers would have said, ¢ What a lame thing this is—
dissatisfied with 10Z., happy with ¢Z.!” I did not ask for 87,
nor for 4Z., nor for 6. The Reform Bill, stopping at 10Z,
drew a line, on one side of which were the constituencies as
we now have them, and on the other side the great body of
the working classes. The working classes were purposely
excluded by the adoption of the 10/. franchise. But the g/.
would not have admitted them, nor the 8., nor the 7. The
6/. would have admitted a considerable number, and the 5.
probably would admit nearly all of them that can be admitted.
I felt that it was not worth while making, as the saying
is, ¢ two bites at a cherry.” If you wish to admit the working
classes—for that is the question—if you wish to admit them,
you must bring your suffrage down to the point that will
admit them, or else you are only practising upon them
precisely the same sort of legislation that they complain of
with regard to the Bill of 1832.

But then I find a most admirable thing all ready at my
hands. I find in all our parishes from the time of Queen
Elizabeth, and for anything I know from the time of Alfred—
I do not know how many hundred years it has lasted—a fran-
chise which everybody has been contented with, and nobody
has condemned, and which has done no harm to law, or order,
or security of property. I find that when Parliament came
to legislate for Poor-law unions, it adopted this same
franchise as the basis of the union franchise. When it
came to legislate for corporations, it adopted, with some
restrictions, the same franchise as the basis. Why tell me
that this franchise does not act properly in the United States?
For my argument, I do not care a farthing whether it does or
not. We have tried it here, in our parishes, our unions, our
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corporations ; and I say, if it acts on the whole justly, in
those three departments of representation, it may be trusted,
without danger, in that more important representation which
concerns our Imperial Legislature. I am in favour of autho-
rity, particularly when it agrees with my own opinion.
I will read from an authority which is not one that the
Whig party ought to think lightly of. In the year 1797—
sixty-one years ago—Mr. Grey (afterwards Lord Grey of the
Reform Bill) brought forward a motion in the House of
Commons for a Bill to establish household suffrage in all the
boroughs of the kingdom. I will not give you what Mr. Grey
said about it, for I do not happen to have any portion of his
speech with me; but I will give you the words of Mr. Fox—
Charles James Fox—the greatest light, I presume, which the
Whig party has ever offered to the country. Charles James
Fox said this :— )

¢I think that to extend the representation to housekeepers is the best and
most justifiable plan of Reform. I think also that it is a most perfect recurrence
to first principles—I do not mean to the first principles of society, nor to the
abstract principles of representation, but to the first known and recorded prin-
ciples of our constitution. According to the early history of England, and the
highest authorities in our parliamentary constitution, I find this to be the case.
It is the opinion of the celebrated Glanville, that in all cases where no parti-
cular right intervenes, the common law right of paying scot and lot was the
right of election in the land. This was the opinion of Serjeant Glanville, and
of one of the most celebrated committees of which our parliamentary history
has to boast ; and this, in my opinion, is the safest line of conduct that you
can adopt.

Now, what is it that I propose? That every householder,
of course, because every householder is rated to the poor, shall
have a vote; and if a man be not a householder strictly, but
if he have an office, or a warehouse, or a stable, or land —if he
shall have any property in his occupation which the Poor-law
taxes, out of which he must contribute to the support of the
poor, then I say I would give that man a vote. Now, sixty
years is a long time. We have members of the aristocracy of
this country exhibiting themselves frequently upon platforms
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on various occasions. They tell the people how wonderfully
education has advanced; how much Parliament grants every
year, and how much voluntary effort does; what a great step
the people have taken forward. I wish they would come to
the legitimate conclusion after all this praise of the people.
Your statisticians tell you that two millions of the people are
subscribers to benefit societies, and that their funds amount
to more than nine millions sterling. Is that no proof of
providence? Is that no proof of improvement and advance-
ment? Who is the man that dare stand before any con-
siderable number of his countrymen, and libel them by saying
that the right which Mr. Grey, and which Charles James Fox,
advocated for you in 1797, you are still so degraded that you
are not fit to be trusted with in the year 1858? And of course
with regard to your small boroughs, you must take some
point of population, and you must cut off all those below it.
You must allow their present electors to merge, as they would
necessarily merge, in the 10/. franchise, which in all proba-
bility you will establish for your counties.

But still I know exactly how we shall be met—¢ You are
going to Americanise us.’” Nothing is so dreadful to an
Englishman who is thinking of emigrating across the Atlantic,
as that we should be Americanised in England. That is a
phrase invented by some cunning knave, intended to catch a
good many very simple dupes, and no doubt it will catch
some of them. But I should like to ask these gentlemen,
whether representation is not an English custom and an
English principle ? They were Englishmen who first took it
to the United States. It is said that wherever an English-
man goes, just as he takes with him his white skin, he
takes with him the foundation of representative institutions.
He has taken them already to the Cape; he is already as
busy as possible in building up four or five monarchical
republics in Australia; he has carried the representative
system to Canada; he carries it wherever he goes. The
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Bill of 1832 was a desperate measure in the direction of
Americanising us. It took some boroughs, where twelve
members of a corporation returned the Members to Parlia-
ment, and it gave the suffrage to 5,000 of the people. That
was Americanising such boroughs with a vengeance. The
more you extend your representation, the more, of course, you
become like that systematic and theoretically perfect represen-
tation which exists in the United States of America.

It is curious how free countries, and countries that we deem
not free, often exhibit the same kind of thing at the same
time. You know that lately a most distinguished Frenchman
wrote a pamphlet about England—about a debate in the
English Parliament. He was charmed with the freedom of
debate; he was charmed with the absence of all kind of
difficulty in expressing our opinions, and he went away full of
this impression ; and he wrote a pamphlet in burning words,
describing what he had seen in England, and by inference, of
course, saying something that was not palatable to those who
are the present directors of the Government in France. Well,
what was done? It was found out that it was an indictable
offence, and the advocate for the prosecution said in so many
words, ¢ You praised England, and in doing so you humiliated
France.” An humble individual like myself comes before his
constituents, and he finds a nation of twenty or thirty millions,
chiefly of Englishmen, on the other side of the Atlantic. He
finds that with some small exceptions, in two or three of the
transatlantic cities, which are more German and Irish than
American, he finds there in all the Free States law and order
and security of property, equal to that which is found in the
course of years in any other country in the world. And he
says that to his constituents. He is not indicted for it ; they
do not give him so many pounds’ fine, and so many months’
imprisonment; but some scores of writers for the press, men
who, or some of them, pretend to be in favour of liberty in
England, but men who, if they were dressed in the garb that
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most becomes them, would be dressed in plush—these men
assail me ; and, probably, if I were in France, and they were
in France, they would do their best to indict and prosecute
me.

One word more upon this. I have said over and over
again, that, perhaps, I am the very last man in England who
would propose any institution here because I found it else-
where. I am not insensible to some things that appear to me
to be errors in principle, some that are errors in practice, in
the constitution and the customs of the United States. But
I protest against our being shut up to take nothing from
America but cotton, and rice, and tobacco. And, in fact, we
do take a good many other things. I am told that my friend
Mr. Platt, a member of a very eminent firm, has a wonderful
machine from America with which to make bricks. We know
that the agriculture of this country has been greatly advan-
taged by the importation of reaping machines from America.
We know that those persons who are going about so appre-
hensive of an invasion, have particular reason to be delighted
with America, because they have received from that country
the invention of the revolver. At this moment, in the
Government small-arms establishment at Enfield, they have
patent machinery from America for making gun-stocks. They
can turn out a gun-stock, I am told, in twenty-two minutes,
fit for the barrel. What a dreadful thing to think of ! And.
I am sure that Mr. Miles, if his Protectionist principles have
not long ago deserted him, will be horrified to hear that they
have actually brought Americans over to show the English
how to work them. But there is much more behind.
The Times, the Morning Star, the Daily Telegrapk, and the
leading newspaper in this district, the Manchester Daily
Ezaminer, with, 1 believe, two or three of the widely-circu-
lated London weekly papers, are all printed on machines
which were either made in America, or, being made in this
country, were made on the American patent. And further
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than this, do you not remember that the West Enders, in-
cluding even ladies, have been subscribing ten guineas apiece
to invite a clever farmer from Ohio to show them how to tame
a horse? Anything but politics. You may delight yourself
with their charming poets—with Bryant, and Whittier, and
Longfellow ; you may interest and instruct yourself by their
great historians—Bancroft, and Prescott, and Motley; but
if you ask how free popular institutions are working among
your own countrymen on the American continent, you are
denounced as unpatriotic, and charged with treason to the
House of Lords. ,

I will read a passage that was particularly galling to those
gentlemen, from the report of my speech at Birmingham. It
is very short. I said :—¢ Generally, in all the sovereign and
- independent States of America, there is a franchise as wide as
that which I have proposed to-night. There is an exact and
equal limit of Members to the electors; and there is, through-
out many of the States, the protection of the ballot; yet in
America we find law, order, and property secure, and a popu-
lation in the enjoyment of physical comforts and abundance
such as are not known to the great body of the people of this
country, and which have never been known in any country in
any age of the world before” Now, Lord John Russell a
short time ago was at Liverpool, at a meeting of the Social
Science Association, and he made a speech, many parts of
which, I think, were admirable and instructive. He referred
to America in two particulars, and showed how, in the
States of New York and Louisiana, the laws had been
codified and simplified. He said that with a few days’ study
a man might make himself perfectly acquainted with the
laws with regard to land and landed property. He did
not see (and Lord John Russell is not afraid to look abroad
on a matter of this kind) why an old country—I do not
quote his exact words—should be compelled to continue a
system which was not necessary, and which it was found so

VOL. IL E
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advantageous to dispense with in a new country. But he
said this:—
«It is education which enables the United States of America to proceed in

their wonderful career, upheld by the most popular institutions, without
serious disturbance of law and order.’

I quote another nobleman—a most estimable man too—a man
who has done in his time great justice to the people and the
institutions of the United States—the Earl of Carlisle. Eight
years ago, when the state of America was fresh in his mind,
he delivered a lecture, from which I have taken two extracts.
Speaking of their elections, he says :—

¢ Elections may seem the universal business, the topic and passion of life ;
but these are, at least with but few exceptions, carried on without any
approach to tumult, rudeness, or disorder ; those which I happened to see
were the most sedate, unimpassioned processes I can imagine. In the Free
States, at least, the people at large bear an active, and I believe, on the
whole, a useful part in all the concerns of internal government and practical
daily life.’ ’
And then speaking of the condition of the people he said—
and you will know how far it corroborates, how far it exceeds
even, what I said :—

‘The feature which is the most obvious and, probably, the most inevitable,
is the nearly entire absence, certainly of the appearance, in a great degree of
the reality, of poverty. In no part of the world, I imagine, is there so much

general comfort amongst the great bulk of the people ; and a gushing abun-
dance struck me as the permanent character of the land.”

And then with his own generous sympathy, he went on to
say :—

‘It is not easy to describe how far this consideration goes to brighten the
face of nature, and give room for its undisturbed enjoyment.’
I cannot, of course, help the fact’ that Lord Carlisle for a
moment has fallen into rather a foolish panic since I under-
took to address my constituents at Birmingham. I can assure
him I do not wish to introduce American institutions here.
But I want to argue this point—that the people of England
are now in a condition wherein it would be just to them, and
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safe for all classes in the country, that they should be widely
entrusted with the possession of the elective franchise.

Now I want to ask you, before I sit down, whether we
can realise, or whether we can do anything towards realising,
such a project of reform as that of which I have given you
the very faintest sketch to-night? There is a danger awaiting
us. It is quite possible, I think it is not wholly improbable,
if the present Government should introduce a Bill very
ineffectual, wholly falling short of what we have a right to
expect, that there should be some combination of the most
unworthy portion of the Whig party with the present Go-
vernment, for the sake of carrying that Bill. It would be
a great misfortune to us if any such thing should happen.
But that misfortune would be but temporary. It would be
a fatal act on the part of the Whig party to take any such
course as that. They would bring about this great result,—
that the aristocracy who were wholly opposed to free Par-
liaments in this country, would sit on one side of the House,
and that we, who may be considered of the more Democratic
party, would take our seats on the other side of the House.
But I will undertake to say that if that division should once
take place in Parliament, every election would increase the
power of the Democratic section; and that the remembrance
of the treason to the people which would be effected by
conduct such as this would create an animosity towards the
ruling class, against which I believe they would be wholly
unable to contend.

I have come to the conclusion of the observations I in-
tended to offer you upon these questions. Of myself I must
add one or two words. My position in reference to this
question is just now, as you know, one of heavy respon-
sibility. I feel it to be so. I know it to be so. I have
been requested by those who believed they represented a
large amount of public opinion, to undertake the preparation
of a Bill to be submitted to the House of Commons during

E2
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the coming session. I have not sought the office. I did
everything I could to decline it, without being guilty of an
absolute desertion of what appeared to be my duty. I am
told —some that are not friends of mine and some that are
my friends tell me—that I hazard whatever little reputation
I have with the public in taking this course. If it be so,
I can only say that the creation or the sustaining of a repu-
tation has never been the great motive in my political life.
I have said before, and every day I am more sensible of it,
how ill qualified I am, in many respects, for the work which
I have undertaken, and I am more and more sensible of the
almost insurmountable obstacles which lie in the path before
me. But I know that the cause is a just cause. I kmow
that its success is necessary to the great future of this
country; and I am perfectly certain that, sooner or later, it
must prevail. From this platform I do not speak to you
only—I speak to all hy countrymen. If they wish for
Reform,—if they think me honest, informed, capable on this
question—if they have any confidence in those with whom .
I am associated,—then let them meet in their cities, their
towns, their villages,—in country parishes even, where free
speech is not forbidden,—let them meet and speak; let them
resolve, and let them petition. If they do this, I think I
can promise them that before long they will be in full pos-
session and in free exercise of those political rights, which
are not more necessary to their national interests than they
are consistent with the principles of their boasted Consti-
tution.

—DiP&iG—
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GLASGOW, DECEMBER 21, 1858.

[Mr. Bright visited Scotland, and spoke at Edinburgh and Glasgow in the
winter of 1858, on the subject of Parliamentary Reform. At the same time
he drew up a Bill, for the amendment of the representation, the main
features of which were—the borough franchise was conferred on all who
were rated to the relief of the poor, and on all lodgers who paid a rent of
ten pounds ; no more freemen were to be created ; and the county franchise
was reduced to 10l. rental. The Bill put the returning officer’s expenses on
the county or borough rate; prescribed that votes should be taken by
ballot ; disfranchised fifty-six English, twenty-one Scotch, and nine Irish
boroughs ; and took away one Member from thirty-four other boroughs.
The seats obtained by these disfranchisements were to be distributed accord-
ing to population among the larger towns, counties, and divisions of counties
in the United Kingdom. The Bill was not brought into Parliament, but
the provisions of it were well known, and discussed at the time.]

WaEN I look upon these great meetings, at several of which

I have been permitted recently to be present, I cannot help

asking myself, What is the question—what is the matter—

which appears to be stirring to their very innermost depths

the hearts of my countrymen? Is it some sudden frenzy,

some fanaticism which wise men must rather be sorry for

than rejoice over? Is it some phantom which you pursue

- and never overtake? Judging by the looks of expectation and
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hope—even of assurance of success—which light up the
countenances of so many before me, I must believe you have
at least some great and worthy object which has brought us
together. I believe no more worthy object can assemble the
citizens of any free nation ; for here we are met to discuss the
great question of Constitutional Reform, and to consider how
far it may be possible to confirm and give greater permanence
and security to whatsoever portion of liberty we have derived
from our forefathers. Let me remind you that when you
discuss questions connected with the House of Commons, you
are discussing that branch of the Legislature which is far the
most important to liberty —without which, in fact, liberty
cannot exist. You may have liberty with a monarchy, as you
have in this country, but you may have a monarchy without
liberty, as you see in many other countries of Europe. You
may have liberty, as we have here, even with a portion of the
legislative power in the hand of hereditary legislators; but
you might have hereditary legislators and no liberty whatever.
But that branch of the Legislature which we are about to
discuss is not only consistent with the existence of liberty,
but it is inseparable in this country from the existence of
liberty. ‘

One of the greatest men, one of the brightest names in the
muster-roll of English worthies —the illustrious founder of
the colony and province of Pennsylvania—gives this definition
of freedom. He says, < That is a free country where the laws
rule, and where the people are parties to the making of the
laws” And we are assembled to-night, I hope, in the full
understanding of the magnitude of the question before us,
and with the resolve in our hearts that we will, if we can, by
the extension and improvement of our representative system,
confirm and secure permanently, as far as lies in our power,
that which is the greatest guarantee of freedom which we in
this country possess. Now, in the discussion of this question,
we are in a very different position from that in which we
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found ourselves when I was here before. It is generally con-
ceded that the figures are all on our side. You recollect that,
twelve or fourteen years ago, there were orators almost innu-
merable going about the country—there were some scores of
them—who attacked us with figures without end on the policy
of Protection. I do not intend to dig up these from the
oblivion which the orators themselves now wish they should
be buried in, but I turn to them for the purpose of pointing
out that nobody gets up to tell us, and to prove from the
multiplication table, that the people are fairly represented in
the House of Commons.

But there is one charge brought against us that it is difficult
to escape from. I am told that I use the same figures and
facts in my various speeches. 'What should I be told if T used
different figures and facts each time I spoke? It is the same
case and the same grievance, and I speak to men of the
same order on each occasion, and who are to be appealed to
and roused by the same facts and statements, and therefore
I cannot be expected to say something wholly different to
that which I have said on other occasions. For instance, if
I tell you that the whole body of electors of the United
Kingdom amounts only to one-sixth portion of the whole
adult men of the United Kingdom, and if I tell you that.
one-sixth of these electors—that is, one thirty-sixth of the
adult men of the United Kingdom—return more than one-
half of the Members of the House of Commons, I shall find it
difficult to convey a clear idea of that fact, unless I make
that statement ; and although I may grieve our terrible critics,
who watch over everything which I say, yet I am bound to
explain this matter to my countrymen, wherever I meet them,
and whenever they are willing to hear. Putting that state-
ment into another form, we have at least six millions of grown
men in the United Kingdom, yet we have not more than one
million who have votes, and I find by the Parliamentary
returns that 200,000 electors of that million return more than
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half of the Members who sit in the House of Commons. The
fact is, that it is easy to show that the electoral body is so
grouped and managed, and the whole machine is so inge-
niously contrived, that almost the whole objects for which
such an assembly should exist are frustrated under the system
which prevails among us.

There is another illustration which has occurred to me. I
have imagined that all the men over twenty-one years of age
of the United Kingdom were assembled on Salisbury Plain,
or, not to go so far, in some wild and desolate part of your
own country, although I should hesitate to take you there
even in imagination, for fear we should be charged with
disturbing those sacred animals, the grouse and the deer.
But for the sake of this illustration, we will imagine ourselves
so assembled, and that the framers of our Parliamentary
arrangements address these six millions of men, and say to
five millions of them—comprising almost the whole body of
the working classes, and a large portion of the middle classes
—they say to them, ¢ We don’t want you, you may return to
your homes, and then we who are left will do your business
for you” Well, there would remain a million who would
compose the electoral body. Let us make another separation.
Take all the boroughs which compose the metropolis of the
kingdom, seven great boroughs, and their seven great consti-
tuencies; then add to them the constituencies of the seven
next largest boroughs—Liverpool, Glasgow, Manchester, Bir-
mingham, Leeds, Dublin, and Edinburgh. It would require
you to take 200,000 from this million to form the consti-
tuencies of London and the other great constituencies. And
when you have formed them, you would find they were
permitted to return thirty Members to the English Parlia-
ment. But in another part of the plain you find 200,000
men taken out of the group, and they are permitted to
return one hundred and twenty-six Members to the House
of Commons.
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We see at a glance that although Parliament must
do something when it is sitting, and must. pass, sometimes
bad and sometimes good measures, and the good ones with
difficulty, we cannot but be sensible that, not as a machine
for carrying out views on particular questions, but for sustain-
ing the character of the country in the Legislature, it would
be impossible to devise any plan more clumsy and more
untrustworthy with reference to the purpose for which it
‘exists. Those boroughs which I have mentioned, namely,
Manchester and the other seven great cities, have a popula-
tion of nearly 3,000,000, and yet they only return thirty
Members to the House of Commons. Of these 200,000
electors you have not heard the last. You do not know so
much of it in Scotland as we do in England. Those 200,000
we left together are in groups, and are scattered up and down
the country—many in Ireland—very many in England—with
constituencies as low as eighty-six in number, and others,
a considerable number, with two hundred and three hundred
electors. The bulk of these have only a small body of electors
compared with the large towns and constituencies. Now,
when you have a small number of men together they can
hardly keep themselves warm, and they cannot preserve their
independence ; and the nobles or landholders, and two or three
lawyers, or two or three anybodies, who choose to combine
and act with a fair amount of unity and subtlety, will control
the representation of these small boroughs—and the Members
who go up to the House of Commons from them are often,
and generally, not earnest men, not anxious to carry out any
great public principle, or any principle at all; for the House
of Commons is a convenient club, and a nice lounge, and
affords a pleasant means of filling up their time ; and the most
of them being men of no business, they still want something
respectable to be engaged in, that they may pretend not to be
absolutely idle. ;

Well, it follows from all this that the general result of
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what we call our Parliamentary representation is not found
efficient as the guard of our national interests. It does
not respond with any heartiness or any willingness to the
aspirations of the peaple for better government, but it is
found to be in sympathy—not with you, but—with the ruling
class, and is infinitely more careful to preserve monopolies and
privileges than- the general rights of the great body of the
nation.

But to-morrow morning, somebody who is proba.bl} now,
or will soon be sitting pen in hand, will say, with a show of
reason, that I am arguing entirely upon the question of the
magnitude of populations. That is not true; but still he may
assert, that, in a country like this, numbers simply should
not decide this great question, and he will say that property
ought to be taken into consideration as well as population.
Well, let us test the worth of that appeal. Take your two
foremost cities, and compare them with other cities which
enjoy an unfair share of the representation. Let us take
your two cities of Edinburgh and Glasgow. I have the
taxable property of these two cities. Take Schedule A of the
income and property tax, which means lands and buildings,
things which you can see, and take Schedule D, which means
profits on trades and the income of professions—then the
taxable property of these two cities is 7,800,000/., leaving out
odd sums. There are one hundred and one boroughs in Great
Britain and Ireland, whose taxable property is 7,434,000,
some 350,000/, less than the taxable property of Edinburgh
and Glasgow. But, then, which has most of the representa-
tion? The larger amount of that taxable property returns
altogether only four Members to the House of Commons,
and those other boroughs, with the smaller amount of taxable
property, no less than one hundred and twenty-six Members
to that House. Let me make this explanation on the Bill
which Lord John Russell, acting in Lord Aberdeen’s Govern-
ment, brought before Parliament in 1854, and which did not
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become law. He proposed to disfranchise all boroughs with
populations less than 5000, and where the number of electors
was less than three hundred. Now, I believe if the line is drawn
at 7000, it will leave this amazing disparity, that 7,800,000L.
of taxable property will be represented by four Members, and
that a smaller amount of taxable property will be still re-
presented by one hundred and twenty-six Members in the pre-
sent House of Commons. Take another illustration on that
point, namely, the annual sums paid by the people of Edinburgh
and Glasgow in taxes, including income-tax and property-tax
in the two Schedules referred to; including also house-duty,
assessed taxes, land-tax, and the whole of those direct taxes
paid by the population of Edinburgh and Glasgow,—the
amount is 556,000/., represented by four Members ; while the
sum which the one hundred and twenty-six Members repre-
sent in the annual direct taxes paid by their constituents is
568,000/., being 11,000/. more than is paid by the populations
of Edinburgh and Glasgow. In short, my investigations lead
me to this conclusion, that whether we take numbers, or
industry and wealth, or what we comprehend as political
independence —I do not care by what test you try it—you
come to the same startling, the same impressive result, that
these great populations and great interests are most inade-
quately represented in the House of Commons under our
present system of representation.

Well, having got thus far, we must have a change; and
the question is, what change? I have a great suspicion of
those men who profess great anxiety for something to be
done, but who constantly assail those who are attempting
to do something. You are aware that less than two months
ago I had the privilege of addressing on two occasions
very large meetings of the constituency of Birmingham.
You remember the howl of astonishment which arose. I do
not complain of the Tory papers, because they are labouring
in their always unsuccessful vocation; but of that which
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was set up by papers calling themselves Liberal, but which
are written by men who seem to be manacled by the triumph
of 1832, but who are not so far advanced now as at the
time of the Reform Bill. I say to any of you who read
leading articles, and who invariably believe them—and I
have not the slightest doubt that this kind of faith may be
prevalent among some here—it is impossible, I believe, for
anybody to compare the speech at Birmingham with that
at Manchester, or the two speeches with the speech in
Edinburgh, and to discover the slightest possible abandon-
ment of any one single sentiment that I uttered on the first
occasion. Do these men suppose that I have the effrontery
to stand before many thousands of my countrymen, after days
and weeks of notice that I am to appear before them, and
that I come, then, to speak merely the temper, the passion,
and the sentiments of the hour? They little know, if they
dream of this, the sense of responsibility under which, I think,
every man should speak who offers himself on any occasion
as the expounder of the opinions, or to be the guide of the
deliberations, of his countrymen.

Nearly thirty years ago the sentiments that I have uttered
upon this great question of Parliamentary Reform were pro-
claimed to thousands of our countrymen by Lord Durham.
My opinions with regard to the franchise are not novel.
I stated in Manchester that they were but the opinions
which Mr. Fox and Lord Grey proposed to the House of
Commons in 1797. I am no conjuror, I have no specific
for national happiness, I offer you nothing made up of
conundrums and tricks, but I bring before you what I be-
lieve to be a rational and substantial project for the arrange-
ment of our representation, which, I venture to say, has had,
-during the last sixty years, the sanction and approval of many
of the greatest minds and of the greatest patriots of our
country. Well, then, what is this change which is to swamp
everybody, and that men stand aghast at? Is it that the



1858. " REFORM. III. 61

elective franchise, which is now, both in England and Scot-
land, confined, in boroughs, to occupiers of a house valued
at 10/, should be lowered so as to take in, in reality, all the
persons who are householders and occupiers of premises which
are rated to the relief of the poor? Your system of rating
is much more modern in Scotland than ours in England, but
I learn that, with two or three inconsiderable exceptions; it is
now become uniform throughout the whole of your country.
The main reason that I propose this franchise is this. Unfor-
tunately in this country—I mean in Great Britain and Ireland
—there is a very large class, which constantly requires the
assistance of their fellow-men. There must needs be levied
throughout the kingdom, a rate that does not amount to less
—at least, in 1856, it amounted to more—than the enormous
sum of 7,000,000/., raised for the express purpose of giving
relief to the poor. Now, I think there is not one of your
artisans who, in his walk of life, works hard from morning till
night, six days in the week, who may have heavy demands at
home in his own family, who is called upon to perform all the
duties of citizenship, who is called upon also to contribute
from his own earnings to the support of some feeble, some
sick, it may be some dissolute and profligate man, who is not
able to support himself,—I think there is not one of these who
is thus called upon to be taxed on his weekly and annual
earnings for such purposes, that has not some claim to be
considered a citizen, and to be admitted to the rights of
citizenship.

I have been attacked, I.am told—for I have not had time
to read half of the attacks which I understand have been
made upon me—I have been attacked as having been guilty
of misrepresentation in stating the custom in England with
regard to the question of the franchise. I have said that in
England, in our parochial government, in Poor-law Unions,
and in our municipal governments, the system of rating forms
the basis of the elective franchise; and I could see no reason
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why it should not also form the basis of the franchise in the
election of Members of Parliament. I am told that with
regard to Poor-law Unions, and in some cases of parishes,
but not universally, there is a mode of voting by which men
give votes somewhat in proportion to their property in the
parish; where one man can give one vote, and another
four or six votes. This is not very pleasant, wherever it is
practised, to those having a smaller number of votes; but the
defence and the pretended justification of it is that this is
a question of expenditure in the immediate locality, in the
making of roads, in a variety of objects which are required
to be attended to by our various local governments, and
that it might possibly end in throwing a great inequality
of expenditure and taxation upon a particular number, or
on a few individuals in parishes or districts : but when you
come to the question of Parliamentary Reform, where not
only taxes are to be considered, but interests and personal
rights, and not taxes only and personal rights only, but all
questions affecting the great policy of the country both at
home and abroad, I say it would be to cast a most deadly
and ineradicable insult upon the working classes of this
country if anybody, for one single moment, urged that I should
propose to give six votes at the poll for a Member of
Parliament, while an operative at my side should be only
allowed to give one vote. Until you are prepared to do full
justice to the great portion of the unenfranchised classes, I
would advise you to allow matters to remain as they are.
I am sure that opinion is growing, intelligence is growing,
power is growing, combination is growing, and before long
it will be seen to be the interest of all those who value the
tranquillity of the country and the contentment of the people,
that political rights should be widely and honestly distributed
among all classes of our countrymen.

There is one other question of the suffrage which, 1 believe,
I have never yet touched upon in any preceding speech, that
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is, with regard to the possibility of conferring the franchise,
in some shape or other, upon those who are not householders,
and are not rated, but are what are called lodgers. In
England we have no such franchise; in Scotland you have.
A person may live in lodgings, for which he pays, when
unfurnished, the sum of 10/. per annum, which is the rental
required for houses to give a vote. In such a case that
lodger can claim to have his name put upon the register, and
I am told that in Edinburgh about thirty persons are enrolled
who are in that condition. If that be so, I suppose there
cannot be a difficulty in reducing the sum to some smaller
amount, which shall become in some degree accordant with
the principle of a general franchise, so based as to place
persons of this description on the electoral register.

We come now to the question of the county franchise, in
which we have in England a great advantage over you in Scot-
land. Here the limit is a 10/. property and a 50Z. occupation
franchise ; but in England we have freehold franchise as low
as 40s. a-year. I think he would be a most fastidious mortal
indeed who thought that the constitution of the British Empire
and the safety of anybody would, in the smallest degree, be
jeopardised by extending the 40s. franchise to Scotland.

One has to go with remarkable precision over the various
topics of this great question, for if, by any chance, I say any-
thing that is not fully explained, it is sure to be explained in
a manner favourable to some inconsistency, and if any point is
omitted it is generally insinuated that I have seen reason to
change my opinions. In Edinburgh, my voice was very bad
and the room was densely crowded, and I was anxious not to
make a long speech, and I said nothing on the question of
the Ballot. It was instantly supposed that I did not hold the
same opinions in Edinburgh that I did in Manchester and
Birmingham. We will not altogether leave out the Ballot to-
night. If the franchise in your boroughs be reduced so much
as to double the whole number of your electors, and if it be
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reduced so much in your counties as to increase by, probably,
more than one-half all the number of electors in those counties,
I think, if there be any call now for the adoption of the
Ballot, that call will be more strong and imperative after such
a change in the franchise has been made. I am quite certain
that in the district I came from, the county of Lancaster, there
is but one opinion on this point amongst the great body of
those persons who are hoping, by any Reform Bill, to be
admitted within the pale of the Constitution of this country.
I think that they would to a very large extent implore the
House of Commons not to confer upon them the right of the
franchise, unless they conferred upon them also the power
which, I believe, the Ballot alone would give them, of exercising
that franchise in accordance with their own convictions.

I cannot comprehend why any man should oppose the
Ballot. I can understand its importance being exaggerated,
but I cannot understand the man who thinks it would be
likely to inflict injury upon the country. Every good in-
fluence, every legitimate influence, would still exist. The rich
man would still be rich and would still be powerful; in the
nature of things it must be so. The educated man, the
intellectual man, the benevolent man, the man of religious
and saintly life, would continue to exercise a most beneficent
influence, which the Ballot, I believe, would not in the
slightest degree impair; but the influence of the landlord, of
the creditor, of the customer—the influence of the strong and
unscrupulous mind over the feeble and the fearful — that
influence would be as effectually excluded as I believe it could
be by any human contrivance whatsoever.

But there is another aspect of the question of the Ballot,
which I think is more important than its political one, that is,
its moral aspect. How would canvassing be conducted under
the Ballot? I do not kmow how you conduct the canvassing of
electors in this great city; I suppose it is not accurately con-
ducted at all ; but I will tell you how it is managed in small
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and moderate boroughs in England. The candidate goes to see
as many electors as possible. In calling on any particular
elector, the canvassers endeavour to find out his employer, his
landlord, some one who has lent him money, or done a kindness
to some of his friends, or who has some influence over him, and
half a dozen meet together, and though there may be nothing
said, the elector knows very well there is somebody in that
small number who has done him a benefit for which he
expects a return, somebody who has power over him and who
expects to be obeyed, and while the object is professedly
that of a canvass, it is little better than a demonstration of
force and tyranny. Every man who, for want of the Ballot,
votes contrary to his convictions, is a demoralized and de-
graded man. If not so before, he would feel it necessary, for
the sustaining of his character, that he should turn round and
belie the principles that he has up to that moment held and
declared—and assert that he holds contrary principles now,
and therefore did not vote against the convictions of his
conscience. There is no portion—1I can assure this meeting
there is not one of the propositions for Reform that have
_ been submitted to the public—there is no other portion
that is received with such unanimity, such enthusiasm of
resolution, -throughout all the meetings in England, as the
proposition that the Ballot shall form a portion of the coming
Reform.

We come now to that question which, after all, is more
difficult than any to which I have referred, and much
more difficult of obtaining or carrying through Parliament—
viz. the determination as to the mode in which Members
shall in future be allotted to electors and constituencies. I
presume that any Reform Bill will draw some line, and below
that line will disfranchise a number of boroughs, assuming
their population to be too small, and the number of electors
too limited, and the interests too circumscribed, to justify
them in returning a Member to Parliament, and the more

VOL. II F



66 SPEECHES OF JOHN BRIGHT. DEo. 21,

of these boroughs that are thus cut off, the larger number
of members or seats will Parliament have to distribute
among other constituencies. Now, what shall be done
with such a borough as Glasgow? Are you content to go
on with your brethren in Edinburgh, with a population
approaching to half a million—will you go on contentedly
returning only four Members to the House of Commons to
represent your vast and annually increasing interests and popu-
lation, whilst a population no greater than yours shall re-
turn, as the case may be, fifty, eighty, or a hundred Members
elsewhere ?  You are not the lovers of freedom I take you to
be—you do not understand the question as well as I am
satisfied you do—you have not resolved to brace yourselves
up for this great contest, as I hope this night you will—if
you are content to go on in the same condition of things
under which you have been for some time past. I am not
about to state what I think is the limit that ought to
be taken. Lord John Russell would not continue repre-
sentation to boroughs with a population under 5,000.
Others have proposed that in the case of boroughs with
a population under 10,000 they should be merged in the
counties, and the electors in boroughs become electors in
counties,—which would be a vast improvement to the
county representation. I will leave this point, for I believe
that with regard to my Bill it is not a settled question,
and I do not know the intentions of the Government or
of anybody else who may take a prominent part in in-
troducing any measure to the House of Commons and the
country.

Now, bear in mind, it is possible to make great changes in
the representation without the smallest improvement. At
a dinner you may go from one bad dish to another; you
may go from one unpleasant street to another, from one
unprofitable business to another; you may make a very
important change in respect to the franchise without any
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sensible relief; and it is precisely thus we must warn
each other about these points of Reform, because it is
quite possible that the Government, hampered by their
own prejudices and dispositions, hampered by their fol-
lowers, and conscious that there are some of their opponents
who do not want much Reform; it is quite possible that
Government may attempt a measure which, while seeming
to reform, will leave the state of the representation quite as
unsatisfactory as at present. Thus, I maintain, there can be
no Reform except on such, or on something like the basis
which I have endeavoured to lay down; and I state this the
more particularly because I am anxious that all my country-
men who have not investigated the question shall, when any
measure is really before them, be in a condition to form an
intelligent opinion of it. At present the great body of the
working classes of the country are excluded, and I have
shown you, from the mode in which electors are crippled and
managed, that the great body of the middle classes, if not
excluded, are so arranged that they may be said to be
almost altogether defrauded. I want to know why the
working classes and the middle classes—and I wish we
had no such terms, or that we had some better terms,
but I mean by them all those persons who compose the
vast population of the country below the great privileged
and titled classes of society—I want to know why they
should not all unite fairly in behalf of the great measure of
political Reform to which we are looking forward? Depend
upon it a real measure of Reform is as much wanted for the
security and for the welfare of the middle classes of society as
it is for the operative classes.

There is a great attempt constantly made to frighten
the middle classes. They are told that working-men will not
be inclined to listen to the advice of those above them in
condition, circumstances, and education. Some of you recol-
lect forty years ago, when such a thing as a public political
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meeting could not be held in Scotland. The ruling classes
then held that political meetings were dangerous, that they
were absolutely treasonable, that public tranquillity and the
security of Government were impossible if Englishmen and
Scotchmen were permitted to meet and discuss public affairs.
But Reform was carried, and after many years’ experience of
it, we find that public tranquillity is more firmly established
now than at any former period of the history of this
" country. Twenty-seven years ago the Reform Bill passed.
What said the great peers then, some of whom appear to
have been recently startled from their somnolent security ?
What did they say ? They said the King’s Government could
not be carried on, and that from the time when that mode-
rate but great measure of Reform was passed there would be
an end of the greatness and glory of this powerful nation.
But- what has been the result? Every one of these predic-
tions has been utterly falsified. Twelve or fourteen years ago,
when I was here last, what did they tell us of that simple
measure of the repeal of the Corn-laws? One great Peer
told us that he should leave the country; and one of the
labourers who was at the meeting asked, would his lordship
take his land along with him? And we are told that not
agriculture alone, but manufactures, and all the commerce of
the country would be crippled if not destroyed, and that your
splendid river, bearing the leviathans of noble architecture
constructed on its banks, would return to its former state of
a small and pleasant stream,—and, I suppose, that men could
catch trout and salmon from the bridge that crossed it.
This kind of argument is what Jeremy Bentham has happily
described as the hobgoblin argument, a great trick now-a-
days to frighten people, lest they should do themselves some
good.

Yet to the middle classes—to you, who twenty-seven years
ago were pronounced utterly unworthy of the franchise,
to you they now say, ‘You are the bulwark of our
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constitution” You can live in a 10/. house, but if you
go below to ¢/., if you go to 87, if you go to 4/, the
case is considered bad, but it becomes more desperate at
6/. and 5/, and the rating franchise is positively revo-
lutionary. I confess I do not believe this. The number
of electors under this rating franchise has been very
much exaggerated by those who have not examined it. It
was stated at a meeting in Edinburgh the other night, by
a gentleman whose authority will not be disputed, that the
franchise that I propose would raise the number of electors
in Edinburgh from 8,000 to nearly 17,000. I presume
that in your city you have a greater population than Edin-
burgh has; but whatever it be, I am satisfied that if we
are to take any step, if we are ever to change our repre- -
sentation, I say to every man of the middle classes, to every
man who wishes for the stability of institutions,—I say,
let us treat the great body of the population with a mag-
nanimous generosity ; that our fellow-countrymen of twenty
years hence may make an unanimous acknowledgment that
generosity in the year 1859 was the path of true states-
manship and of wisdom.

But I observe in some newspaper, I am not sure whether it
was one in your city,—it is said that I have failed to show to
the working classes how giving them a vote could be of the
smallest advantage to them. I believe that it would be of
one advantage to them in the way of raising their self-respect.
I have seen thousands of men who have no votes, at the nomi-
nation of candidates, attending polling-booths, with looks of
great anxiety, and often with looks of great dejection. I
believe that if the major part of those men were enfranchised,
the effect upon their minds and morals and general condition
would be obvious and signal. The great secret of raising any
man who has been brought up to what may be called the
inferior occupations of life, is to find out something to
increase his self-respect. If a man becomes possessed with
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that feeling—if a man sees any way among his fellow-
workmen, and in your numerous societies, -benevolent or
otherwise, by which he can make himself of use—you will
at once see the change in the character of the man, and
‘that what was before either stupid or low in his nature
seems to be removed or diminished, and you will find that
the man has become wiser, and nobler, and happier. I believe
that when you admit the general body of our artisans upon
the roll of electors, when they can not only attend nomina-
tions and hold up their hands and cheer for the -successful
or the popular candidate, but can also go one by one to the
polling-booth, and register their votes for the man who shall
represent the great interests of Glasgow ; my honest, con-
scientious opinion is, that you will do as much to raise their
self-respect, to give them at least the rudiments and elements
of the higher class of citizenship, as you can do by all the
other means that you now have in operation with a view of
improving the condition of the working classes.

But there are other results that will come to this country
in case you ever obtain a fair representation of the people.
I have been in Scotland a good deal for the last three
or four years, and often before then. I have found, in
travelling over your country, that your land is not the land of
the people of Scotland, but that it is in a position—in a
manner exclusive—which is not found to be the case with
regard to any other property. It is found in the possession
—in comparison to the whole body of the people—of a small
handful of proprietors. Let no man say that I am about to
assail any landed proprietors in Scotland. I have received
many courtesies from them, and not a few courtesies from the
most eminent and distinguished among them ; I speak only of
the system which arises from a Legislature that is diametri-
cally opposed to all the great principles of political economy,
which we and you struggled for so many years to place on our
statute books in the shape of a wiser legislation in matters of
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trade. Land is the basis of your industry. Is there any
reason why land should not be as free as machinery, or ships,
or household furniture, or cattle, or the goods and manu-
factures in your warehouses ! If freedom be the law of right
and of wisdom with respéct to all these kinds of property,
how should the reverse of freedom be any other than the law
of mischief and injury when applied to land? You may
travel—I was going to say, ‘from the rising of the sun to
the going down thereof’—on some single estate in Scotland,
north or south, east or west—wherever you go you ask whose
land you are on, and you are told that it belongs to some
marquis or some duke. They are happy mortals, it will
be said, who possess this great territory; and so, pro-

bably, they would be, if it were possible for any man, how-
~ever well disposed, to adequately answer the responsibilities
which such possessions lay upon him. You find on these vast
estates very few tenants, and generally very few of an agri-
cultural population at all. There is little social freedom, there
is little industrial freedom, and there is still less political free-
dom in districts such as those which I am describing. I do not
know very well how men can breathe freely when they find
themselves continually on a soil not one morsel of which
they can call their own, or can ever hope to call their own,
until they take their last long sleep in that portion of it
which shall finally be allotted to them.

I am no advocate for a law to force the division of land.
I do not want any landlord to be compelled to have a greater
or smaller number of tenants; but I say that the system of
legislation in regard to primogeniture, and on entails and
settlements, which is intended to keep vast estates in one
hand through successive generations, to prevent that econo-
mical disposition and change of property which is found
so advantageous in every other kind of property—I say
this state of things is full of the most pernicious conse-
quences, not only to the agricultural classes, but to all
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other classes of our countrymen, since all are affected by it.
I recollect one evening seeing a farmer ride away from
an hotel in the Highlands, and I asked his name. I was
told that he was a farmer in some neighbouring glen,
where he had a prodigious farm; and my informant said
that there were once fourteen good farms on what is now
one farm, and that each of the fourteen families always
managed to send at least one of its sons to obtain a first-
class University education. Now, I do not want any law
to strip that one farmer of his farm; but the law which
interferes with the free course of transactions in land,
which multiplies and keeps up these vast estates, which
gives to one man power over a whole territory, whereby
he has at his disposal tenant and labourer alike, is not
such a law as is consistent with that freedom to which
the people of England and Scotland are entitled. Your
agricultural labouring population have no chance of rising
in the world. They can come to Glasgow, as scores of
thousands of men have come from the Highlands and from
Ireland, or, forced by the unfavourable -circumstances in
which they find themselves, they may become exiles from
their native country, and form colonies in the far Pacific, or
beyond the wide Atlantic. ~ But I think we are bound as free
men—and we townsmen are especially bound, for we only
have the power to take the initiative in this great question—
we are bound, so far as we are able, by our representatives in
Parliament (and I have no doubt it will be one of the conse-
quences of a real Reform Bill), to apply those great principles
of political economy, which are the gospel and the charter of
industry, as fully to property in land as we have already
applied them to property engaged in trade.

There is another point to which I must call your attention
in answer to the question, ¢ What is the good which the
working classes, or any other class, can hope for from a wide
extension of the franchise ?” Now there is one great question
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over which the public has no great hold, and that is the ques-
tion of the public expenditure. The present Chancellor of the
Exchequer, Mr. Disraeli, an eminent member of the House of
Commons, a leading member of the Government, and a man
of genius, whose present position, I must say, is a procla-
mation to the world of the incompetency of the Conser-
vative aristocracy and country gentlemen of the United
Kingdom ; and, what is still more to be remarked, is an evi-
dence of the humility which adorns their character in thus
admitting it,—Mr. Disraeli said, on more than one recent
occasion, that expenditure depended on policy—by which he
meant that our public expenditure depended on our foreign
policy. Now, our past foreign policy has been of a very
questionable character. It has entailed upon us the permanent
payment, from which there is no honourable escape, of a sum
of 28,000,000/. per annum; and our present foreign policy,
and matters connected with it, involve us in the present pay-
ment of 22,000,000/. per annum for our great military and
naval preparations and expenses. I am not about for a
moment to discuss the question, whether our foreign policy
has been, or is now, good, bad, or indifferent, because that
does not very much affect the question to which I wish to call
your attention. In our home affairs we have a very open
system of government. If the Home Office is about to do
anything, somebody hears of it, and somebody approves of it,
or somebody objects to it. In all matters connected with our
personal freedom, with the administration of justice, in all
things which may be called internal, we have the freest
opportunity of obtaining information, expressing our opinion,
and enforcing our views on the Government.

But when you come to our foreign policy, you are no longer
Englishmen ; you are no longer free; you are recommended
not to inquire. If you do, you are told you cannot understand
it; you are snubbed, you are hustled aside. We are told that
the matter is too deep for common understandings like ours—



74 SPEECHES OF JOHN BRIGHT. DEC. 21,

that there is great mystery about it. We have what is called
diplomacy. We have a great many lords engaged in what
they call diplomacy. We have a lord in Paris, we have
another in Madrid, another in Berlin, another (at least we
had till very lately) in Vienna, and another lord in Constan-
tinople; and we bave another at Washington ; in fact, almost
all over the world ; particularly where the society is most
pleasant, and the climate most agreeable, there is almost
certain to be an English nobleman to represent the English
Foreign Office, but you never know what he is doing.
You have .three or four columns every other day in most
of the leading London papers—not a little of which is
copied into the provincial journals—all about our foreign
affairs, and yet, notwithstanding this, you are not a bit better
acquainted with the matter when you read it, if you do read -
it at all, than you were before. Yet you have the great fact,
that you have paid 28,000,000/. a-year for more than forty
years, and, since the year 1815, more than 1,000,000,000..
out of the industry of the population. And out of all this
comes the supposed necessity of armaments twice as large as
were necessary twenty-five years ago; and yet you have no
control over, and know nothing of the matter. There is not
a population equal to this in Russia, Austria, or France, that
knows less of the foreign affairs of any of those countries than
this meeting probably knows of the foreign affairs of England.

Lately, our Minister for Foreign Affairs was candid enough
to tell you that Government drifted into war, and you know
what is meant when a ship drifts. And other Foreign
Ministers have drifted us into a great many wars; and I
expect, if some change be not made with regard to this ques-
tion, that they will either find it convenient, or that they
cannot avoid it, from some cause or other, to allow us to drift
into a war at some future period. I will not talk of what war
is—we have had a specimen of it. Be it necessary or be it
unnecessary—be the quarrel just or be it unjust—Dbe it for the
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rights of the nation or to gratify the stupidity of a monarch
or the intrigues of a minister—war, nevertheless, is one of the
greatest calamities that can afflict any kingdom or the human
race; and you, the people, are ignorant of the steps by which
you are drawn into war. A Scotch Duke—and, by the way,
rather a sprightly Duke he is too—lately took me to task
for something that I had said. T had called in question the
wisdom of the policy which compels this vast expenditure
abroad, while the people of Ireland were working at one
shilling a day for wages, and the people of your own High-
lands were living upon three meals of oatmeal a day! What
was the triumphant refutation of my argument? This only,
that oatmeal was a most wholesome article of diet. If I had
said that the Duke’s dogs, at Inverary Castle, had been fed
upon oatmeal three times a day, the answer would have been
perfectly satisfactory.

But I am told further by these authorities, though the
country does occasionally become involved in war, that the
people desire it, that they are as fond of it as their rulers.
Well, if the Peers did sorrow for the late war, they never told
their grief. Are the people, are the nation, to have the blame of
those calamities thrown upon them when they do occur? Who
form your Cabinet? Not the merchants of Glasgow—not
the shopkeepers nor the artisans—no, but the members of the
peerage of the United Kingdom. Half of your Cabinets are
formed from the House of Lords, and the other half from the
House of Commons are so directly connected with the peerage
that they may be regarded as belonging to that class. Do
not let the conduct of public affairs remain with a few
leading families, who enjoy all the emoluments and all the
power; and when such an one as myself steps forward to
point out the blunders they commit, and the crimes they are
guilty of, if I tell them of the sufferings which my country-
men have endured, sufferings, the full measure of which never
will be known or revealed to us, and which will be known
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only in eternity, do not let us have it said that the people are
in favour of wars, when they have in reality so little to do
with them.

It is a curious thing to observe the evils which nations live
under, and the submissive spirit with which they yield to
them. I have often compared, in my own mind, the people
of England with the people of ancient Egypt, and the Foreign
Office of this country with the temples of the Egyptians. We
are told by those who pass up and down the Nile, that on its
banks are grand temples with stately statues and massive and
lofty columns, statues each one of which would have appeared
almost to have exhausted a quarry in its production. You
have, further, vast chambers, and gloomy passages; and some
innermost recess, some holy of holies, in which, when you
arrive at it, you find some loathsome reptile which a nation
reverenced and revered, and bowed itself down to worship.
In our Foreign Office we have no massive columns; we have
no statues; but we have a mystery as profound; and in the
innermost recesses of it we find some miserable intrigue, in
defence of which your fleets are traversing every ocean, your
armies are perishing in every clime, and the precious blood of
our country’s children is squandered as though it had no price.
I hope that an improved representation will change all this;
that the great portion of our expenditure which is incurred in
carrying out the secret and irresponsible doings of our Foreign
Office will be placed directly under the free control of a Par-
liament elected by the great body of the people of the United
Kingdom. And then, and not till then, will your industry
be secured from that gigantic taxation to which it has been
subjected during the last hundred and fifty years.

There is much in this country, notwithstanding, of
which we may be proud. We can write freely, we can
meet as we are met now, and we can speak freely of our
political wishes and our grievances. The ruling classes,
with a wise sagacity, have yielded these points without
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further struggle ; but we are so delighted with our personal
freedom, we are so pleased that we can move about without
passports, and speak, write, and act as freely as a free man
requires to do, we are so delighted with all this, that we
are unconscious of the fact that our rulers extract from
our industry a far larger amount than any other Govern-
ment does, or ever did, from an equal number of people.
Dr. Livingstone, the African traveller, if I am not mistaken,
is a native of this neighbourhood, and you no doubt identify
his reputation in some degree with your own. He gives,
in his interesting and charming book, many anecdotes of
the various creatures which he saw and heard of during his
travels. He describes in one place, I remember, a bird, which
he calls a dull, stupid bird, a kind of pelican, which occupies
itself with its own affairs on the river side. This pelican
catches fish, and when it has secured them it puts them into
a pouch or purse under its bill, instead of the ordinary
accommodation which anglers have in Scotland for their prizes.
Dr. Livingstone tells of another bird which is neither dull
nor stupid, which he calls the fish-hawk. This hawk hovers
over the pelican, and waiting patiently until the latter has
secured the fish, he comes down upon him with a swoop
and takes the fish from the purse, leaving the pelican de-
lighted that the hawk has not taken him hodily away,
and setting to work at once to catch another fish.

I ask of you whether you can apply this anecdote to your
own case ? You are told that your Government is a Govern-
ment which allows you to meet, and that it lets every man
say anything short of absolute treason, at least in times of
tranquillity ; it permits your leading-article writers to denounce,
at will, every member of the Government ; and like the pelican,
you are so delighted that you are not absolutely eaten up by it,
that you allow it to extract from your pockets an incalculable
amount of your industry, and you go to work just as the peli-
can does, until this great Government fish-hawk comes down
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again upon you. What I want is, that all the people should
examine the question thoroughly for themselves. Rely upon
it, your present and future welfare as a nation are bound up
with it. -Many persons suppose that because some people pay
but little in the shape of taxation, that it matters nothing to
them what taxes the Government imposes upon the nation.
Every man who drinks tea, or consumes any exciseable
articles, pays taxes; but apart from this view of the question,
I would have you to understand that everything which the
Government expends, supposing it was all to come from the
employers’ pocket, would be a diminution of that great fund
of capital out of which wages were paid. Every man, there-
fore, whether he pays taxes or not—more s0, of course, if he
does—every man, if he is not mainly living upon the taxes,
has a most direct interest in establishing that representation
of the people that will give the nation a firm control over the
expenditure of its money.

I have devoted many years of my life, I have spent much
labour in advocating a greater freedom of the soil. I believe
that it would work better and prove more profitable to the
landed proprietors themselves. I think that free land, greater
economy in the public expenditure, with the growing intel-
ligence which we see all around us, and the improvement
which is taking place in the most temperate habits of the
people, all these things together fill me with the hope that
whatever we have in the annals of the past of which we
can boast, there is still a brighter future in store for this
country. I come amongst you not to stir up animosity be-
tween class and class; that is the charge brought against
me by men who wish that one class may permanently rule
over every other class. I come amongst you that we may
deliberate on those great questions on which our success and
our prosperity depend. You know, at least if you do not
know it I will tell you, that I am no frequenter of Courts.
I have never sought for office or the emoluments of place.
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I have no craving for popularity. I think I have little of that
which may be called the lust for fame. I am a citizen of
a free country. I love my country, I love its freedom ; but
I believe that freedom can only be extended and retained
by a fair and honest representation of the people; and it is
because I believe this, that I am here to-night to ask you,
through the power of your intelligence and your numbers, to
step into the position which now opens up before you.
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REFORM.
IV.

LORD DERBY’S BILL.

HOUSE OF COMMONS, MARCH 24, 1859.

From Hansard.

[The Bill proposed by Lord Derby’s Government in 1859 introduced certain
¢ fancy franchises’ in boroughs, giving a vote to persons having 10l, per annum
in the Public Funds, Bank Stock, .or India Stock, or 6cl. in a Savings Bank ;
and to recipients of pensions in the Naval, Military, and Civil Services,
amounting to 20l. a-year. Dwellers in a portion of a house whose aggregate
rent was 20l. a-year could have a vote. The suffrage was also to be given to
graduates of the Universities, ministers of religion, members of the legal and
medical professions, and to certain schoolmasters. The Government recom-
mended an identity of franchise in counties and boroughs, and therefore
proposed to reduce the occupation franchise in counties to 10l. The Bill
proposed the use of voting-papers, and the disfranchisement of such free-
holders in towns as voted for counties. The Government Bill was defeated
on April 1 by a majority of 39 ( 191 votes for the second reading, 330 against),
and a dissolution followed.]

IN the observations which I am anxious to address to the
House I shall endeavour to keep myself strictly to the ques-
tion before it. I shall not attempt any answer to some,
perhaps well-intended, but rather feeble, assaults which have
been made upon me during this debate, and I shall not
attempt any explanation in answer to what was said by the
hon. and learned Gentleman the Solicitor-General the other
night when he spoke of an alliance between the noble Lord
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(7. Russell) and myself. That which is purely imaginary is
not easy to explain. The House I believe will give me credit
when I say that if I am found acting with the noble Lord it
is because I think the course he is taking is advantageous to
the country, and I hope if I have hereafter occasion to differ
from him they will give me credit also, and will presume that
I differ from him only because my convictions lead me to
do so.

There are two questions before us—the Bill of the
Government and the resolution of the noble Lord, and in
addition to these the great question of Parliamentary Reform,
which has been more or less discussed by every Member who
has addressed the House. With regard to the Bill there is a
singular unanimity of feeling. With the exception of Gentle-
men on the Treasury bench, who may be considered in the
light of professional witnesses, I believe there is no single
Member who has spoken who has not expressed strong re-
pugnance to some main point or principle of the measure. A
remarkable speech has been delivered by a right hon. Gentle-
man on this side of the House. He denounced the Bill as
much as if he had been the greatest opponent of hon. Gentle-
men opposite, but he was vehemently cheered by the other
side of the House throughout almost the whole of that speech.
Seeing that he turned the measure inside out, it was rather
remarkable that his speech should be so relished by hon.
Gentlemen opposite, and considering some of the observations
which he made, the right hon. Gentleman certainly suggested
a course the most extraordinary. He denounced the Bill as
treason, not to the Crown, but to the people, and he proposed
to inflict upon it something like the barbarous punishment
with which our law, I believe, still visits those who are guilty
of this great crime ; and yet, after calling on the House to go
with him in taking out the heart of the measure, and, for
aught I know, in disembowelling it, he comforted himself
with the belief that the Government would accept and assist
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in carrying the Bill. He appeared to forget that the Govern-
ment had parted with two eminent Colleagues on the very
points of difference which he was discussing. He seemed to
forget that if the Chancellor of the Exchequer adopted this
proposal he would lay himself open to the unfortunate sus-
picion that a suggestion, to which he would not consent at the
instance of two of his-late distinguished Colleagues, he would
accept rather than have a vote of this House against the
Government with the consequences which are likely to follow.
I certainly was astonished that a man so acute as the right
hon. Gentleman, after having spoken in such glowing lan-
guage, and with an eloquence rarely heard in this House,
of the priceless honour of our public men, should suggest
such a course to the Government.

I shall not follow the right hon. Gentleman who has
just spoken on the details of the Bill to the extent to which
he has entered upon them. I shall confine myself to the two
principles which, after all, are at this stage of the Bill only
before us, being brought specifically under discussion by the
resolution proposed as an amendment by the noble Lord. I
should like to ask the House—because I think there is some
disposition to evade this question—what is it that people
understand by a measure of Parliamentary Reform? I mean
people out of doors, of whom hon. Gentlemen are likely to
hear a good deal before this matter is settled. They under-
stand it should mean two things—first, an extension of the
franchise to considerable classes, not now enfranchised; and,
at the same time, that it should give to the country larger
and freer and more independent constituencies. Now, I want
to ask how this Bill meets such a demand, because if it does
not it is no Reform Bill, the Government had no right to
propose it in answer to that demand, and the House of
Commons will fail in its duty if it gives any countenance to
such a measure, or passes it into a law. ’

In the counties at this moment, confining myself to
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England and Wales, to which alone this Bill refers, there are,
in round numbers, 500,000 electors, 400,000 of whom are
freeholders and 100,000 occupying tenants above the value of
50l. Now, is there any doubt upon this point—that if any
gentleman were asked to put his finger upon that description
of elector in the counties which is most independent, he would
say the freeholder; if upon the least independent, he would
say of necessity the 50/. occupier? Without saying anything
against tenant-farmers or the owners of farms themselves,
I think this is a description which the House will admit to
be fair. Well, the Bill proposes first of all to get rid from
the counties of one-fourth, 100,000, of the most independent
class, the freeholders. I am not now speaking of disfran-
chising them, but of getting rid of them from the counties,
and mixing them up with another class of electors. Everybody
will see at a glance that if 100,000 of the most independent
class of electors are taken from the counties, the less inde-
pendent class must necessarily be made more powerful.

The Bill makes, to my mind, another proposal of a most
insidious character. The boundaries of boroughs are to be
altered in a very remarkable fashion. The framers of the Bill
seem to imagine that it is necessary for some object of theirs
to include within the boundaries of boroughs every individual
whom by any pretence they can lay hold of and separate
from the county, if they suspect him to be infected with the
prevalent opinions of the towns. By this means, of course,
they would after the passing of their Bill diminish still more
whatever there may be of the independent element in the
county constituencies. But now observe the cunning—will
right hon. Gentlemen forgive me the expression >—perhaps it
was a mistake, like the disfranchisement of 50,000 men—
observe the mistake, then, involved in the plan which is to be
referred to our intelligent and impartial friend Mr. Darby.
I understood that Mr. Darby, the head of the Enclosure
Commission, is to appoint a Commission for this object.



1859. REFORM. IV. 85

The question, then, will be referred to him or to somebody.
I will admit, if you like, that the Commission is as good as
I or anybody in this House could wish. This Commission
is not to examine the case of all boroughs. It is merely
intended, as I understand it, to shut up within the borough
boundaries all the suburbs of our cities and towns, and all
immediately contiguous villages. But the Commissioners
have no charge to go to another description of borough, and
shut up the country parishes within the boundaries of
counties. Now, surely, if it was a fair thing to go to any
large town and say, ¢ All these streets and villages shall be
comprised within the borough; none of these 10/. occupiers
shall vote for the county,” it would be a fair thing to go to
agricultural boroughs and to say, My good fellows, farmers,
and so forth, in all these country parishes we are about to
make a clear distinction—perpetual enmity between town
and county; everybody near a town is to be shut into that
town; you must be shut out of the borough, and into the
county.’

I will tell the House what will be the result of the proposal
in one or two cases. There are at this moment, within the limits
of boroughs, farms the rental of which exceeds 2,500,0001.,
and yet these are called boroughs. We will take the borough
represented by the First Lord of the Admiralty. He will
speak in this debate, and can correct me if I am wrong. In
Droitwich there is an assessment to the income-tax under
Schedule A of land and buildings to the amount of 56,0004
a-year, of which 39,600/ is an assessment of land and farms.
There are four town parishes and twelve rural parishes. The
town parishes contain one hundred and sixty electors, the
rural two hundred and thirty-two electors. In point of fact,
therefore, the right hon. Gentleman does not represent a town
at all. No, the large majority of his supporters and con-
stituents are farmers and persons as much connected with
rural affairs as if they were in the centre of the county and



86 SPEECHES OF JOHN BRIGHT. MARCH 24,

miles away from any towns or villages. I say, if this line is
to be drawn, it must be drawn in all cases. Take the case of
the borough of Petersfield, which is also represented by an
hon. Baronet on the Treasury bench. In that town the case
is still more glaring. There is 31,000/. assessed in land and
buildings in the borough, but of that, 24,000/., or more than
four-fifths, is in respect of land and buildings in agricultural
‘parishes. I am not now complaining of those parishes being
added to the town ; but the Government has no right to propose,
and Parliament will never pass, a Bill the only object of which
will be to shut as many as possible in the borough in the one
case, but not to interfere in the other, and thus to diminish
that great variety of suffrages and of interests which it is
desirable that every Member in this House shall represent.

The noble Lord the Secretary of State for India said with
regard to the great measure of disfranchisement, that it was
a mistake, and that he was sorry the clause was not originally
introduced into the Bill which was afterwards laid on the table
of the House by his hon. Friend. Again, the Secretary of
State for the Colonies, when he was charged with the faulty
character of the clause extending the 10/. franchise to counties,
made rather a staggering admission that this was also in the
nature of a mistake, and if it was wrong, that we could
likewise go into the question in Committee. But I find
everything that has been done has one direction, and one only.
I cannot understand the Chancellor of the Exchequer, when
speaking of the painful anxiety with which this Bill has
been brought forward, he has not, in all that anxiety and
deliberation, discovered that he was going to disfranchise
50,000 of the best electors of the kingdom.

Now, what is the main object of this measure? It is
evidently to make the representation of the counties, if
possible, more exclusively territorial than it is at present.
I ask the House to consider whether that is a desirable object"
for us to attempt? Ask Lord Lyndhurst—long a leading
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statesman, acting with gentlemen opposite; ask Lord Aberdeen.
Sir Robert Peel is not here, and you cannot ask him ; but you
can ask the right hon. Gentleman the Member for Carlisle,
and the right hon. Gentleman the Chancellor of the Exchequer
could add his impressive testimony, whether it has not always
been the chief difficulty of the Cabinet sitting on that side
of the House—I mean with Gentlemen opposite, for many
years, far longer than I have been a politician—that they
were supported by one hundred and fifty or more Gentlemen
representing the counties, and elected very much in the way
described by Lord Derby, and, being supported by that party,
whether they have not found it utterly impossible, without
doing that which was very unpleasant, or without ruining
themselves, which is unpleasant to a Government, to propose
or carry any of those measures which were made necessary
by the opinions and demands of the country.

Do not let Gentlemen opposite suppose that I am finding
fault individually with any one of them in this matter. From
1842 to 1846, what was the difficulty which the Government
of Sir Robert Peel constantly found in its way? Of that,
I dare say, the right hon. Baronet the Member for Carlisle
could give us a graphic and instructive description. What
became of that Government of 1846? There was a disruption
which resulted in years of anarchy in this House. But go
back to the experience of the Chancellor of the Exchequer in
1852. The then Government was broken up by a majority
of nineteen votes in this House after a general election,
because it was necessary, in order to satisfy the expectations
and demands of that same party sitting behind them, to pro-
pose a Bill with regard to the malt-tax, for which, on the
whole, the country certainly made no demand, and to which
the House was not willing to consent. I was then very sorry
for Lord Derby, and I never, except once, gave a vote which
I more regretted to have to record than on that occasion;
but the Government could not alter or withdraw their propo-
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sition, because the one hundred and fifty Gentlemen behind
them thought it necessary that such a measure should pass,
and now we find the right hon. Gentleman in the same
position.

Does any man believé that this is the sort of Bill that the
Chancellor of the Exchequer thinks best for the country?
Does any one suppose that a man with his intellect, and who
understands all the bearings of this question, approves of—I
will not say the ¢ deplorable rubbish,” but the grievous and fatal
mistakes to be found in the clauses of this Bill? He knows
that this Bill in its present shape is a Bill framed to satisfy
the prejudices, the scruples, the convictions, if you like, and
the fears of the one hundred and fifty country Gentlemen who
sit behind him. I should think it a great misfortune to have
one hundred and fifty Gentlemen here, representing only iron-
works, or only ships, or only the cotton and woollen factories
of Lancashire and Yorkshire. I believe it is almost essential
to a good Member of this House, so far as it depends on
external circumstances, that he should have among his con-
stituents a variety of what the Chancellor of the Exchequer
would call “interests,” persons of various classes, occupations,
and opinions. I think they keep him better to his duty,
modify his opinions, and make him a more valuable Member
of the House than he is likely to be if he represented only
some special interest.

I must say one word about that charming part of our insti-
tutions of which the right hon. Gentleman (Mr. Walpole) has
spoken in such affectionate terms. I mean the small boroughs.
They are the jewels of our representative system. Putting
the case in the smallest number of words, you say that
they send men into Parliament who cannot get in anywhere
else. In one of them a boy was put in at nineteen. That
is considered a great argument for perpetuating such a
system. These boroughs form, in point of fact, a refuge
for the politically destitute; and all that I have heard in
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their favour is that the persons who find shelter in them
are what would be called ¢deserving objects” Now, the
right hon. Gentleman, I dare say, reads the papers as well
and as studiously as I do; and he will perhaps recollect
a case or two which I will state to the House. There was an
election at Harwich the other day. It is not long since there
was an election there, and I remember a statement made at the
time. It was said that Mr. Bagshaw—not now a Member of
this House—had discharged a drunken gardener. There were
two free-traders who had carried out their principles further
than the law sanctioned, and were imprisoned for smuggling.
A respectable parson of the parish, who had not been out of
his room for two years, was brought down (by the aid of
cordials, stimulants, and a sedan-chair) to the poll, and those
four individuals influenced the result of the election. Now,
go to another borough. T recollect an election for the borough
of Carlow. There were two troops of dragoons, two companies
of infantry, and one hundred and fifty police; the whole of
this force having, during the period of the election, been
engaged in keeping the peace in a town which comprised only
two hundred electors. Now, notwithstanding the picture
which I have drawn of these small boroughs, I must not be
understood as saying that virtuous elections do not take place
in some of this class, and that they do not still retain some
remnant of freedom. But if there be any virtue or freedom
left in them, the right hon. Gentleman the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, not content with corrupting and maltreating them
in every way, defaces the fair form of your county repre-
sentation, and lays his sacrilegious hands upon those very
spots about which everybody but myself just now speaks in
such very high terms.

I should like to give the House an instance of the justice of
what I state. There has been an election at Banbury. It is
but the other day that the hon. Gentleman who represents
that place took his seat in this House. Banbury is a borough
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which I do not propose to disfranchise, but it is one which
everybody who knows its size must admit to be possessed
of singular independence of action in political affairs. I
believe the hon. Gentleman who at present represents it will
admit that to be the fact. Now, just imagine what the
proposition of the right hon. Gentleman the Chancellor of
the Exchequer will lead to in the case of Banbury. Imagine,
if you can, the people of that borough making speeches, can-
vassing, explaining their political views, and resolving upon
the proper fulfilment of their political duties. Well, all this is
taking place, but at the critical moment you may see a man—
for aught I know he may be the concocter of this Bill—for it
appears to me to be not so much the Bill of a statesman as
of some party electioneering agent—you may see, I repeat, a
man of this description, emerging after dark from the Carlton
Club, proceeding to a pillar letter-box which stands quite near
it upon the opposite side of the street, and dropping into it—
unless, indeed, he should find it necessary to go as far as
Charing Cross for the purpose of registering them—some ten
or twenty letters about nine or ten o’clock in the evening,
while the unfortunate people of Banbury are labouring under
the delusion that they are carrying on a great constitutional
contest. Unhappy men, they little know that the resistless
locomotive engine has been set to work; that it is rushing
down through county after county; and that they will awake
the next morning only to find out that, through the instrumen-
tality of a leathern bag, which has just been deposited at the
post-office, somebody is returned as their representative who
has not the slightest sympathy with their interests.

But this is no new thing. If anybody will turn to the
report of the Municipal Corporation Commissioners in 1834,
he will there find a statement made by Mr. Austin in reference
to the borough of Carmarthen ; in which he gives the number
of resident and non-resident freeholders not of the value of
40s., but of 4., and, in addition, the number of 10/. occupiers.
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The number of burgesses in the borough he sets down at 646 ;
resident in the borough, 178 ; outside the borough, but still
within the county, 257 ; in the county of Pembroke, 108 ; in
Glamorgan, 31; in Cardigan, 25; in Brecon, 12; and out-
side the limits of South Wales altogether, 35: so that, while
the number of resident was 178, the number of non-resident
electors was 468. Mr. Austin then gives a list of voters at
a contest which had taken place for the election of sheriffs,
when 131 votes were recorded in favour of the corporation
candidates, against them 51; thus giving a majority in their
favour of 8o, of which majority 75 were non-resident electors.
The commissioner then goes on to say, ¢In effect, therefore,
the constant majority is a majority of non-residents, who,
with rare exceptions, are supporters of the corporation party.’
Now, let me ask if this system prevailed in the case of a 4/.,
is it not likely to prevail in the case of a 2/. freehold ? It must
also be observed that in the former instance the votes could
not be recorded by letter. The voter had to appear in person
at the place of election; but if this system of voting-papers
be adopted in addition to non-residence, I know no limit what-
ever to the amount of corruption which it may occasion. You
cannot therefore, in my opinion, too strongly express your sense
of the entire extinction of freedom which this scheme is calcu-
lated to produce in all the small boroughs of the country.
There is also another point which a large portion of our
fellow-countrymen regard as of the utmost importance, and to
which I may be permitted briefly to refer. I allude to the
borough franchise. I have endeavoured to show that the effect
of the Bill as it now stands will be to render counties more
exclusive, and to hand over the small boroughs to rottenness
and complete dependence; for the only independence they
could possess must rest upon the opinions and wishes of non-
resident electors. I am not going to discuss this question in
any different tone from that which has hitherto marked this
debate ; but I would ask the House whence comes it that we
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are here to night discussing the question of Reform at all?
There are plenty of other things for us to do. Why, then, is
this question thrust upon us by Minister after Minister?
Some persons say that the noble Lord the Member for London
is entirely in fault. Hon. Gentlemen may say whatever they
like, but such an assertion as that goes but a very little way
indeed. The noble Lord has no particular desire, any more
than I have, to disturb the great question. Its settlement,
however, has become a necessity, and will continue to be a
necessity to the existence of every Government until it is set
at rest in a manner that will be satisfactory to the country.
[Cheers.] Do hon. Gentlemen by their cheers mean to show
us that they do not want Reform? The Government have not
touched this question simply in obedience to the commands of
their followers, although they have brought in this Bill in
accordance with their prejudices and their fears. The farmers
do not ask you for Reform, although there are, no doubt,
some respects in which they desire it. The farm-labourer
does not press it upon your attention. No, the demand
for Reform comes from all your towns and cities; nor is
the cry heard from the mouths of the unenfranchised alone,
but, in point of fact, from the great majority of the electors
themselves.

It is not an uncommon thing to hear it asserted—as several
hon. Members have asserted in this House—that the electors
of this country do not care for Reform. [¢Hear, hear.’]
Those hon. Gentlemen who cry ¢ Hear, hear,” do not know
quite so much as I do about the sentiments of people residing
in towns. When the electoral power was in the hands of a
few corrupt corporations the case may have been otherwise, for
they turned their electoral privileges into a means of annual
profit, and did not like to share them with their fellow-towns-
men. But I never heard it made a charge against the
electors in boroughs, at the present day, that they were
anxious to retain the franchise for fear of admitting others of
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their fellow-countrymen to be sharers, or rivals, or partici-
pators with them in the advantages which it comprises. The
Government, it seems, do not think it necessary to make any
change in the borough franchise. We all know that the line
which was drawn in 1832 was drawn in direct and almost abso-
lute exclusion of all that class of persons who live by wages.
Has it been a source of satisfaction to them ? Have there not,
upon the contrary, been constant protests against it? Have we
not seen and heard—when there was great depression in trade,
and a great scarcity of food, which now, happily, is not the
case—these constant protests aggravated into something like
incipient insurrection ? That such has been the case is not to
be denied. Well, and what is that you now do? Twenty-
seven years after the passing of the great Reform Bill, and
after a whole generation has passed away, you propose to con-
tinue, it may be for twenty-seven years longer, that exclusion
against which the great body of the unenfranchised population
of the country have been lifting up their voices ever since
1832. '

What is it that Her Majesty’s Ministers say to us in intro-
ducing this measure? What will this House in effect say
if it passes it into a law in its present shape? You pro-
claim, in a voice which will reach the furthest corner of the
land, that will enter not only into the ear but into the heart
of the inhabitants of every home of the class of which I
am speaking in England—that we have something in our
legislature which they cannot comprehend and must not inter-
meddle with. You will in effect say to them, ¢ We do not
trust you, you are as ignorant, as dangerous, as little to be
relied upon now as you were twenty-seven years ago.’ And
what will be the result? They will come to the conclusion
that upon the same principle upon which you now act you will
act for the next twenty-seven years, using precisely the same
arguments and pursuing the same course.

And now let me pause for one moment to ask what sort of
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a generation that has been which is just passing, or has passed,
away ? My answer is, such a one as was never known before.
You have had under its auspices a longer period of peace than
you ever previously enjoyed. The humbler classes have had a
larger proportion of the comforts and necessaries of life than
at a preceding period. They have improved at a rate of which
your grandfathers scarcely dared to dream. You have a free
press—though there may be something still to be done in
order that it may become completely unfettered—a subject to
which the right hon. Gentleman the Chancellor of the Ex-
chequer will be good enough to turn his attention when he
gets out of the little difficulty in which he is now placed.
You have not only the ordinary number of public journals,
but you have 300 newspapers published at the price of 14.,
circulating all over the country. All this has been accom-
plished ; yet you propose to exclude the members of that
class to whom you are indebted for much of your prosperity—
with the exception of the trifling numbers whom the Chan-
cellor of the Exchequer, in his small mercy, proposes to admit
under the savings-bank clause—from the exercise of the
franchise.

I saw a statement the other day, to the effect that the
operation of such a clause applied to Scotland would be to
give Edinburgh about 300, and all Scotland not more than
600 additional voters. The borough electors are 50,000, and
this extraordinary extension of the franchise will admit 23
per cent. increase, and that is all the small dole which the
Chancellor of the Exchequer and his friends offer to the great
body of the working classes of that country. Scotland is a
frugal country; its people are industrious and saving to a
degree which is hardly comprehended here, and yet this boon
will only enfranchise some 1,200 persons there. I am pre-
pared to assert that this is not a Bill of Reform at all. It is,
in point of fact, that which, in electioneering phrase, is con-
‘sidered a complete case of personation. It is not the genius
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of Liberty that comes before us in the shape of this Bill, but
it is something which the people of this country had heped
they had seen and heard of for the last time in our history.
I think if it were to pass, that it would be held by the whole
population of the country to be nothing better than a com-.
plete delusion, disappointing every class, and tending to create

- discontent, which this House would have great difficulty
hereafter in allaying.

There is one point which has been dwelt upon by the
right hon. Gentleman opposite and others, in which I do
not feel the same extraordinary interest which some Members
appear to feel, and that is as to the uniformity of franchise.
I do not say that it is necessary—I do not say that there is
any advantage in it—but I do not see the great disadvantages
which have been ascribed to it. It has been represented to
me as a very democratic proceeding. I am not myself very
democratic—therefore I can assure the House the scheme has
not on that account any charms for me. I think it would
have been just as well not to have had this uniformity; but
I do not see any harm there is in it. There is only one reason
why we should complain of it, and that is, that it would not
be so easy again to move the whole franchise hereafter as it -
would be if the county franchise were different from that of
the boroughs. But I can assure hon. Members. that if they
tie the two together, there is no power in this House to keep
the borough franchise at 10/., and unless they give up the
idea of uniformity the county franchise must come down with
that of the boroughs. However, that is a matter for hon.
Gentlemen opposite to consider, and no doubt it has been
considered by Her Majesty’s Government.

But if T have no alarm about that, there is one thing that
I have some alarm about, and that is the manner in which
some Members of the House seem disposed to treat this ques-
tion. I refer particularly to my hon. Friend near me (Mr.
Horsman), the right hon. Gentleman the Member for Wilts
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(Mr. S. Herbert), and the right hon. Gentleman the Member
. for Coventry (Mr. Ellice), who has not spoken in this debate,
but who wrote a letter to his constituents upon the subject.
The right hon. Gentleman is an extraordinary instance of
what I may call hallucination. He represents the greatest
number of working-men to be found in any constituency—
out of a population of 40,0co there are 6000 electors, which
is a far larger number than I thought of proposing to the
House. My right hon. Friend says there is no constituency
that he knows which equals his in independence, in intelli-
gence, in virtue. I cannot admit all that. I know something
of Coventry—my father was born there—but I never heard
nor ever observed that the people of that town were upon
the whole very superior. I believe they are in no degree
inferior to the same classes in other manufacturing towns.
My right. hon. Friend says he is in favour of household suf-
frage, but as the people are not ready for that, he will do
nothing,—he will have household suffrage or nothing ; which,
after all, is very much like the suffrage proposed in what
was called the ¢ People’s Charter.’

I am alarmed that the right hon. Gentleman, like the
Members for Wilts and Devonport, should, in the face of
a hundred meetings held spontaneously within the last month,
delude himself with the idea that nobody, beyond the 650
Gentlemen in this House, cares anything about this question,
and that we may comfortably get rid of it in some way here,
by digging a hole in the floor of the House and burying it,
as nobody cares about it. The right hon. Gentleman the
Member for Cambridge University (Mr. Walpole) has the
same notion. He thinks it must be settled this session—
that it can be—that it is necessary that it should be settled.
Why ? For this reason, because you know that the form in
which you propose to settle it will not be satisfactory to the
people. You know well—I think the right hon. Gentleman
has confessed it, as some have—that during the autumn you
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may have meetings—during the winter you may have agi-
tation. And, what would this country have been without
meetings, without agitation? We boast that we have abo-
lished our ancient and barbarous mode of making extensive
revolutions and changes in onr political system, but if you
have done with war and bloodshed for these purposes, do
not imagine that those changes which become necessary
from time to time can be accomplished without the healthy
operation, in some cases perhaps of a rude, but still a re-
freshing and strengthening agitation.

Some Gentlemen opposite seem to forget some things that
happened fifteen years ago. Then their organisation was
complete. They had farmers’ meetings everywhere. And,
not content with farmers’ meetings, they had an office in
Old Bond-street, and a Publication Committee, and they had
every description of instrument for an irritating and exas-
perating agitation which they could possibly- devise. I do
not imagine for a moment that this question can, in the
present temper of the House, be settled satisfactorily to the
people. Are you quite sure that there is nothing in what
is going on out of doors? I met a right hon. Gentleman
the other day near the House, and he said to me as a great
secret, ¢ You know, of course, that nobody does care about
Reform ?” I did not agree with him upon that point.
1 happen to have been to some of the largest towns of this
country, and I have seen meetings exceeding in number and
exceeding in influence, I believe, almost every meeting that
was held by the Anti-Corn-law League during the agitation
for the repeal of the Corn-laws.

The populations you are about to disappoint and defy,—
what have they done? They have conquered everything they
have grappled with hitherto. I do not speak of distant
realms conquered under your banners, but of arts and manu-
factures, and all that tends to wealth and civilisation. Do
you think that this population will not also conquer a much

VOL. IIL H
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larger share of their political rights than in your present
mood you appear disposed to give them? There was a speech
made by the hon. Member for Dorset, and I agree with
those who have expresﬁed regret that that Gentleman does
not speak more frequently; but, in that speech the hon.
Gentleman said, ‘I am not afraid of the people of this
country.” And he gave a very powerful, and eloquent, and
just rebuke to a Gentleman who, in a thoughtless moment,
cheered his observation in a sneering manner. I tell the
House frankly that they do not well understand the great
populations of this country, especially of the manufacturing
towns.

I have seen great mistakes made. I remember, in 1848,
when the right hon. Gentleman above me (Sir G. Grey) was
Home Secretary, there was a great panic on the 1oth of
April—or rather before the 1oth of April, for by that day
the panic was laughed at. And, what was done? I
do not know what was done at the Bank, but I am told
that at the British Museum that institution was actually
garrisoned. There were no Minié rifles or Armstrong guns,
perhaps, but there were a hundred or two hundred tons of
paving-stones, or boulders, taken up to the roof of the
Museum. Not only was it garrisoned, but, very properly,
the commissariat was attended to, and provisions for three
days were laid in, and I am told the steps leading to the
rooms where the medals and most precious articles are kept
were cut away. The British Museum was not assaulted,
but the garrison, I believe, managed to consume the three
days’ provisions before Sunday.’

Now come to a later time—the period of the Exhi-
bition in Hyde Park in 1851. There was then alive a
man who stood pre-eminent in this country, the Duke of
Wellington. He was terrified—a man who was supposed
never to have been alarmed, —he was alarmed at the
people of his own country. He urged upon the Government,
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who of course agreed with him, to draw near the metropolis
a large number of troops in case of emergency. If half-a-
dozen foreigners had attempted to get up an insurrection
in London they would have been put into the reservoirs in
Trafalgar Square by the people themselves, and yet it was
considered necessary to bring these troops near to London,
to be ready in case of disturbance. I remember the noble
Lord the Member for Tiverton (Lord Palmerston) once gave
us an account of what some foreigner told him as to the
conduct and deportment of the masses of the people. The
noble Lord knows a good deal of the character of the people,
and he said, ¢All this order is the result of a sense among
the people that they have a Government which, upon the
whole, does not intend to oppress them ; that they are a
people good in themselves, intelligent, and orderly, and that
a policeman among them is an authority of high dignity,
whom they at once obey.” The remark is creditable to the
noble Lord’s good taste, and is perfectly just to the people
of this country.

I ask hon. Gentlemen opposite why they are so afraid of
the people? The manufacturing, the employing class, does not
fear them. At the Bradford meeting there were present when
I moved the resolution, Mr. Titus Salt and Mr. Crossley,
the brother of the Member for Halifax. Those Gentlemen
conduct vast manufacturing and commercial undertakings.
There are no men more prosperous, and none have more con-
fidence in the people. Those two Gentlemen agreed cordially
with every proposition I made as to an extension of the
suffrage. The meetings at Rochdale, Bury, Blackburn, and
Bolton were attended by Gentlemen almost equally eminent ; at
the meeting at Bolton there were four Gentlemen who employ
not less than 6,0co or 7,000 people, and who own property
of not less than a million sterling ; one of those Gentlemen
thought my proposal as to the suffrage was not sufficiently
extensive. Why is it they do not regard the people with

H2
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the same fears that you do? They must know what they are
about ; they know that any convulsion or disturbance in
society would touch them first. Your landed estates are
much more permanent as property than our manufactories.
Any disturbance or violent action of a democratic nature
would be more dangerous to us than to you. Yet a large
proportion of the employers of labour favour a large extension
of the suffrage, and believe it would prove for the safety
of their property; for the working-men, in thinking over
this question, feel they are distrusted, that they are marked
as inferiors, that they are a sort of pariahs. In that position,
should there be an opportunity, great discontent and tur-
bulence might arise; but if you give them a vote they will
have more self-respect, more elevation of mind.

I will read an extract from a letter I have received from
a working-man—I believe a stonemason—on the question
whether or not working-men have any interest in the country.
He says:—

‘But some say that we, as working-men, have no stake and no interest in
the country. I hardly know what is meant by these assertions; but if to
make sacrifices for the good of our country be any proof of an interest, I
believe the working classes can clearly show greater sacrifices, and fairly
claim to have greater stake and interest both in the country and in good
government. I had three uncles who all lost their lives fighting for their
country ; I had three brothers, two of whom served under Lord Wellington
throughout the Peninsular campaign ; and my third and youngest brother lost
his life in the Indian war, and now lies buried at Kurnaul. I had two
nephews, one of whom died of the cholera at Varna, and the other, after
serving throughout the Crimean war, was raised from the ranks, and is now a
lieutenant. No doubt but very many working-men could tell of even greater
sacrifices and similar tales of their families, except the last. To these state-
ments T would only add, that if the working classes have no stake and no

interest in their country, they must be wonderful lovers of their country for
nothing.’

There is only one other point to which I will allude; it
was touched upon by the Solicitor-General when he referred
to the state of Europe; he warned the House to beware what
it was about to do in regard to this question. I draw quite
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a different lesson, a different conclusion, from what he said
of the state of Europe. In 1830 there was also a state of
Europe and especially of France that was not satisfactory, and
it had great effect on the legislation of this House, in the
course of the two succeeding years, on the question of Reform.
In 1848 the state of Europe was again unsatisfactory, and
was it not a subject of congratulation that two years before
the Corn-laws had been abolished, and one great cause
of discontent removed? I assure you that resistance is not
always Conservative. I profess to be, in intention, as Con-
servative as you,—I believe, infinitely more so, if you look
forward twenty or thirty years into the future. Was not
Free-trade Conservative? And yet you resisted it to the
last. T recollect occasions when the Chancellor of the Exche-
quer told us of the cruelty practised on the ruined and betrayed
agriculturist. I recollect he addressed us on the condition of
the farm labourer two or three years afterwards; and since
that time his condition has been improving rapidly. Is not
prosperity Conservative? Is not peace Conservative? Any
energies I possess I have devoted to their advance; I have
endeavoured to stand on the rules of Political Economy, and
to be guided by the higher rules of true Morality ; and when
advocating a measure of Reform larger than some are pre-
pared to grant, I appear in that character, for I believe a sub-
stantial measure of Reform would elevate and strengthen
the character of our population; that, in the language of the
beautiful prayer read here every day, it would tend ¢ to knit
together the hearts of all persons and estates within this
realm.” I believe it would add to the authority of the
decisions of Parliament; and I feel satisfied it would confer
a lustre, which time could never dim, on that benignant reign
under which we have the happiness to live.
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[This speech was spoken in the Town Hall of Birmingham at a meeting when,
according to annual custom, the Members for Birmingham met their consti-
tuents to discuss the political questions of the day.]

WEEN my honourable Colleague and myself had the pleasure
last year of meeting you in this hall, there was one subject
which was pressing upon the minds of all of us, and causing
us great disquietude. We were encompassed by rumours of
war. A small State in the North of Europe was surrounded
by difficulties—mainly, I am afraid, of its own creation—and
it was assailed with what, in this country, we thought almost
a savage vindictiveness by a powerful people comprising one
vast empire and several kingdoms. We were not disposed to
go into the contest, and to mingle in that war; and you will
recollect that my honourable Colleague spoke in the most
emphatic language against the idea that we should enter into
a war—first, with Germany, and perhaps, afterwards, with
some other States of Europe, on behalf of Denmark. And,
following him, I used these words—speaking now from my
recollection of them—TI said that any Government in England
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that plunged us into war for the sake of Denmark would
deserve not only the condemnation but the execration of the
people.

But still, although we took so decided a view, we cannot
conceal from ourselves that there was a certain restlessness in
the public mind; it was observed that those newspapers in
London particularly which are supposed to represent the
Government, were strongly urging the country to war, and
the papers which are supposed to represent the Opposition
were urging the Government to the same course, no doubt
with the kindly intention of embarrassing and destroying the
Ministry. But we had to recollect that at the head of
the Government, as it exists, are two very ancient states-
men — the Prime Minister and the head of the Foreign
Office ; and, remembering that but ten years ago they were
the Ministers mainly responsible for the war with Russia, we
could not but feel that the danger which impended over us
was not wholly imaginary. How we escaped the war people
seem hardly to know. Some say that the Queen was very
much opposed to a war with Germany-—as doubtless she
would be opposed to any war which she believed could
possibly be avoided—and, if we owe our chances of peace to
the opinion of the Queen, for my part, I say with gladness
that I am grateful to the Queen. Some say that we owe
peace to the younger members of the Cabinet, led chiefly by
Mr. Gladstone, who were opposed to the war. If that be
true, I tender my thanks to the majority of the Cabinet. And
spme say that the unusual speculative monetary engagements
and investments of last year made all the moneyed interests
of the country look on the prospect of war as something
absolutely appalling and ruinous. If that be so, I tender my
thanks to the moneyed interests of the country.

But, during the session, this question was incessantly
discussed, and the Government exhibited its usual feebleness,
and the Opposition its usual folly. Nobody could get the
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Government to say whether it was for peace or war. Ifa
question was asked about the station, or movements, or
destination of the fleet, an answer was given which might be
read one way or the other; and if the Opposition was not in
favour of war—as they afterwards declared they were not—
they showed it by an incessant attempt to drive the Govern-
ment to some act which should make hostilities inevitable.
Towards the end of the session, if you are readers of the
debates in Parlizment—and I hope you do not wholly neglect
them—you would see that there was a very long, and what
was called a great debate, and then the feebleness of the
Government and the folly of the Opposition were manifest,
and the two sides of the House had to make some ridiculous
recantations of all the policy that in past times they have
appeared to advocate. There were remarkable speeches on the
Opposition side, one made by General Peel, another made by
Lord Stanley; and there was a speech of remarkable ability,
and in every way admirable, made by Mr. Hardy, the Member
for Leominster. Now, I am not charging General Peel,
or Lord Stanley, or Mr. Hardy with recanting as far as
regards their individual opinions; but speaking—if they did
speak—on behalf of their party, I say that their speeches
contained a general and wholesale repudiation of the whole
foreign policy of this country, as regards the continent of
Europe, from the time of William III to the reign of
Victoria.

They did not say, perhaps, as I once said in this hall—and
some men criticised what I had said with a severity that
would have been perfectly just if what I had said had been
untrue—they did not say, as I had said, that the foreign
policy of this country for the last 170 years has been a system
of gigantic out-door relief to the English aristocracy, but they
admitted this—and I am willing to accept it, if they will, in
place of my statement—that it had been a cause of enormous
burdens and sacrifices to the people of England. I could
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not help, during these discussions—in which I took no part,
for this reason, that, finding it my duty to vote against
the Opposition, I hardly trusted myself to make the speech
which, if I had risen to address the House, I must have made
against the policy and the conduct of the Government. I
thought of the position of those ancient statesmen to whom
I have referred. Now, do not imagine that I am speaking
disrespectfully of Lord Palmerston or of Lord Russell, but I
am speaking to my fellow-countrymen on a question of the
most stupendous importance to their present and future
interests. I say that these two statesmen have in past times
held or professed opinions which I think altogether unsound,
and pernicious to the nation.

Going back to the time just before the Russian war—to the
year 1853—1I will give you an extract from a speech made by
Lord Russell at the town of Greenock, in Scotland, on the
duty of England with regard to its foreign relations, and I
will show you what a change has taken place from that day to
this. Bear in mind this was just before the opening of the
Russian war, and when that question was being discussed,
and when that horrid shape of carnage was appearing above
the horizon, and every thoughtful man looked at it with
dread. Lord Russell said this to the Baillies and other
sensible inhabitants of Greenock. He said :—

It is likewise to be considered—and I trust we shall none of us forget it—
that this country holds an important position among the nations of the world ;
that not once, but many times, she has stood forward to resist oppression, to
maintain the independence of weaker nations, and to preserve to the general
family of nations that freedom, that power of governing themselves, of which
others have sought to deprive them. I trust that character will not be for-
gotten, will not be abandoned by a people which is now stronger in means,
which is more populous, and more wealthy, than it ever has been at any
former period. This then, you will agree with me, is not a period to abandon

any of those duties towards the world, towards the whole of mankind, which
Great Britain has hitherto performed.’

Now you see what Lord John Russell at that day pro-
posed for us to do. You, hard-working men—and every man
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who receives his wages at the end of the week, be his labour
what it may—were here pledged by Lord John Russell not
to abandon any of those duties towards the world, towards
the whole of mankind, which Great Britain has hitherto
performed. We were to defend all weaker nations, and to
take care that nobody was molested in any part of the
globe.

I read this passage in order that you may see the sort
of thing which, only twelve years ago, was spoken by
a Cabinet Minister, to a meeting of what are generally
reputed to be sensible Scotch people. But if I were to take
Lord Palmerston’s speeches, I dare say I could find a cartload
of rhetorical rubbish of exactly the same character. During
many years these statesmen have been making their popularity
upon such a theory as that, and their newspapers have been
reviling Mr. Cobden and myself for a different view, and
now you find that Parliament, by an unanimous vote, has
discarded and abandoned and overturned the whole of this
policy, and has sent the whole thing—lie and superstition and
all—into that receptacle to which all lies and superstitions
will ultimately go.

I think myself that Lord Palmerston and Lord Russell,
in their now mature age, must feel that either they have
been themselves greatly deceived, or they have done much
to deceive their countrymen; and I think my country-
men will derive from what I have said this lesson, which
they may learn on many pages of history,—that it is not
always certain that men are great statesmen hecause they
happen to fill great offices.

But now if Denmark was allowed to be dismembered,
I do not know why Holland, or Belgium, or Portugal, or
Turkey—[A Voice: ¢ Or America’]—I am confining myself,
as you will observe, to Europe—I cannot see the probability
of that state of things arising to which my honourable Col-
league has referred, when the principle of non-intervention
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will require to be departed from. I agree with him that
the country has other interests than its commercial interests,
and that it would be a mean and a base thing for the people
of England to do, as I am sorry to say our Government has
often done, to determine what was the exact gain or loss
commercially in the conquest of an island, or upon the
opportunity of trade, before it determined to go to war or
to maintain peace. My own opinion is that, taking the
events of the last few years—the war in Italy, in which we
took no part, the war in Denmark, which we abstained from
meddling in—the debate of last Session—and the great
division which took place upon this question,—I think I
am not much mistaken in pronouncing the theory of the
balance of power to be pretty nearly dead and buried. You
cannot comprehend at a thought what is meant by that
balance of power. If the record could be brought before
you—but it is not possible to the eye of humanity to scan
the scroll upon which are recorded the sufferings which the
theory of the balance of power has entailed upon this country.
It rises up before me when I think of it as a ghastly phantom
which during one hundred and seventy years, whilst it has
been worshipped in this country, has loaded the nation with
debt and with taxes, has sacrificed the lives of hundreds of
thousands of Englishmen, has desolated the homes of millions
of families, and has left us, as the great result of the profligate
expenditure which it has caused, a doubled peerage at one end
of the social scale, and far more than a doubled pauperism at
the other. I am very glad to be here to-night, amongst other
things, to be able to say that we may rejoice that this foul
idol—fouler than any heathen tribe ever worshipped—has at
last been thrown down, and that there is one superstition
less which has its hold upon the minds of English statesmen
and of the English people.

And if this be true, surely my hon. Friend need not be so
very careful to guard his observations with regard to the
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diminution of armaments; for if it be now determined that
we are not to send armies to the continent of Europe, and
fleets to blockade ports and people with whom we have no
concern, and if the British North American Colonies are
about to make themselves into a great and powerful con-
federation still in friendly alliance with this country, and if
the colonies of Australia are so distant and so powerful that
nobody can molest them, and if the people of these islands.
are better fed—as I believe they are better fed than they
have been for the last eighty years—I say, that if they are
more loyal to the law and more friendly to every good
institution of the country, there is no necessity whatsoever
to extend the annual military expenditure, which is double
that which the Duke of Wellington and Sir Robert Peel
thought necessary five and twenty years ago.

There is one other thing to say. If we are not this next
session to discuss the question of Denmark, the question of
Italy, and the question of America, what are we to discuss?
It is quite clear to me that whether we have more dispo-
sition or not, we shall have a good deal more time to discuss
our home affairs. Now what is the question which some
gentlemen who have been eating a very good dinner and
making very foolish speeches at Torquay,—what is the
question which I think Lord Devon says—copying the lan-
guage of his leader Mr. Disraeli—is ¢looming in the not
distant futuré?’ what is the question that will not go to
sleep? And, let me remind you of this, that really great
questions that affect the true and lasting interests and rights
of men, never can be laid fast asleep ; they always, somehow
or other, wake up again. There is a startling exemplification
of this in what is now taking place in the United States.
You know that for thirty years past the statesmen of the
United States have voted the negro a very great nuisance ;
they said they would not talk about him ; some of them
would not have petitions about him in Congress ; they swore
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each other to silence; the negro’s business was to grow rice,
and sugar, and tobacco, and cotton, but not to make his
appearance on the floor of Congress, and therefore they
determined to have done with him and to bury the ques-
tion, and they congratulated the country that it was buried.
And now after a few years you see North and South—both
responsible for the oppression of the negro—in the most deadly
conflict, and the negro stands forth in vast proportions before
the world. He is rubbing the marks of the branding-iron
from his forehead, the shackles which have bound him so
long are dropping from his limbs, and the chattel which
was bought and sold by these statesmen is now becoming
every day a free man before the world.

Well, then, there is this question that will not sleep-the
question of the admission of the people of this country tothe
rights which are guaranteed to them, and promised to them
by everything that we comprehend as the constitution of this
United Kingdom. . In 1861, as my hon. Friend has described
to you—and I listened to his observations with very great
pleasure, because some persons may suppose that he takes
a calmer view of this question than I do—that great question
of Parliamentary Reform was also voted a nuisance; and it
was betrayed, and it was slain, and they thought it was
buried. And, when I use the word ‘betrayed,’” do not suppose
I am using a word of improper harshness to the Minister or
the Ministers concerned. My hon. Friend said truly enough
that a measure of that kind being submitted to Parliament,
the Minister or Ministers by whom it was presented should
be prepared to stand or fall by it. I was reading only
within the last few days a very interesting book, Zke
History of the Passing of the Reform Bill, written by an
estimable clergyman in my neighbourhood— Mr. Molesworth,
son of the Vicar of Rochdale—a book which you would do
well to look at if it comes in your way ; and there I find that
Lord Grey—the Lord Grey of the time—did not stand before
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the House of Lords, with a smirk, and that kind of look
about him which led them to believe that he did not mean it,
but told them, in language as distinct and emphatic as our
English tongue affords, that the Ministry would stand or fall
by that measure ; and, more, that if it were their business and
duty to bring in another Bill, if that should be rejected, it
would not be less effieient than that which they were then
discussing.

There is not a man in the House of Commons who was
there in 1860, who knows anything at all of the manuer in
which Bills and questions are treated there,—and there is not
a man in the present Cabinet, who does not know perfectly
well that if Lord Palmerston had said on some one evening in
the year 1860, that his Government would stand or fall by
the Reform Bill then before the House, that Bill would have
passed through the House of Commons without one single
effective hostile division ; nay, I have heard it from an au-
thority, that I believe cannot err upon this question, that the
sagacious leaders of the House of Lords had resolved that if
the Bill did come up from the Commons they would not
take the responsibility of rejecting it.

That Bill or question is not dead; it takes shape again,
and you perceive that the Tories, and those Whigs who
are like Tories—all Whigs are not like Tories, therefore
I make the distinction—the Tories, and those Whigs who
are like Tories, have an uncomfortable feeling which ap-
proaches almost to a shiver. What is this apparition which
alarms them? If I were not wishful to say something dif-
ferent from that to which it would lead me, I should be
tempted to read you those speeches at the Torquay dinner to
show you what it is that they are afraid of. I will tell you
what it is. They are afraid of the five or six millions of
Englishmen, grown-up men who are allowed to marry, to
keep house, to rear children, who are expected to earn their
living, who pay taxes, who must obey the law, who must be
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citizens in-all honourable conduct—they are afraid of the five
or six millions who by the present system of representation
are shut out, and insultingly shut out, from the commonest
rights of citizenship.

We are proud of our country; and there are many
things in it which, as far as men may rightly be proud, we
may be proud of. We may be proud of this, that England is
the ancient country of Parliaments. We have had here, with
scarcely an intermission, Parliaments meeting constantly for
six hundred years; and doubtless there was something of
a Parliament even before the Conquest. England is the
mother of Parliaments. I will undertake to say, with a little
latitude of expression, that Lord Jobn Russell, before he
abandoned the cause of Reform—perhaps even since—talked
very much in the daytime, and in all probability dreamt in
the night, of the time when all countries in Europe would be
strictly constitutional, and there would be a representative
assembly after his own heart. If this be so, I ask you, men of
Birmingham here—a fair representation of the great mass of
the five millions throughout the United Kingdom—I ask you
why you should be thus treated in your own land? You
know the boast we have of what takes place when negro-
slaves land in England ; you know what one of our best poets
has said, that if their lungs but breathe our air, that moment
they are free; they touch our country, and their shackles
fall. But how is it with an Englishman? An Englishman,
if he goes to the Cape, can vote; if he goes further, to
Australia, to the nascent empires of the New World, he can
vote; if he goes to the Canadian Confederation, he can
vote; and if he goes to those grandest colonies of Eng-
land not now dependent upon the English Crown, there, in
twenty free, and, in the whole, in thirty-five different States,
he can give his free and independent vote. It is only in his
own country, on his own soil, where he was born, the very
soil which he has enriched with his labour and with the
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sweat of his brow, that he is denied this right which in every
other community of Englishmen in the world would be
freely accorded to him. .

I agree very much with the gentlemen of the Torquay
dinner, not as to the quality of the dinner, but as to that
apparition which seemed to alarm even their formidable and
robust digestion. This apparition is not a pleasant one. This
state of things I hold to be dangerous, and one that cannot
last. It may happen, as it happened thirty years ago, that
the eyes of the five millions all through the United Kingdom
may be fixed with an intense glare upon the doors of Parlia-
ment ; it was so in the years 1831-32. There are men in
this room who felt then, and know now, that it required
but an accident—but one spark to the train, and this country
would have been in the throes of revolution; and these
gentlemen who are so alarmed now lest a man who lives in
a 10/. house in a county, and a 6/. house in a bhorough, should
have a vote, would have repented in sackcloth and ashes that
they had ever said one word or given one vote against Lord
Grey’s Reform Bill. I say that accidents always are happen-
ing, not to individuals only, but to nations. It was the
accident of the French Revolution of 1830 that preceded that
great movement in this country. You may have accidents
again, but I do not hold that to be statesmanship which allows
the security, the tranquillity, the loyalty of a people to be dis-
turbed by any accident which they are able to control. If
the five millions should once unitedly fix their eyes with an
intense look upon the door of that House where my hon. Friend
and I expect so soon to enter, I would ask who shall say them
nay ? Not the mace upon the table of the House; not the four
hundred easy gentlemen of the House of Lords who lounge
in and out of that decorated chamber; not the dozen gentle-
men who call themselves statesmen, and who meet in Downing-
street; perhaps not even those more appalling and more
menacing personages who have their lodgment higher up

VOL. IL I
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Whitehall. I say there is no power in this country, as
opinion now stands, and as combination is now possible,
there is no power in this country that can say ¢ Nay’ for one
single week to the five millions, if they are intent upon
making their way within the doors of Parliament. This is
the apparition which frightens the gentlemen at Torquay—
the climate of Torquay, I have always heard, is somewhat
relaxing, and we may make a little allowance for that
nervous excitement which was exhibited last week.

But it gives trouble, this apparition gives trouble in other .
quarters, to which I would pay more respect. It is evident
from the books, and the pamphlets, and the letters that are
written, and the speeches that are made upon it. Everybody
who does not want Reform says that nobody wants Reform,
and though this is a subject which they say the people do not
care about, they immediately begin upon it and make it the
staple of their own speeches. Two gentlemen have recently
come before the public on this subject, whom I would not
class with those of whom I have been speaking. One is
Mr. Charles Buxton, the Member for Maidstone; he is a
very honest and excellent person, but, after the proposition
he has made, I should be slow to affirm that he is a robust -
politician. Mr. Buxton has put forward a scheme which I
will pass from after one sentence, and that is that two of
your townsmen shall go up to the poll at the next election,
and one of them shall give one vote to Mr. Scholefield and
myself, or to any two candidates he may prefer ; and the
other shall give two votes to each of such candidates as he
shall prefer; and the only justification is that one lives in a
house above 10/. rental, and -the other in a house below 10/
I was very much surprised that any man in political life
should have propounded such a scheme. He found, what he
ought to have thought of before, that no one was in favour
of it. ;

The other gentleman on whom I would make an ohservation
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is a Member of the House of Lords, the son of that Lord
Grey of whom I have been speaking—the Lord Grey of the
present time. Now Lord Grey is an eminent and a very
capable man; everything that he says at least demands an
examination. I have a great respect for Lord Grey for two
special reasons. I heard him make a speech in the House of
Commons, when he was there as Lord Howick, against the
Corn-law, and he quoted a grand and solemn passage of Scrip-
ture against that atrocious law—and the Protectionists said
that it was very vulgar to quote Scripture on such a subject.
Lord Grey again made a great speech in the House of Lords
against the Russian war, and that showed some moral courage,
and from my view of that question, I think it showed both
intelligence and patriotism. Therefore I come to the conside-
ration of anything he says with the most favourable feeling
towards him.

Lord Grey, I said, is very capable—that is, capable with
things that are possible, but like myself, or like you, he
is not capable with the impossible—and his undertaking is
this, to reconcile something which he thinks will be, or will
appear like justice to the people, with the non-disturbance of
the existing supremacy of his order. Now, it is no use
attempting great political changes without disturbance; the
object is to disturb something. The Reform Bill which his
father brought in, and which will make him renowned through
all English history, disturbed the borough-mongers to a
remarkable degree. And the Bill which repealed the Corn-
law which Lord Grey so honourably approved, disturbed
landlords and farmers, and did them nearly as much good as
it did the people. Therefore, I do not care a bit about political
change. I have no hostility to it because it makes some dis-
turbance ; that is precisely what we want.

‘What then do you think Lord Grey has proposed? I wish
you to observe it minutely, to see what it is that one of the
most acute minds in the country can propose in opposition

12
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to the plain and simple proposition to which my hon. Friend
has given his warm approval to-day, and so often before. Lord
Grey—I am quoting, not from his book, but from a friendly
criticism in the Spectator, which newspaper proposes that votes
should be given after the cumulative fashion. Now I must ex-
plain that—[Uproar in the hall]—and if the gentleman there,
who is rather pressed in the crowd, will only listen, he will
hear the most amusing proposition he has ever heard in his life.
Lord Grey, as I understand, proposes that when there are two
candidates to be elected, or three, or any number—(I will take
two for the sake of the simplest illustration)—that any man
coming to vote, instead of giving one vote for Mr. Scholefield
and another to me, might give both to Mr. Scholefield or both
to me. Now, let us see how it would work. Take your last
election : there were three candidates, and two Members to be
elected. I will assume, for the sake of illustration, that this
borough had a number of electors equal to 10,000, and that
6,500 were Liberal, and would support us, and 3,500 would
have been disposed to support Mr. Acland, when he was a
candidate, though that, as you know, is a very wild supposi-
tion. Look how it would work. The 3,500, we will suppose,
kept well together, and instead of giving 3,500 votes, which
we now call plumpers, each man would give him (Mr. Acland)
two, which would make 7,000; so Mr. Acland would stand
on the poll with 7,000 votes. If the remaining 6,500 who
were Liberal kept together, and had an equal regard for Mr.
Scholefield and myself, and voted steadily for him and for me,
we should have 6,500 each, and if one more voted for Mr.
Scholefield than for me, of course Mr. Scholefield would be at
the head of the poll as regards myself, and Mr. Acland would
be at the head of the poll as regards hoth; and thus the
gentleman who came into your town upon principles which
are repudiated by two-thirds or the vast majority of the
electors would, under this ingenious scheme, be returned by
our worthy Mayor the next day at the head of the poll. That
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is what they call, I suppose, not disturbing anything. We
have heard of races—I have heard of donkey races, where the
last wins. So in this case, the slowest animal would run off
with the prize.

That is not all, because Lord Grey has several other
propositions. One is that Members should be given to
Universities. I happen to know that the Universities which
are now represented could not at any time during the last
sixty years—during which Lord Grey and his father (one
or the other) have been statesmen—have been induced to
return either of them to Parliament. Lord Grey proposes,
further, that professions, such as lawyers and doctors, should
have representatives in Parliament ; not from them as citizens,
as we have now, but from them as lawyers and doctors.
I have had the misfortune of late years to fall very unfor-
tunately into the hands of the lawyers, and hardly anything,
I assure you, can be more painful or more costly. Then,
occasionally, we all of us have to fall into the hands of the
doctor; and, though we feel grateful to him, we would much
rather see him in our houses as a friend than in his profes-
sional character. If I wanted law I should go to the lawyer,
and if I wanted medicine or surgery I should go to the
physician or the surgeon; but I should not like the public
and political interests of the people of this country to go into
the hands of a class of men hecause they were lawyers or
because they were doctors. In fact, there is nothing like this
that I recollect, except the proposition of old Mr. Weller,
who, when his son was engaged in some legal business, re-
commended him to consult a friend of his because he was
a very good judge of a horse.

But I have not done with Lord Grey’s proposition. He
proposes that the House of Commons itself should have the
authority on certain occasions to nominate as Members of its
own body certain prominent men from amongst its number.
For example, if a Member of the House, a prominent man,
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from some cause or other had failed of his election, that
the House of Commons should have the right to give him
the nomination of a perpetual seat in that House, in order
that the House might be sure to have a Member whomn
some great constituency had rejected. But now to you
men—to the working-men of Birmingham—he offers another
proposition, which is that there should be a register of trades,
and that a certain number of Members should be elected by
certain trades, enough to allow them to speak in the House of
Commons ; but rely upon it, not enough seriously to affect
the decision of that House. I have always thought that it
was one of the great objects of statesmen in our time not to
separate the people into sections and classes, but rather to
unite them all in one firm and compact body of citizenship,
equally treated by the law, and equally loyal to the law and
to the Government of the country.

But Lord Grey proposes some things that are right. He
would extend the suffrage, and he would abolish many, if not
all, the very small boroughs. But having made these conces-
sions, he adds to them the propositions which I have deseribed,
and which more than neutralise the gifts which he would
confer upon you; and I beg you to take the warning which
my hon. Friend has given you, and which I will venture to
repeat—to look with the greatest possible suspicion upon any
of these fancy propositions of Reform. The question is a
great question, and a simple question, and if any man comes
before you with a complex and involved scheme which is
difficult to understand, take note of this, that he does not offer
you solid coin in payment of your claim, with the impress of
the English Constitution upon it, but he offers you flash notes
or coin of an inferior or worthless metal.

I am often charged, as you know, with having too little
reverence for authority in this country. Some have even
dared in public newspapers to charge me with disloyalty to
the head of the executive in this country. There is one
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disloyalty which I hold to be worse than all other—worse
than that which turns its back upon the Crown, or turns its
back upon the peerage,—and that is disloyalty to freedom
and to the people. If representation be not an evil—and
who in this country shall say it is >—what is the use of all
these tricks not to complete representation, but to avoid it
and escape it? I want to ask what is this representation that
we consider the foundation of liberty in this kingdom ? 1If all
the men in England, Wales, Scotland, and Ireland—6,000,000
or 7,000,000—were assembled on Salisbury Plain to determine
on great public questions, the crowd would be too great for
business, and chaos would come. It is therefore resolved, and
has been resolved for six hundred years, that counties and
boroughs and districts, and the people in their different
localities, shall send up men in whom they have confidence, to
meet at a certain time and place, and having the fear and the
regard which I trust we all have for those who send us there,
to act honourably in the face of God and of our conscience, and
honourably in the face of our country, on behalf of the true
and solid interests of the nation. But if you did decide on
Salisbury Plain with that vast multitude, clearly the majority
must carry the day; and if you split the nation up into
constituencies, clearly if you are to have any representation at
all, the majority must carry the day.

There is a great fear of majorities amongst these people.
The people of Torquay did not go into much detail, and
therefore they did not say much on that point, but they
have a great fear of what they call ‘numbers,” and of elec-
tion and legislation by majorities. What is a majority in
Birmingha.m? It holds one opinion, and we are supposed to
represent it ; but the majority in Liverpool—a town bigger
than Birmingham—in the present state of the constituencies,
holds a different opinion, and it sends one man who agrees
with us, and another man who always contradicts him.
The minority in Birmingham is in a certain sense represented .
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by the majority of Liverpool, and taking the majorities -
in some districts, and the minorities in others, if there be
an opinion that is worth anything which is held by any
constituency, as a matter of course it has its representative,
who can speak on its behalf in that House; but surely nobody
in his senses would ask that in a representative country the
minorities in all the constituencies should send Members to
Parliament, and that their business when they got there
should be always to say ‘ No’ when the majority said < Ay.’

I want to know whence this fear of the people is. Will
somebody undertake to tell us why is this fear of the people?
It does not exist elsewhere. It does not exist in the various
countries of Europe, where representative systems are being
daily established. It does not exist anywhere amongst Eng-
lishmen, except in these two islands. I have spoken to you
already of Australia. The franchise in Australia, doubtless, is
lower than it is in this country : but Australian Governments
legislate in accordance with the opinions of the Australian
people. As to Canada, I have here a little extract which I
will read to you. You know that the province of Canada—of
the two Canadas—New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island,
Nova Scotia, and I suppose Newfoundland and all the British
North American provinces, are about to make a Confederation
—a State of considerable magnitude; and they wish our Par-
liament, this present session, to pass a measure which shall be
the foundation and constitution of that future Confederacy.
Here is an extract from the speech of Mr. George Brown, who
is at this present moment the most prominent of Canadian
Ministers, explaining the scheme :—

¢ The duration of Parliament will probably be limited to five years, and of
course it will be composed of two branches—a legislative Council appointed
by the Government of the day on the principle of equality of the sections,

and a House of Commons, in which we are to obtain that so long desired, so
long earnestly contended for Reform—Representation by Population.’

Therefore our Parliament is this session about to pass a Bill
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affecting the British North American provinces which these
gentlemen tell us will be wholly destructive if applied to
this country. I want to ask you, the men of Birmingham,
who have recently been reading the papers a good deal,
especially with regard to what is taking place in the United
States—and I shall, like my honourable Friend, avoid any
allusion to that terrible revolution which is taking place
there—if you have observed that in the. State of New York
alone 700,000 men voted at .the last Presidential election, and
that throughout the whole of the Free States not less than
4,000,000 votes were given, and that they were all given with
. the most perfect order and tranquillity throughout the whole
of the States ? ' .

But perhaps our friends who oppose us will say, ¢ We do not
fear about elections and order. What we fear is this—the
legislative results of this wide extension of the franchise.’
I am ready t& test it in any country by the results of
legislation. I say, whether you go to South Africa, or to
Australia, or to the British North American provinces, or
to the States of the American Union, you will find—ex-
cluding always those States where slavery injures the state of
society—you will find that life and property are as secure,
you will find that education is much more extended amongst
the people, that there is quite as wide a provision for their
religious interests, that the laws are as merciful and just, that
taxes are imposed and levied with as great equality, and that
the millions of your countrymen who are now established in
those countries are at least as well off in all the circumstances
of life as are the people of this country whom they have left
behind them. I confess that I never yet heard of a man who
returned to this country from any of those countries under
the impression that he would be more secure here than he
would be there.

I have a very intelligent friend in London —he is an eminent
man, whose friendship I consider a great honour and advantage
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to myself—who wrote to me the other day, and said, ‘I do
not think it is good tactics at present, in discussing the
question of Reform, to make any reference to the United
States” But I am not asking you to follow the example
of the United States. I am only showing you that there,
and in the Canadian provinces, and in Australia, Englishmen
can vote in perfect order in vast numbers, and that they
can legislate with all the justness, and all the fairness, and
all the good to their people which we, even speaking in
the most favourable language, can ever gain from the legis-
lation of the Government of this country. But still, I ask you
to answer me this question if you can. There is something—
tell me what it is—that these people at Torquay are
afraid of. They talk about our institutions; and if I were
to read you the report of one of these speeches which I
have here, you would find in every sentence that there
was something said about ‘our institutions,* and it comes
out that the ¢institutions’ are what they call Church and
State. It is not very distinct, but because we have heard it
for fifty years—some of us—we begin to have a kind of
glimpse of what it means. It does not mean the House of
Commons, and it does not mean chapels, and what is more, it
does not mean churches in any other sense than the political
sense, for a man must be a fool who supposes that any exten-
sion of the suffrage in this country, or any democratic form of
government, would lessen by one single brick or stone or piece
of timber or scantling any place of worship of any sect or
church in this country; and more than that, he must be a
blockhead beyond all power of argument to suppose that in
this great community the ministers of your various free
churches and dissenting sects would be less thought of than
they are at present, or that the gentleman whom I saw on
this platform to-night (Dr. Miller) would have less respect
or influence here than he has at this moment.

But this, I suspect, is what they fear. [ have sought a
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good deal into this question, and it seems to me as if they had
a notion that in this country we have some institutions which
have come down to us from the middle ages—from what
some people call the dark ages—and that these institutions
may not permanently harmonize with the intelligence and
the necessities of the nineteenth century in which we live.
The ¢institutions’ are truly-safe enough if the Government
be in the hands of the institution; and if the Peerage and
the Established Church are to rule in England, then I
presume that the Peerage and the Established Church, in
their present condition, will be permanently safe; and if
the great patronage of our vast expenditure is to be dis-
pensed perpetually amongst the ruling class, the ruling
class as a matter of course will take extreme care of the
patronage. There is something very sacred in that patronage.
There are many families- in this country with long lines of
ancestry, who, if patronage were curtailed, would feel very
much as some of us feel in Lancashire when the American
war has stopped our supplies of cotton. They look upon
patronage as a holy thing, not to be touched by profane
hands. I have no doubt they have in their minds the saying
of a great friend of mine, though he is an imaginary character
—1I mean Hosea Bigelow, the author of the Bigelow Papers.
He says —
¢It is something like a fulfilling the prophecies,
‘When all the first families have all the best offices.’

But, Sir, I protest against this theory. I protest against
“the theory that the people of this country have an un-
reasonable and violent desire to shake or overturn institu-
tions which they may not theoretically approve of. What
are these people admitting by making these statements
and expressing these fears? Are the people really against
the House of Lords? [A Voice: ‘No.”] They say—I am
constantly told—the people like the Lords very much.
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I never think it worth my while to deny it; for I am
perfectly content to live under the institutions which the
intelligence, and the virtue, and the experience of my
countrymen fairly represented in Parliament shall deter-
mine upon. I was told when this Government was formed —
you must recollect that some people did me the honour to
suppose that I should be asked to take office in Lord Palmer-
ston’s Government, along with my friends Mr. Gibson and
Mr. Cobden. Mr. Cobden was in America at the time,—
I suppose they did not like him much better than they
liked me, but it is possible they disliked him rather less.
Mr. Cobden did not take the seat which was offered him for
reasons which were then made public, but the statement
which was made to me—which came from Lord Palmerston
to be conveyed to me—was this, that I had expressed
opinions in recent speeches with regard to institutions, or an
institution, which the majority of Englishmen deemed essen-
tial, which would make it impossible for him to offer me a
seat in his Government.

I had attended meetings—you must recollect—in fact, the
first I attended here after I was elected one of your repre-
sentatives. I afterwards went to Glasgow, and to Edinburgh,
and to Manchester, and to Bradford, and the largest room in
all these places could not contain one-half of those who
wished {o come to hear something said on the question which
I was discussing, and the speeches which were then made
were supposed to be tainted with rather less reverence for the
House of Lords than some persons think proper; and there-
fore, though I was fit to be your representative, and was
applauded by listening thousands of my countrymen, I was
not qualified to take office in her Majesty’s Government.

But is it true that the people are against the Church ?
Do they ever, in the slightest degree, abstain from giving
respect and honour to any minister of that Church who
acts even though it be with the feebleness which belongs
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to all efforts in that character—who acts in any degree
consistent with the position of a Christian minister?
Besides, if the Church is the poor man’s Church, surely
the poor man must know it; and, therefore, who could
imagine for a moment that the people of this country,
acting fairly through their representatives, would do any-
thing as regards that Church which would damage its
usefulness as a Christian institution, or make it less honoured
or less influential in the spread of Christianity amongst the
population of these islands? Why are they, then, afraid of
the people? If a million more electors—I believe the last
Bill only proposed to add half a million—were admitted, is
there any single interest that deserves one moment’s con-
sideration that this million of new electors, joined with the
present million of electors, would combine in Parliament to
uproot and destroy? I am not one called upon to de-
fend our institutions. It is not my business, because they
are not attacked; but I will assert this, that the Crown—
which is the most venerable of the institutions to which
it is supposed democracy could be hostile—that the Crown is
not opposed to the admission of this million or half million,
_and that the Queen of these rcalms has more than once from
her own lips declared to Parliament her free consent to the
admission of this number of people to the franchise.

It follows, then, I say, that the institutions which people
are so much afraid of are in themselves unpopular or hurtful,
or else that the people themselves are grossly slandered. I
would insist on this; since the power of the Crown was
limited two hundred years ago, and since the power of the
nobles was limited thirty years ago, good government has
gained greatly in this country, and the people are in all cir-
cumstances better, and I am quite sure that the respect shown
to the Crown is more general by far than it was at an earlier
period. But our Constitution involves necessarily the repre-
sentation of the people, and in calling for this representation
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we stand upon a foundation from which no argument and. no
sophistry can ever remove us. The House of Commons is in
reality the only guarantee we have for freedom.- If you
looked at any other country, and saw nothing but a monarch,
he might be a good king and might do his best, but you
would see that there is no guarantee for freedom—you know
not who will he his successor. If you saw a country with no
Crown, but with a handful of nobles, administering the
government of the country, you would say there is no
guarantee there for freedom, because a number of individuals
acting together have not the responsibility, or the feeling of
responsibility, that one man has, and they do things which
one man would not dare to do. If there be a man here
who feels himself and his prejudices rise up against the
statements I am making, he, at least, will admit that the
real and only permanent foundation for political freedom
in any country is in the establishment and maintenance of
a system of political representation —in your Houses of
Parliament. :

At that dinner at Torquay, a nobleman presided whom
I had the pleasure of knowing a little when he was a
Member of the House of Commons, and another nobleman
whom I have also known there made the principal speech,
and what do you think they did? They had a number of
toasts—which is a thing I do not recommend because they
do not drink them in cold water—and they proposed, first,
what are called the ceremonial toasts—though one would
hope they are not altogether ceremonial—and amongst them
the House of Lords. The toast was responded to in a long
speech by Lord Devon. And what did they propose next?
Not the House of Commons, but ¢ The Conservative Party in
the House of Commons.” They did not propose ¢ The Con-
servative Party in the House of Lords’ Perhaps they
thought the whole House of Lords was a Conservative party,
or else they thought that the Liberal party in the House of
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Commons was really not worth remembering, except it may
be to wish that it did not exist. These gentlemen do not
comprehend our Constitution at all. They do not know,
apparently, that it is only because there is something which
the people still believe to be in some degree a representative
body, and which stands between them and monarchical and
aristocratic despotism—that it is only the existence of that
House which makes the institution they are so fond of safe
and permanent at all —and they are afraid that the five millions
somehow or other will get into it. Now, I beg to tell them
that the five millions will. get into it, though they may not
get into it all at once; and perhaps few men desire that they
should, for I am opposed myself to great and violent changes,
which create needless shocks, and which are accepted, if they
are accepted, with great alarm.

But I will undertake to say that some portion, a consider-
able and effective portion, of those five millions will before
many years are passed be freely allowed to vote for Members
of the House of Commons. It is not the democracy which
these gentlemen are always afraid of that is the peril of this
country. It was not democracy in 1832 that was the peril.
It was the desperate antagonism of the class that then had
power to the just claims and rights of the people. And at this
moment, when they dine and when I speak, I tell them that
Conservatism —they give it that name, but it is worthy of
a very different name—that Conservatism, be ‘it Tory or be it
Whig, is the true national peril which we have to face. They
may dam the stream, they may keep back the waters, but the
volume is ever increasing, and it descends with accelerated
force, and the time will come when, in all probability, and to
a certainty, if wisdom does not take the place of folly, the
waters will burst their banks, and these men, who fancy they
are stemming this imaginary apparition of democracy, will be
swept away by the resolute will of a united and determined

people.
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For one moment cast your eyes over the face of Europe.
You will find that there are now only two considerable States
that have not representative institutions—Turkey and Russia ;
and Russia is making progress in freedom equal at least to
the progress of any other State in Europe. Representation is
found in Italy, in Austria even, in almost all the German
States, in the Northern States, in Belgium, Holland, France,
Portugal, and Spain. It is found also, as I have said, and as
you know, all over the American continent. It is found,
also, firmly settled as an institution in Australia. English-
men, everywhere but at home, are.received into the bosom of
this great permanent undying institution, this safeguard for
national, for human freedom. But here they are slandered,
they are insulted, they are reviled, they are shut out. They are
invited to half a hundred ways of amusing themselves; but
if they stand at the hustings or at the poll, and see their
richer brethren come up to vote, they are not allowed to
register their names in favour of principles for which their
fathers before them, and themselves, have sighed in many
a bitter hour of disappointment.

Now, Sir, I would change all this. I speak out of no
hostility to any eclass, or any institution. That man who
proposes to exclude permanently five millions of his country-
men from the right which the Constitution of his country
makes sacred in his eyes, I say that is the man that separates
Englishmen into two nations, and makes it impossible that
we should be wholly or permanently a contented people. I
demand, then, this, which is but the right of our Constitution,
that the House of Commons shall be made freely and fairly
to represent the Commons and the people of the United
Kingdom. England has long been famous for the enjoy-
ment of personal freedom by her people. They are free to
think, they are free to speak, they are free to write; and Eng-
land has been famed of late years, and is famed now the world
over, for the freedom of her industry and the greatness and
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the freedom of her commerce. I want to know then why it
is that her people should not be free to vote. Who is there
that will meet me on this platform, or will stand upon any
platform, and will dare to say, in the hearing of an open
meeting of his countrymen, that these millions for whom I
am now pleading are too degraded, too vicious, and too de-
structive to be entrusted with the elective franchise? I at
least will never thus slander my countrymen. I claim for
them the right of admission, through their representatives,
into the most ancient and the most venerable Parliament
which at this hour exists among men; and when they are
thus admitted, and not till then, it may be truly said that
England, the august mother of free nations, herself is free.
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THE REFORM BILL OF LORD RUSSELL'S ADMINISTRATION.

ON THE MOTION FOR LEAVE TO BRING IN THE BILL.

HOUSE OF COMMONS, MARCH 13, 1866.

[On the death of Lord Palmerston, Lord Russell became Prime Minister, and
on the meeting of Parliament, a Bill for the improvement of the Represen-
tation of the People was introduced .by Mr. Gladstone, on behalf of the
Government. The Bill did not pass, and the Russell Administration retired
from office in June, 1866.]

AvtHOUGH in the course of this debate I have been the
subject of much remark, and of not a little that may be
fairly termed unusual attack, I beg to assure the House
that I have not risen for the purpose of defending myself,
since I am ready to leave my course in this House and my
political character to the impartial view of Members of the
House, and to the just judgment of my countrymen outside
the House. Nor have I risen for the purpose of entering
into an elaborate defence of the Bill introduced by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer. I think, however, that there
has been so much said which is not to the point that it
may be advantageous if I endeavour to explain to the House
what I understand the Bill to be—to state some of the
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grounds on which it appeals to us for support, and to ask
the House whether, under the circumstances of this question,
and in the existing condition of the country, it is the duty
of Parliament to permit it to pass into a law.

One thing in the Bill is highly satisfactory to me—that
both in what it does and the manner in which it proposes
to do it, it is distinct, clear, without any tricks—without
semblance of giving something in one clause, and then under
a feeling of alarm withdrawing that something in the clause
that follows. I have always been in favour of meeting this
question and dealing with it in such a manner that every
person in the country who is now an elector, or who is
to be included in the Bill, should comprehend that it was
a measure, so far as it went, fair and generous to the people
whom it was intended to enfranchise.

I think I can show reasons—if we can for a moment
get rid of the notion of party combination —why this
House should readily, and without hesitation, agree to this
Bill. One portion of it will recommend itself, I am quite
certain, to all Gentlemen who are enthusiastic admirers of
the Bill of 1832—and on this point I can confidently ask
for the support of the right hon. Gentleman the Member
for Calne—that is the portion of the Bill which is intended
to remove all legal obstacles or difficulties by which many
persons who were intended to be enfranchised by the Reform
Bill have been up to this time deprived of their votes. The
Reform Bill proposed to give a vote to every occupier of
a 10/. house in a borough. It is shown, partly it may
be by the wording of the Act, partly by the decisions
of judges and courts, that this extension of the franchise
was never complete; that by the operation of clauses which
made it necessary to pay rates, and which made it necessary
almost in effect that the occupier himself should pay the
rates, many thousands—I know not the number—will have
been disfranchised from 1832 up to the very hour at which
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this Bill shall pass into law. In Scotland there is no such
disqualification as that which this Bill proposes to remove,
for there they have no rate-paying clauses, and they have
no system of compounding which would juggle men out of
their franchise; and the object of this Bill is to assimilate
our law in this respect to the law of Scotland, and to give
to the Reform Act of 1832 the same efficacy which the
people expected from it when it passed both Houses of
Parliament. I suppose, although Gentlemen may not admit
it by any outward expression of opinion, they are not against
such an improvement of the Reform Act as will give the
vote which this part of the Bill is intended to give. The
right hon. Member for Calne can certainly not refuse his
assent, because if there be one thing except the classical
times of antiquity to which he is more devoted than another
it is clearly the Bill of 1832.

The next point to which I shall ask the attention of the
House is that which the Bill proposes to do in respect to
the county franchise. Here I must say, at the risk of
saying what is not complimentary to the Chancellor of the
Exchequer and his colleagues, that I think the Government
have shown a remarkable feebleness, which lays them open
to great blame, not only on the part of the House, but
of almost every person in the country who has expected a
Bill on the subject of Reform. They propose to bring
the franchise down from a 50/. occupation to one of 14/
The occupation franchise in counties was a measure of
your own carrying in 1832. I do not say that to touch
it would not have been necessary now, if you had not
then disturbed the ancient franchise of the counties; but
when the county occupation franchise was fixed at 50/. and
the franchise in boroughs at 10/, he must have been a
very dull man indeed who could not have foreseen that the
county franchise must at some time not remote be greatly
reduced. The right hon. Gentleman the Chancellor of
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the Exchequer spoke encouragingly in that Reform discus-
sion many years ago, when the House carried the third
reading of the Bill introduced by my hon. Friend the
Member for East Surrey; but from that time to this there
has been a good deal more done on this question. The right
hon. Gentleman the Member for Buckinghamshire, and his
Cabinet—the noble Lord the Member for King’s Lynn
being very intimately concerned with the then leader of the
House in manufacturing a Reform Bill—had not had much
experience, and it was not to be wondered at that they
made mistakes. They brought in their Bill—a Bill con-
taining some good things and some bad things—and
among other things proposed a 10/ franchise in counties.
They took, however, a considerable compensation by at-
tempting to withdraw all freeholders within the limits of
boroughs from the county franchise—transferring them to
the electoral body within the limits of boroughs. But that
does not in the slightest degree change this fact—that they
did with due deliberation come to the opinion that 10/
occupiers in counties were fit and proper persons to exercise
the elective franchise. You do not suppose that they pro-
posed to put persons on the county lists of whose fitness they
were not well assured, and then endeavoured to compensate
for this by their proposal with regard to the freeholders in
the boroughs. They believed, and believe now, no doubt,
that 10/. was a proper and fitting franchise for the counties
in England and Wales; and I should be glad to find them,
when the House shall be in Committee on this Bill, pro-
posing to reduce the sum of a 14/. franchise to a 10/ one.
If they wish to have an easy victory over the Government,
and to prove themselves consistent, and to extend the range
of the county registration, I and a good many Members in
this part of the House will be extremely happy to give
them our cordial support; and I can promise them the
support of the right hon. Gentleman behind me (Mr. Lowe),
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because he has fixed his affections on a 10/. rental franchise.
If he were to say he approved a 10l household franchise
in boroughs he must do so also in the counties, because
we all know that the 10/. householders in counties are
generally men in better pecuniary circumstances than those
of equal rental in boroughs.

So far as I have gone, I hope I have persuaded Gentle-
men opposite, and the right hon. Gentleman the Member
for Calne, from any opposition to the Bill of the Govern-
ment with regard to these two portions of it. I may say
farther, with respect to this proposition of the Government,
that there was one illustration the learned Gentleman (Mr.
Whiteside) might have made in his amusing speech, for how-
ever much the country is going to ruin, he can always be
amusing in this House—there is one illustration he might
have given us. He said that in Ireland they had a 12/. rating
franchise for the counties, and that is as near as may be
in value to a 14/. rental franchise. Therefore, the proposition
of the Government—although I disapprove it—still has the
sanction of the course which has been taken in Ireland, and
this, I have heard from Irish Members, is considered a not
unsatisfactory condition of the county franchise. But, with
the experience of a great number of years of this franchise
in Ireland, I think the Member for Calne may screw up his
courage to support this proposition of the Bill.

I now come to the only point on which there is any
great difference of opinion. I think the world has never
shown an instance of a legislative assembly such as this
making a great disturbance among themselves, exciting them-
selves, getting into a violent passion, pouring out cataracts
of declamation like those we heard last night, and all upon the
simple question whether the franchise in boroughs shall remain
as now at 10/. or shall be fixed for a time at 7/. Hon. Gentle-
men opposite appear to be surprised at the frankness with
which I speak. The head of the present Government was
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laughed at for years because he spoke of finality in connection
with the Bill of 1832. I should be very happy if it should so
happen, as the right hon. Gentleman has suggested in his
fervid imagination, that the working classes would in great
numbers surmount the barrier of 7/., and that ultimately
it should be even equal to a household suffrage in the
country. But does any Gentleman opposite believe that he is
carrying a Bill—did any Gentleman sitting in this House
ever vote upon any measure of arrangement and organisa-
tion like this, and confidently assure himself that the
measure should be final? He must have a very poor notion
of what our children will be if he thinks them less com-
petent to decide such questions for themselves than we are
at present to decide them. Therefore do not think that
because I use the phrase ‘for a time,” I am not of opinion
that this Bill, if it be carried, will in all probability put an
end to Bills having reference to the suffrage—for such portion
of time, at least, as this Bill will be found to meet the views
of the intelligent—[loud laughter and cheers]—allow me to
finish the sentence—of the intelligent population of this
country. ' »

The Bill of the Chancellor of the Exchequer proposes,
in addition to the 7/. franchise, what he calls a lodger
franchise. The Member for Buckinghamshire in his Bill
proposed something of the same kind, but with a 20/
qualification, while the present Bill proposes a 10/. quali-
fication—10/. being very nearly the same for a holding of
this kind as 7/. would be for a house. But the right hon.
Gentleman opposite proposed provisions in his measure which’
would be extremely difficult, and I think would lead to
great perplexity. I have no doubt that the proposition now
made by the Government is simpler than his, and likely to
be carried out with less difficulty and more satisfaction to that
class of persons in this metropolis who are chiefly interested
in this part of the Bill. With regard to the 4/. franchise,
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let us examine it for one moment. Somebody has said, and
many persons have written, that this Bill is my Bill—that the
Government made this Bill at my recommendation. [¢ Hear.’]
I thought somebody would say this. I have not been able
to find a point of the Bill which I have recommended. I
never was in favour of a 6/. franchise, and I should never
have proposed it. I believe in a household franchise for the
boroughs of this country. But when I found a powerful
Government like the last—and it was not as honest as it
was powerful—proposing a 6/. franchise, with the expectation
that it would carry it, I was not to stand in the way of a
considerable enfranchisement of the people merely because
I had an idea that household suffrage would be better. A
#1. franchise is a proposition I have never said one syllable
in favour of, and it never entered into my mind that the
Government would split hairs in this fashion, and would leave
the 6/. franchise, their own former proposition, and which
nearly everybody in the country who has asked for a Reform
Bill has expressed himself ready to accept, and would offer
the House a #/. franchise. But here it is offered, and
unfortunately, beggars in the House of Commons, like
beggars outside of it, cannot be choosers, and we are some-
times in a position to take only what is given.

When the Bill of the right hon. Gentleman opposite was
brought in, a very remarkable thihg happened. Two eminent
Members of the Government seceded from it, and took their
seats on the third bench behind, and T think I see one
of them sitting there at this moment. They both made
what we call a personal explanation to the House, and the
explanation was that they differed from their colleagues on
this question of the suffrage. They did not approve that
the suffrage in counties should be brought down to the
rate of the boroughs, and that the suffrage in the boroughs
should be continued at the same rate which was fixed at
the time of the Reform Act. I am not sure whether these
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right hon. Gentlemen coincide in the opinion that the county
franchise should be brought down to 10/. I think the right
hon. Gentlemen expressed some dissent—at least they were
of opinion that the franchise in the boroughs ought to be
reduced ; and I know the Member for Oxfordshire, in the
words which have often been quoted since, expressed himself
in favour of establishing a borough franchise at 8/. Now
when the Government have been splitting hairs with regard
to 6/. and %7/, I hope the right hon. Gentlemen on that
side of the House will not split hairs between 8/. and %7.,
because surely after the discussion this question has under-
gone— after the mode and manner the House has been
brought into difficulty by past transactions—after the great
expectations which have been raised throughout the country,
I think it would show very ill statesmanship on the part
of those right hon. Gentlemen and a mere obedience to the
cause of party—it would hardly be becoming in them—if they
were not willing to make the small concession of 1/. in
answer to the comcession of 1/ which I am willing or
forced to make, and join with me in giving at least a
friendly if not an enthusiastic support to the Bill of the
Government.

And, after all, this 3/., what is it? The right hon. Gen-
tleman behind me has conjured up a frightful apparition.
The 10l. is the salvation of the country. For thirty-four
years its operation has been such as to extort from him
unlimited approval. I do not know whether he will think
9l. perilous or 8Z. in any degree of doubtful utility, but #2.
he considers to be actually destructive to the interests of
the country; and he has shown moreover that it would
destroy the connection between the Executive Government
and the House—that it would add greatly to all the evils
which are supposed to exist in connection with the present Bill,
without any of its advantages; in fact, I know not whether
a more gloomy, discouraging, and appalling picture of the
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future of the House and the country was ever drawn by any
Member of the House. And all the foundation of these horrors
is that it is proposed to reduce the franchise in the boroughs
by 1l. lower than was recommended by the Member for
Oxfordshire and by his colleague the Member for the Uni-
versity of Cambridge. Now, I appeal to Gentlemen opposite
whether they will allow themselves, considering the position
of this question, to make it impossible that the question of
the suffrage should be got out of our way during this
present session of Parliament. If they do make it impos-
sible—I am not much given to prophesy, but I venture to
predict that there are many on those benches now who will
live to regret the course they are about to take.

There is one other proposition—it is made in this Bill—
which I hope the House will not listen to for a moment,
and that is the Savings-bank franchise. I think the Member
for Buckinghamshire had something like it—perhaps the very
same thing—in his Bill. T disapproved of it then. I have
no objection to enfranchise those who may be enfranchised
by it; but I think it is the very worst of all the fancy fran-
chises ever proposed. It will be unequal to the last degree,
and it will be, I believe, the source of every kind of fraud.
I agree with the right hon. Gentleman the Member for Wick,
who, I think, in speaking of it said he did not see why the
investment of 5d%.—the saving of it in a Savings-bank—
should give a man a higher social and political position than
the investment or saving of an equal sum ‘in any other
description of property where the investment could be fairly
ascertained. I object altogether to giving the franchise to
one man and shutting it out from another—that second
man, it may be, being far more heroic than the other. For
example, a man may have to provide a humble equipment
for a daughter’s marriage, a small sum for a son’s appren-
ticeship—something may be taken out of his earnings for
the education of his children, he may have under his roof
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an aged parent, and he may be performing to that parent
the most sacred and most holy of duties, and these may
cause him to withdraw 5/. or 10/. from his little fund in the
Savings-bank, or may prevent his having any fund there
at all, and the law steps in, and for doing so much, which
in every rank of life is so honourable and so exemplary, his
name is to be erased from the electoral list of the town in
which he lives. I protest against this Savings-bank franchise.
I think also it would be liable to great fraud, because three
or four members of a family may invest in a Savings-bank
in one name and so give to that one person a vote. I do
not in the least object to any one person having a vote,
but I do object to giving it under a system which, altogether
apart from the general processes of our enfranchisement, is
liable to the utmost inequality, and to a species of fraud which
cannot be prevented.

Now I have gone through the Bill in its main provisions,
and I would ask the House what they think of it. The
Chancellor of the Exchequer tells us—in fact, we well know
—+that we have in England and Wales about five and a half
millions of men. Under this Bill he further tells us we
should have goo,000 electors. [A Voice from the Treasury
Benches : €1,300,000.] But not 1,300,000 when the double
qualifications are taken off. Whatever that be, it will place
within the franchise perhaps a little more than one in
five, leaving out four millions of grown men in England
and Wales who will still not have the franchise. Of those
he says there will be 330,000 working-men. This is a very
—as I am quite confident whenever the matter is fairly looked
into will be found out—exaggerated estimate. The right hon.
Gentleman included 60,000 who now live in 10/. houses be-
sides those referred to in the Blue Books. And more than
that, he included every man between 10/ and 7/., although
the experience of every one tells us that is not correct; and
as to all these working-men brought forward in these Blue
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Books, except the Members for Coventry, I will undertake to
say that there is scarcely a single Member of the House, looking
to his own canvass and his own constituency, who is not pre-
pared to say that the estimate is a delusion and a snare.

I should only be too glad if it could be honestly ascertained
that so many working-men would be placed upon the register;
at least I think it would do something towards confirming
hon. Gentlemen in the view they entertain that the conduct
of so many of those men as possess the franchise has hitherto
been most exemplary in their exercise of it. Now, I appeal
to hon. Gentlemen—I am very earnest in my wishes upon
this question, because, notwithstanding the unkind allusion
and imputation thrown upon me some time ago by a right hon.
Gentleman on this side of the House, there is nobody who has
a greater interest than I have, in a certain sense, in a fair and
early settlement of this question. I have had as much to do
with it as any one, I think, in discussing it publicly out of
the House and in the House. I have discussed it frankly,
and whatever hon. Gentlemen may think to the contrary,
I never spoke on any question in which I took a greater
interest, or with a deeper conviction that I was serving the
true interests of their class as well as those of my country-
men at large.

I do not know whether I can appeal to certain Members
of the House. The right hon. Gentleman the Member for
Calne has shown that nearly everything the Bill proposes is
really that which is bound up in some shape with the Bill
of 1832, or with the propositions in which he has been con-
cerned. I have got here—it is really curious how things
drop into your hands when you want them—here is a
paper, the Nozfolk News, of the year 1859, and I have certain
extracts which I have taken from the paper. These are
extracts from election addresses. The first is from the election
address of Lord Palmerston, who said there must be a Bill to
alter the law regulating the representation of the people in
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Parliament. Then Lord John Russell said we should have to

consider the great question of the amendment of the repre-

sentation of the people in Parliament. Sir George Grey

“said that at the earliest period consistent with duty, the
Government would be prepared to deal with the question of

Parliamentary Reform. Then there were similar extracts

from the speeches of my right hon. Friend the President of

the Board of Trade, from the speeches of the Attorney-

General of that day, and of the Solicitor-General. There is

then an extract headed, ¢ Right Hon. Robert Lowe, Vice-

.President of the Committee of Council on Education.” And
what does he say in 1859, before the Government of the

right hon. Gentleman opposite was discharged from the

service of the House and of the country ? The Right Hon.

Robert Lowe says :—
‘It will be the duty of the Government to prepare a measure of Reform,

and I have every confidence that it will be one which if not fully satisfying
men of extreme opinions, will be acceptable to the great body of the people.’

I think the right hon. Gentleman has a very short memory,
or else he trifles with this House. Is it conceivable that a
man who wrote that in his election address in 1859 should
stand up to-night and deliver such a speech as we have heard
from him for an hour and a half? I am afraid, Sir, that
when under these circumstances men change their opinions
after they are fifty years of age, there is not much expectation
of turning them back again. I feel that I could not with
much hope appeal to the right hon. Member for Calne, or to
his colleague the right hon. Member for Stroud; I do not
know that I should appeal to the noble Lord the Member for
Haddington (Lord Elcho), who, with the exception of the hon.
Member for Salisbury, is the only Member at this side of the
House who cheers the sentiments of either of the right hon.
Gentlemen.

‘What is the reason, I ask, that Gentlemen who have been
holders of office take this course with regard to the Bill of
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the Government? I will not deal in any insinuations, but
I will say that, from Gentlemen who have held office, but
who happen to have been left out of what may be called
the daily ministrations, we have a right to expect a very
minute account of the reasons why they change their opinions
before we can turn round and change with them. .These are
the Gentlemen who all at once start up as the great teachers
of statesmanship to the House and the country. Are they
what the right hon. Baronet the Member for Droitwich spoke
of in the recess—are they the foremost statesmen in the
country ? and if so, is there to be a bid for them to take the
place of Gentlémen who have not much succeeded as states-
men when in office? In office these right hon. Gentlemen
are as docile as any other Gentlemen in office, but I fear,
notwithstanding the ideas some people have of my influence
with Earl Russell, that I am not able to offer them any argu-
ments on his part that will tell upon them. I do not object
for a moment to a Member of this House being fond of office.
The Chancellor of the Exchequer probably lives much more
happily in office than he would live if he were out of it,
" though I do not think he will live quite so long. I do not
complain of men who are fond of office, though I could never
comprehend the reason they like it so much. If I may
parody, or if I may make an alteration in a line or two
of one of the most beautiful poems in our language, I might

ask—
¢ For who, to dumb forgetfulness a prey,
That pleasing, anxious office e’er resigned,
Left the warm precincts of the Treasury,
Nor cast one last, long, lingering look behind.’

What I complain of is this, that when place recedes into
the somewhat dim past, that which in office was deemed
patriotism vanishes with it; and we have one howl of
despair from these right hon. Gentlemen because it is pro-
posed to diminish the franchise in boroughs from 10/ to 74,
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and to add by so small a proposition as that something to the
freedom of the people of this country.

The right hon. Gentleman below me (Mr. Horsman) said a
little against the Government and a little against the Bill,
but had last night a field night for an attack upon so humble
an individual as Tam. The right hon. Gentleman is the first
of the new party who has expressed his great grief, who has
retired into what may be called his political cave of Adullam,
and he has called about him every one that was in distress
and every one that was discontented. The right hon. Gentle-
man has been anxious to form a party in this House.
There is scarcely any one on this side of the House who is able
to address the House with effect or to take much part in our
debates, whom he has not tried to bring over to his party or
cabal; and at last the right hon. Gentleman has succeeded in
hooking the right hon. Gentleman the Member for Calne. I
know there was an opinion expressed many years ago by a
Member of the Treasury bench and of the Cabinet, that two
men would make a party. When a party is formed of two
men so amiable—so discreet—as the two right hon. Gentle-
men, we may hope to see for the first time in Parliament a
party perfectly harmonious and distinguished by mutual and
unbroken trust. But there is one difficulty which it is
impossible to remove. This party of two reminds me of the
Scotch terrier, which was so covered with hair that you could
not tell which was the head and which was the tail of it.

The right hon. Member for Calne told us that he had some
peculiar election experiences. There are men who make
discord wherever they appear. The right hon. Gentleman on
going down to Kidderminster got into some unpleasing
altercation with somebody, and it ended with his having his
head broken. But I am happy to say, and the House will bear
witness, that with regard to its power, that head is probably
as strong now as before he took his leave of Kidderminster and -
went to Calne—a village in the West of England. The right
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hon. Gentleman found on the list of electors at Calne, one
hundred and seventy-four names, of whom, according to the
Blue Book, about seven were working-men. I suppose three
or four of them were probably keepers of shops, and some of
those whom the Chancellor of the Exchequer I think impro-
perly included in his list. When the right hon. Member
went down there he found a tumult even more aggravated
than at Kidderminster. They did not break his head, but
they did something that in the eye of the law was much
worse, for they shut up the police in the Town Hall, and
the little mob of this little place had the whole game to them-
selves. The right hon. Gentleman told us of the polypus,
which takes its colour from the rock on which it lives, and he
said that some hon. Members take their colours from their
constituencies. The constituency which the right hon.
Gentleman represents consists of one hundred and seventy-
four men, seven of whom are working-men ; but the real con-
stituent of the right hon. Gentleman is a Member of the
other House of Parliament, and he could send in his butler
or his groom, instead of the right hon. Gentleman, to repre-
sent the borough. I think in one sense—regarding the right;
hon. Gentleman as an intellectual gladiator in this House—
we are much indebted to the Marquis of Lansdowne that he
did not do that.

And now, Sir, I said that I wanted to explain the particulars
of this Bill, and to appeal to the goc;d sense and patriotism of
hon. Gentlemen opposite. I ask them not to take that dis-
paraging view of their countrymen which has been presented
to them by the right Hon. Member for Calne and the hon.
Member for Salisbury, who—I presume from their residence
at the antipodes—seem to take a Botany Bay impression, and
a Botany Bay view, of the character of the great bulk of their
countrymen. The right hon. Gentleman some nights ago,
when I was not here, said that I, even in the matter of the
cattle plague, set class against class. [ Hear, hear!” from

VOL. IL L
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the Opposition benches, and laughter.] The hon. Gentlemen
opposite, who from the ease with which they are amused must
be a most amiable party, laugh at this observation. I ask
any man in this House, is it possible to do a thing more
perilous than that which is done by the right hon. Gentleman
and his Australian colleagie the hon. Member for Salisbury
—namely, to make it appear that there is a gulf that shall
not be passed by legislation between the highest and most
powerful and a portion of the middle classes, and the great
body of the working-people who are really the heart of this
great nation ?

The right hon. Gentleman tells us that by and by, if every-
body will wait long enough, everybody will get over this
barrier and be. inside the franchise. But that is no great
consolation, because he said that by the Bill of the Govern-
ment we, or our children, shall be eaten up at some future
time. Would it not be infinitely better to show our trust in
the people now? Of all the follies and crimes which Govern-
ments commit, that of a constant distrust of their subjects, of
their citizens, of their country, is about the wildest and most
foolish. But the right hon. Gentleman the Member for Stroud
and somebody else who followed him tell us that the people
are very indifferent about this matter. I think I just caught
the Member for Salisbury in the hubbub of the House as he
rose to speak, making an observation about the number of
petitions; and the right hon. Gentleman the Member for
Calne said he thought their number was not more than four.
But how many petitions were there previous to 1831 ? Bear
in mind that Lord John Russell had for some time dis-
continued bringing forward his motion for Parliamentary
Reform. In 1821 one petition was presented to the House in
favour of Parliamentary Reform. In 1822 there were twelve,
in 1823 there were twenty-nine; in the six years that passed
between 1824 and 1829 there was not a single petition pre-
sented to this House in favour of Parliamentary Reform; and
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in 1830 there were fourteen petitions—ten more than those
with which the right hon. Gentleman made himself merry
to-night. And what took place in 1831-2? This,—some of
you were fleeing for your lives in the midst of a storm
which you had not foreseen, but which was as inevitable as
any storm that arises in the heavens. It wasan accident that
brought it about—the French Revolution. Well, there are
always accidents. A great portion of the things that happen
in our lives, so far as we can judge, have the appearance of
accidents. But with the accident there was material for a
conflagration, and a conflagration arose.

I recollect that the late Francis Place and two or three others
went to the Duke of Wellington as a deputation when he took
office after the fall of Lord Grey’s Government, and that they
remonstrated with the Duke. He was not a man that liked
remonstrances very much, but they told him what was going
on, how dissatisfied the people were, and how perilous they
thought the course of the Government in opposing Reform.
And what did the Duke say? He was standing warming
himself at the fire. He said to these gentlemen, ¢ You have
got heads on your shoulders, and I would advise you to keep
them there” Two or three days afterwards the Duke of
Wellington was driven from office. The popular feeling in the
country and in the metropolis was such that this great soldier
that knew no fear was obliged to resign, and Lord Grey was
permitted to come back, and the Reform Bill was eventually
carried. :

Now I ask hon. Gentlemen if they think any accident will
ever happen again. That accident was in Paris. But in
1848, only eighteen years afterwards, there was another
accident in Paris, which was followed by a succession of
accidents in other parts of Europe. I recollect at the time
a noble Lord who was then a Member of this House was
greatly alarmed. He came to me from that side of the House,
and assured me that he had always been in favour of a

L 2
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great extension of the suffrage. I believe that he was not
quite sure that I should not soon be a member of a Pro-
visional Government. I ask hon. Gentlemen whether it is
not better to accept a measure so moderate, and if you like,
as may be said by many in the country, so inadequate, but
still to some extent so good? Is it not better to accept this
measure, and show your confidence in the people, than to take
the advice of the Member for Calne—the most revolutionary
advice that was ever given in this House—and shut your doors
against five millions of people, and tell them that unless they
can scramble over this 10/. barrier none of them shall ever
find a direct representation in this House ?

The Member for Stroud talked loudly last night about con-
stitutional rights and constitutional principles. But who was
it that made the present constitution of England more than
any other men in our history ? Surely the men of the first and
second Parliaments in the reign of Charles the First. Is it not
in the very journals of your House? The Clerk of the House
could easily find and read to you the resolutions of the House,
that wherever there is not some direct interdiction or contra-
diction of it, the ancient and common franchise of the people of
this country in the towns is the householding franchise. And
do you mean to tell me that Lord Somers, who was himself
a great authority, and to a large extent one of the builders of
our existing constitution, was wrong when he said that though
no man by birth had any right to office, yet that by birth he
had a right to vote, and that the possession of a vote was the
only true security which an Englishman had for the protection
of his life and property? I am not stating that as my opinion,
I am giving you the opinion of one of the greatest men in the
Parliamentary annals of this nation, and therefore I say you
will not act constitutionally or wisely if you put any obstacle
in the path of a Bill that is so moderate as this, and that may
give great satisfaction to vast multitudes of the people.

If this Bill be rejected you will show that you are against
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all Reform, you will show that you have no confidence what-
ever even in that portion of the population which lives in
houses between 10/. and 77. rental. And ifyou pass this Bill
you will show that you are not cut off altogether from sym-
pathy with multitudes of your fellow-countrymen. I say
there is peril in the present state of things. You have
a population divorced almost entirely from the land, and shut
out from the possession of the franchise. My hon. Friend the
Member for Brighton touched upon the question of emigra-
tion. The right hon. Gentleman the Member for Calne spoke
of the intelligence of the people in this way—of their com-
binations and associations. We all know that they are
reading, debating, thinking, and combining, and they know
that in all our colonies, and in the United States, the position
of their class is very different. I believe that if you do not
moderate your tone and your views with regard to the great
bulk of the working classes, you will find your country gradually
weakened by a constantly increasing emigration, or you will
find some accident happening, when you will have something
to do more than you are asked to do to-night, under the
threat, and it may be under the infliction, of violence.

Now, Sir, I said at the beginning that I did not rise to
defend this Bill. I rose for the purpose of explaining it. It
is not a Bill which, if I had been consulted by its framers, I
should have recommended. If I had been a Minister it is not
a Bill which I should have consented to present to the House.
I think it is not adequate to the occasion, and that its con-
cessions are not sufficient. But I know the difficulties under
which Ministries labour, and I know the disinclination of
Parliament to do much in the direction of this question.
I shall give it my support because, as far as it goes, it is
a simple and honest measure, and because I believe, if it
becomes law, it will give more solidity and duration to every-
thing that is good in the Constitution, and to everything that
is noble in the character of the people of these realms.
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From Hoansard.

Berore I address myself to the question which is before
the House, there are two matters of a personal character
which I wish to dispose of. The right hon. Member for
Calne, on the first night of this debate, made a complaint to
the House that, in a speech out of this House, I had imputed
to him, or quoted as from him, words which he had not
uttered. The right hon. Gentleman was quite right to make
that complaint, if he thought it worth while to make it,
because there is no doubt—and I am sorry it so happened—
that some three or four words which he had not spoken in
that connection were added to the passage which he had
spoken. I regret the inaccuracy very much. I have the
satisfaction, however, of knowing or believing that I did the
right hon. Gentleman no substantial injustice.

The other point refers to the speech of the noble Lord the
Member for King’s Lynn (Lord Stanley). He retorted on
me a charge of conspiracy with reference to two divisions
which took place some years ago in this House, one on the
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China War, and the other on the Conspiracy Bill. In neither
of these cases did the mover of the resolution obtain a seconder
from the opposite side of the House. But with regard to the
first case, that of the China War, I was not in Parliament
during that session. I was in bad health, out of the country ;
and the first thing I knew of it was from reading an account
of what had taken place in this House in a public news-room
in the city of Rome. With regard to the other case, that of
the Conspiracy Bill, Members who were then in-the House
will recollect that on the first division, on the first reading of
the Bill, nearly one hundred Members—I think that was the
exact number, I am not sure—or ninety-nine, voted in the
division against the introduction or first reading of the Bill,
including Lord John Russell, the President of the Board of
Trade (Mr. Gibson), myself, and many others. The noble
Lord’s friends warmly welcomed and supported that Bill.
Before the second reading came on, my right hon. Friend the
President o