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Foreword

This book is an expanded and revised version of the Ford Lectures
which I delivered in Oxford in 1968. I would like to thank the
Ford Electors for the honour that they conferred on me and the
opportunity that they gave me of concentrating my mind on a
subject which has always intrigued me. On any plausible dating
of its origin the Conservative or Tory party has had a longer
continuous existence than any other British political party which
can still be described as a major party capable of forming a
government. This fact alone makes it a historical phenomenon
worthy of study.

My book does not purport to be a connected history, like Sir
Keith Feiling’s two great works on the Tory party from 1640 to
18g0!. Tt is, rather, a commentary upon the history of the party
from 1830 to 1955 ~ a history which perhaps someone will one day
write in detail on a suitable scale. I begin where I do because
Wellington is so often regarded as the last “Tory’ Prime Mindster.
1 end whereIdo because Sir Winston Churchill’s resignation marks
the end of an era. Perhaps Britain ceased to be a world power in
1945, but she believed herself to be one for another ten vears.
\\{hcther or not it was cause and effect, the illusion vanished
\V}thin two years of Churchill’s departure. The consequences are
sull.un['olding in every aspect of public life, not least in the Conser-
vative party itself,

I would like to acknowledge with thanks kind permission from
the fo}loss{ing to quote from privately published or unpublished
material in which they have the copyright: the Earl of Derby

18ir Keith Feiling, 4 his the Tt Y
perty 17141630 (1958). tory of oy parly 1640~1714 (1924); The second Tory
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(Dcrby Papers); the National Trust (Disracli Papers); Mcssrs
Hodder & Stoughton (Lady Gwendolen Cecil, Biographical studies
of the life and political character of Robert AMarquis of Salisbury
(n.d.)).

I would like to thank Mr I. T. Dunn for his carc in compiling
the Index and Miss Marion Weir for her patient cditing of my
typescript.

The Queen’s College, Oxford ROBERT BLAKE
1970



The Conservative Party
from Peel to Churchill



INTRODUCTION
The ancestry of the party

The ancestry of the Conservative party has been variously traced.
Some discern a continuous tradition from Strafford, Laud and
Charles I, ‘the holocaust of direct taxation’, as Disraeli termed
him, through the Tories of the time of William IIT and Anne to
the younger Pitt and his successors. Others have been unwilling to
go back so far. Suspecting that the old Tory party, which Wal-
pole was able to ruin (thanks to the Hanoverian succession and the
cowardice of Bolingbroke), had little connection with anything
that came after, they have preferred to place its origin with Pitt
and the great crisis of 1782-4. Yet others, uncasy at the fact that
Pitt never called himself a Tory let alone a Conservative, have
endeavoured to place the ancestry later with Perceval, Liverpool,
or most commonly with Peel.

It is not easy to date the origin of a political party with any
precision. As Sir Ivor Jennings observes:!

We must remember that in Britain a party is not a legal entity
except in the sense that any association having funds vested in
trustees or a committee is a legal entity. . . , Ifa party were a
legal entity created by charter or legislation, like a college or a

public company, we could give it an age and celebrate its
birthday,

This is exactly the trouble. Even if we were to take the matter of
central party funds vested in some sort of trustees it is difficult to
discover the facts. The researches of Professor Gash? show the
obscurity of the subject. It is not clear that any such fund existed

* 8ir Ivor Jennings Party politics, 11, The i
s 3 growth h 6 .
* Norman Gash, Politics in the Age q;' Peel (1953):?{;‘;:1;: Usfr), 6
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for the Conservative or Tory party before 1832, or cven in
the clection of 1832. There was, however, an election fund in the
clections of 1835, 1837, 1841 and 1847. Sir Robert Pecl and the
Dukc of Wellington were its trustees and it was administered by
the Earl of Rosslyn, the leading member of the party’s election
committee. But onc would hardly date the origins of the Con-
servative party in 1835, mercly because of the fund.

Arc there other institutional features which would enable us to
identify the continuity of a political party ¥ One characteristic of a
modern political party is a centraliscd burcaucracy and a country-
wide mass organisation. As far as the Conservatives are concerned
onc can be reasonably precise here. Both these features came into
being as a result of a challenge created by the first major step
towards mass democracy, the Reform Bill of 1867. In that very
ycar on November 12 at thc Freemasons Tavern, London, was
founded the National Union of Conservative and Constitutional
Associations with the avowed purpose of organising working class
support for the government. True, a Mr Eadie of Newcastle who
said he was the son of a working man declared that the word
‘Conservative’ would be a fatal handicap in Radical areas, adding
that he personally ‘was not a Conservative, he never pretended to
be one, and he never should be’. But his attempt 1o claborate on
this interesting theme was drowned not surprisingly ‘in hisses and
confusion’. In 1840 the Central Office was founded and it is thus
possible to say that a century ago the most characteristic institu-
tions of the modern Conscrvative party had come into being.

The form and features of the National Union and the Central
Office today would be fully recognisable to a Conservative party
worker of the 1870s. Considering how much has changed in poli-
tical lifc since then, one can only be surprised at this continuity - a
tribute to Disracli’s organisational power, or if not to his, to that of
the pcople whom he sclected to do the work. Is there, then, a case
for stopping our scarch into the past at the early 1870s and dating
the Conservative party from then? This would accord with the
idea of Disracli as the founder of modern Conservatism ~ a notion
widely held and by no means devoid of substance. For Disracli not
only innovated in the field of organisation. He did so too in the
far more important ficld of ideas; or, if this is too big a claim, he
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certainly expressed old ideas with a personal style and colour
which made them seem new. It cannot be wholly accidental
or erroncous that so many modern Conservatives look back
on Disracli as their prophet, high priest and philosopher
rolled into one.

Yet however strong these arguments, it simply does not sound
plausible to begin the story of the Conservative party then. To do
so is to ignore a continuity of outlook, of parliamentary organisa-
tion and of succession to the leadership which undoubtedly goes
back carlier, though just how far is the point we are trying to
discover. The Conservatives of the late 1860s and early 1870s did
not fecl themselves to be in any sense a new party or to be making a
fresh start; many of them distrusted Disraeli; a small minority
positively detested him, No contemporary Conservative would have
regarded him as the founder of the party — lcast of all Disraeli
himself.

Perhaps at this stage it is worth glancing at Disraeli’s own theory
of the history of the party which he came in the end to lead. As so
often in his career his view of history varied with the political
circumstances in which he found himself. It depended upon
whether he was a rebel or an Establishment man. In 1880 when he
had just resigned as Prime Minister but had accepted ‘an in-
vitation from the party to continue as their leader, he wrote to
Lord Lytton: “They [the Tory party] have existed for more than a
century and a half'as an organised political connexion and having
survived the loss of the American Colonies, the first Napoleon,
and Lord Grey’s Reform Act, they must not be snuffed out.’ This
suggestsbelief in continuity since the early eighteenth century. The
same view in more detail is expressed forty-five years earlier in his
Vindication of the English constitution where Bolingbroke is regarded
as the founder of a Tory tradition which continues through
William Pitt the younger, Burke and apparently Lord Liverpool
(for although he is not named his measures are praised), the Duke
of Wellington and Peel himself, Disraeli makes no attempt to
contrast Tori.c§ and Conservatives, merely observing that ‘in times
of great political change and rapid political transition it will
generally be observed that political parties find it convenient to
re-baptise themselvey’,

B
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Butin between the time when he was secking Peel’s favour in the
1830s and the time of his own ascendancy a generation later the
story was quite different. He was a rebel in the 1840s. Necding a
Tory philosophy of history as a counterweight to the Whig
philosophy, and at the same time determined to put Peel in his
proper place he advanced in his novels an ingenious version of
‘true Toryism’. This begins with Charles I, and an inclusive list of
members contains the Jacobite, Sir John Hynde Cotton, Sir
William Wyndham who was Bolingbroke’s lieutenant, Boling-
broke himself of course, Carteret, Shelburne and the younger
Pitt. But at this juncturc it becomes necessary to distinguish, If
Pitt’s successors in the leadership were to be included, then, as
Disraeli saw it, there would be no means of avoiding a lineal
descent through Addington, Portland, Perceval and Liverpool,
which would end in Pecl; and Peel, for a number of reasons, one
of which was his refusal of office to Disraeli in 1841, was just the
man on whom he least wished to confer this accolade.

Therefore it becomes necessary to argue that things somehow
went wrong during Pitt’s reign. Pitt himself was a great man but
the Tory apostolic succession stopped with him. He is ‘the best of
the Tory statesmen but who [sic] in the unparalleled and con-
founding emergencies of his later years had been forced unfortun-
ately for England to relinquish Toryism’. His successors were not
in any sense standard-bearers of ‘true Toryism’ or, as Disraeli
sometimes and significantly called it, ‘the English system’. They
were a ‘factitious league’ who ‘had shuffled themselves into power
by clinging to the skirts of a great minister’. They are the ancestors
of ‘Conservatism’.

Disracli’s denunciation in Coningsby of Conservatism as practised

by Peel is famous.? Less well known is his apostrophe to Toryism
in Sybil,

But we forget; Sir Robert Pecl is not leader of the Tory party ~

the party that . . . [and a long list follows of its virtues and

achievements]. In a Parliamentary sense, that great party has

ceased to cxist; but I will believe it still lives in the thought

and sentiment and consecrated memory of the English nation.
1 Sec below, p. 27.
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It has ils origin in great principles and in noble instincts; it
sympathises with the lowly, it looks up to the Most Hig:h. It can
count its heroes and its martyrs; they have met in its behalf
plunder, prescription, and death. Nor when it finally yielded to
the iron progress of oligarchical supremacy, was its catastrophe
inglorious. Its genius was vindicated in golden sentences and
with fervent arguments of impassioned logic by St John; and
breathed in the intrepid eloquence and patriot soul of William
Wyndham. Even now it is not dead but sleepeth; and in an agg
of political materialism, of confused purposes and perplexed
intelligence, that aspires only to wealth because it has no other
accomplishment, as men rifle cargoes on the verge of ship-
wreck, Toryism will yet arise from the tomb over which
Bolingbroke shed his last tear, to bring back strength to the
Crown, liberty to the Subject, and to announce that power has
only one duty — to secure the social welfare of the PEOPLE,!

In effect what Disracli is saying here — and we must not forget
the circumstances in which he was saying it - is that some sort of
true blue stream has been flowing from the days of the Cavaliers,
through the turbid whirlpeols of the reigns of William I3 and
Anne, becoming thinner but nevertheless remaining discernible
in the marshes and thickets of the mid-cighteenth century,
broadening out with the rise of the younger Pitt, and then flowing
underground for half a century or so, but always there, ready to
be brought to the surface again by the wand of some magica]
water-diviner. And it is not difficult to guess whom he had in
mind,

With the fall of Peel, and his own elevation to the leadership of
the party in the House of Commons only four years after Sybil haq
been published, Disraeli altered his attitude, or - perhaps one
should say, since ke never repudiated his past professions — became
sifent. But the distinction which he drew hetween Toryism and
Conservatism hag always had its supporters. In an essay on
Co'lcn'dgc in his Skefches in nineteenth-century biography, Sir Keith
Feiling dwells on the distinction, and draws up pedigrees for
the two concepts, Conservatism’s ancestors are Clarendon,

! Benjamin Disraeli, Sybil, or, The two nations, 3 vols (1845), Bk IV, ch. XIV.



6 CONSERVATIVE PARTY—PEEL TO CHURCHILL

Blackstone, Eldon, Peel; Toryism’s are Harley, Bolingbroke, Pitt,
Canning, Disracli. The great ideologists or thinkers are Burke for
Conscrvatism, and Coleridge for Toryism. Conservatives, broadly,
defended the existing order. Tories, while pruning the abuses of
their era, ‘looked behind the institutions of their own generation
to the spirit of the nation which gave them life’. The distinction is
of value in terms of ideology though it would be interesting to
know how it ought to be continued after Peel and Disraeli. But it is
not intended as a mecans of categorising the organisational de-
velopment of the party.

There is much room for argument about the precise ancestry of
the Conservative party. But it is at least clear when it got its name,
although we do not know from whom. The word ‘conservative’ in
its modern political sense was first used in an article in the
Quarterly Review in January 1830 — ‘We now are, as we always have
been, decidedly and conscientiously attached to what is called the
Tory, and which might with more propriety be called the Con-
servative Party’. Like ‘Liberal’, the word had a continental
derivation, as is shown by the alternative use ‘conservator’. Baron
Vincent writing to the Duke of Wellington in 1819 rightly ob-
served that ‘les principes conservateurs ont en vous un fort et noble
appui’. As late as May 1832 we find a correspondent of the Duke
observing that Birmingham was far from radical, ‘the majority of
respectable persons being decidedly conservators’. But this usage
soon faded out. By December 1831 the Standard was referring to the
‘Conscrvative party’ as if the phrase was a well established
expression, and, although for a year or two some people still
tended to use it with a conscious feeling of novelty, in actual or
metaphorical inverted commas, it soon became the normal word
for the party of the Right. The article in the Quarterly Review has
traditionally been attributed to John Wilson Croker, a minor
politician, a journalist and a friend of Peel and Wellington. But
onc of those persons who would be stigmatised by Sir Winston
Churchill as ‘a tiresome researcher’ has discovered that Croker
was not writing for the Quarferly at that particular time. So the
godfather of the Conservative party remains anonymous even if
we know the date of the baptism.

This brief chronology shows that the expression was not, as it is
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sometimes claimed, invented in the aftermath of the great
débdcle of 1832. [t was in use before that. On the other hand there
can be little doubt that its adoption by the leading figures of the
party and by leading journals of the Right such as the Standard
from 1832 onwards was a deliberate attempt to purge the party of
its old associations and to symbolise, if not a break with the past, at
least a change of course. Was this change so great as to constitute
real break with the past?

There was certainly continuity of a sort. In one sense the Duke
of Wellington may perhaps be regarded as the last Tory Prime
Minister and Peel as the first Conservative one. But Wellington
remained leader of the party after 1832, and the Carlton Club
which was to be the organisational headquarters of the party until
the creation of the Central Office was founded before the carrying
of the Reform Bill - though, admittedly, not long before. On the
whole such machinery as there was for co-ordinating party
activities seems to have survived the double defeats of 1831-2, It
is true that the Chief Whip, William Holmes, the last Tory whip
in the unreformed House, did not carry on with his duties with
the new House, but this was merely because he lost his seat, It is
also true that some important organisational changes took place
in the years immediately after 1832. But these were the result of
new circurmstances, the response of a defeated party to new
problems. There was no fundamental break with the past. Peel’s
cmergence in 1834 as Prime Minister was the result not of any
party rebellion but of the Duke’s deliberate decision to withdraw,

If the party rctained a basic continuity in terms of institutions
and persons, it is equally true that no drastic change occurred in
Conservative as compared with Tory political ideas and attitudes,
an can casily overdo the contrast between the party of Lord
Liverpool and the party of Peel. Almost the whole of Peel’s
}?olitical cxperience had been under Liverpool, and there is
htt.lc © Suggest that he was vitiesd or even doubtil about his
ch'n:f. -Lwcrpc.JoI was not the figure of reaction depicted by
Dzsmc:h. He aimed at a midd]e of the road policy even as Peel wag
to do in the 1805 and 1840s. All in all it is hard to argue that the
change of name from Tory to Conservative represented any more
of a gap in continuity than the change from Conservative to
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Unionist sixty years later. Both names remained in concurrent usc.
The name of Tory is far from extinct even today.

It will be argued in this book that the real gap in organisational
continuity is provided by the corn law crisis of 1846 and that the
Protectionist party founded by Lord Gceorge Bentinck and Lord
Stanley constitutes a new departure in a sense to which there is no
exact parallel in the period covered. If this interpretation is
correct, the party of Peel is not a different party from that of his
predecessors, Wellington, Canning, Lord Liverpool. It is basically
the same. The question then arises as to when that party first
came into being. No doubt it can be argued that there is some sort
of continuity in ideas ~ a Tory attitude to political problems —
which can be traced back through the cighteenth century to the
political struggles in the reign of Charles II when the words
‘Whig’ and ‘Tory’ originated. Both were at first terms of abuse
subsequently appropriated with defiant pride by those who were
abused. ‘Whig’ originally meant a Scottish horse thief and was
applied first to Presbyterian rebels and then to all those who in
the crisis of 1679 supported Ashley’s attempt to exclude from the
succession James, Duke of York, the Roman Catholic heir to the
throne. ‘“Tory’ meant an Irish papist outlaw and was applied to
those who supported the legitimate heir to the throne in spite of his
adherence to Rome.

As long as the succession to the throne remained a political
issue — and it did not finally cease to be so until after the failure of
the rebellion of 1745 — the use of the terms Whig and Tory in the
old sense had some meaning. But even by then the political
structure of Britain had become virtually a one party system with
the Whigs providing in effect both government and opposition. It
is not casy to trace any organisational continuity between the
Toryism of Bolingbroke and the Toryism of Lord Liverpool. The
best way of looking at the Whig and Tory parties as they had be-
come by 1830 is to take the second of the three alternatives
suggested at the beginning and to regard them as descending
from the two sides in the crisis of 17824, the Whigs from those
who supported Charles James Fox, the Tories from those who
supported the younger Pitt.

But it is important to remember that the term Tory was for a
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fong while not used of themselves by the party later to be described
as Tory. Pitt always called himself 2 Whig. Spencer Perceval,
Prime Minister from 1809 to 1812, never spoke of himself as a
Tory. Until 1806 the most common party names in the House of
Commons were Pittite and Foxite, Canning appears to have been
one of the first Cabinet ministers on the Pittite side who actually
cafied himself a Tory. Peel himself only admitted to the appel-
lation of Tory on one occasion, and that was with heavy irony
when on May 1, 1827, he gave an account to parliament of his
reasons for resignation. ‘I may be a Tory, I may be an illiberal,
but ... Tory as T am, T have the further satisfaction of knowing
that there is not a single law connected with my name which has
not had as its object some mitigation of the severity of the criminal
law. .. .’ Nevertheless by 1830 when this survey of the history of
the party begins, the names Whig and Tory had a clear meaning
and were in regular use. There s no need to go back beyond 1484
for the origin of the parties to which they refer, and there is Jittle
profit in pursuing a Disraelian search for continuity through the
eighteenth century.

! Norman Gash, My Sectelary Peel (3961), 437,



CHAPTER 1
Peel’s problem

In 1830 the Tory party fell from power. In 1832 it sustained the
greatest defeat in its history, bar one - the landslide of 1906. In a
house of 658 members it had only 185 ~ a drop of 70 from the
figure in the last unreformed parliament, which itself, however,
represented a great decline from the situation only two years
carlier when the Duke of Wellington had been Prime Minister
and Sir Robert Peel leader of the House of Commons. The reason
for the collapse is clear enough. It was not, as the Whigs and
Liberals were liable to argue, the just retribution for long years of
reactionary government by the ‘stupid party’. It was not, as
Disracli would later maintain, the consequence of the personal
deficiencies of ‘the Arch Mediocrity’, his unflattering and
unjustified soubriquet for Lord Liverpool who had been Prime
Minister from the murder of Spencer Perceval in 1812 till his
own incapacitation by a stroke in 1827 — the longest tenure of the
office in the nineteenth century. Those were years of great
turbulence and stress. Lord Liverpool was certainly not a medio-
crity. Nor was either he or his party reactionary ~ at least after
their early fears of post-war revolution had died away. From 1822
onwards under the influen.e of Peel at the Home Office, George
Canning at the Foreign Office, and William Huskisson (the most
famous railway casualty in history) at the Board of Trade the Tory
government had charted a comse that was in contemporary terms
by no means illiberal, witness its policy in matters fiscal and penal.
Even when the disappearance of Liverpool and Canning within a
few months of each other had brought power to what might be
considered the ‘right wing’ of the party, the repeal of the Test
and Corporation Acts of 1828 and the passage of Catholic
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emancipation in 1829 showed that the Tories were capable of
moving with the times, of opting to bend rather than to break.

The rock on which they foundered was parliamentary reform.
There was nothing inevitable about the shipwreck. They could
have steered differently, and the party’s past did not preclude a
compromise on thig issue. Indeed it was not obviously more
&ifficult than surrendesing to the agitation for Catholic emanci-
pation. On both questions traditionalists could find precedent fora
liberal approach in the attitude at vatous times in his career of
their hero, the younger Pitt, If anything the demands of the Irish
Catholics raised even greater problems than those of the parlia-
mentary teformers. Anglican exclusivism was even more closely
bound up with the party’s past than the preservation in every
detail of an electoral system which had hardened into its present
form in the seventeenth century and had been fossilised ever since.
The point was emphasised by the decision of a section of the
‘Ultras’, as the men of the extreme right were termed, to support
parliamentary reform after 1829 on the ground, probably well
founded, that a more liberal franchise would have resulted in 2
less liberal treatment of the Catholics.

But precisely because Peel had given way on the Catholic
question he was inhibited from repeating the performance in
another field. Peel was highly sensitive to charges of ‘betrayal’ —
more so than most politicians who sensibly come soon to recognise
that it is the necessary price paid by those who conduct the
government of the country with some regard to changing circum-
stances and new situations. It was Peel’s merit as a statesman that
he normally adapted his policies to the need for change, Tt was his
dcff:ct as a politician that he did so in a manner which, combining
as it did prickliness, egotism, self-exculpation and unctuousness,
gave a formidable handle to his enemies. No doubt Peel wa;
against the Reform Bill on its merits but he had been equally
?:ff)t:lri it:afatholi.c emancipation on its merits. The truth was that

not simply a matter of political philosophy. Professor
Ch:;?? ¢ effect of these measures was to open legislature and exceutive to non-Anglican

tians, They already had the vote and Protestant dissenters could sit in parliament,

R )
Jm}ﬁt:;lg% }cl:ix been \I\};a(lily excluded. Henceforth they could sit in parliament
iy cept Lord Chancelior of England or Ireland, or Viceray of
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Gash, the leading historian of the period, has put it admirably. ‘Tt
is clear that given the contemporary political assumptions
accepted by both sides the Tories were in the right. . . . Sooner or
later all the major prophecies of the opposition came true.’* But
he goes on to point out that the thing which counted for the
Whigs was not the verdict of posterity but the force of con-
temporary society, the need to conciliate popular demand. ‘What
the Tories said was true; but what the Whigs did was necessary.’?

Although Peel consistently opposed the Whig Reform Bill he did
not declare himself hostile in principle to all parliamentary reform
of any kind. His attitude seems, rather, to have been that circum-
stances while he was in office made it impossible for him to bring
forward proposals of his own, and that he had every right to find
fault with the particular measure submitted to parliament by the
Whigs. This moderate attitude was not shared by the duke whose
resignation in 1830 had been precipitated by his extraordinary
declaration that the constitution had reached a state of perfection
and that no reform could improve it. There can be little doubt that
Wellington’s attitude corresponded to the sentiments of the Tory
hard core, a body diminishing in size but powerful nevertheless.
Their view of the English constitution was amusingly satirised by
Peacock in The misfortunes of Elphin. Elphin, it will be recalled,
drew the attention of the Welsh Prince Seithenyn to the con-
dition of an embankment on his property, which was supposed to
keep out the sea.

“That is the beauty of it,’ said Seithenyn. ‘Some parts of it are
rotten and some parts of it are sound.’

‘It is well,’” said Elphin, ‘that some parts are sound: it were
better that all were so.’

‘So I have heard some people say before,” said Seithenyn,
‘perverse people, blind to venerable antiquity; that very
unamiable sort of people who are in the habit of indulging their
reason. But I say that the parts that are rotten give elasticity
to those that are sound: they give them elasticity, elasticity,
elasticity.® If it were all sound it would break by its own

1 N. Gash, Politics in the age of Peel, 5. 2 ibid., 11.

2 ‘Elasticity’ was a favourite virtue attributed by contemporary defenders of the old
constitution,
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obstinate stiffness. . . . There is nothing so dangerous as
innovation. . . . This immortal work has stood for centuries and
will stand for centuries more if we let it alone, It is well: it
works well: let well alone. Gupbearer fill. It was half rotten
when I was born, and that is a conclusive reason why it should
be three parts rotten when I die.’

This was not an attitude which could be successfully sustained
in the era of social transformation and economic struggle between
1815 and 1846.

England in the 18308 was, and had been since Waterloo, the
battleground of competing class ideologies. Class was a relatively
recent concept. In the old eighteenth-century society where the
two great political parties had their origin the language of class
did not exist. That society has been admirably described as ‘an
open aristocracy based on property and patronage.t It was a
hierarchical society with an immense number of gradations from
a tiny minority of rich landowners through a multiplicity of
‘middie ranks’ to the propertyless poor who constituted the
numerical majority of most pre-industrial societies. Its links were
vertical, secured by patranage, dependence and influence, rather
than horizental, secured by 2 common feeling of class conscious-
nCss among persons with a common economic interest, Baut,
although an aristocratic system, it was for a number of reasons
never a caste system. Younger sons did not inherit the land and
titles of their fathers; they were sent out into the world to fend for
thcmse'lves anc.i might or might not re-emerge from the middle
:;::Istxz: :::;;Zhw;}:,ei v(sizer.e thrust, On.the. othe_r hand people
fortunc onld res ea vxgour,c enterprise, intelligence, or‘good
offce tndlor tho senn M ve{c}lf ;op. ommerce, law, lucky marriages,
£5120; 20 fn ap 1:: :((;u ring the wealth to purchase a landed
vations s owner, as long as he owned el}ough, the

Pt tages in .thc peerage followed almost automatically.
comrco ‘:;S;Z ch;x: argues that this social mobility, unique in
unique Enggh hOPC, was one of the prc.condmons of that other

phienomenon, the Industrial Revolution.? This is

! Harold Terki, .. . .
*Ibid, Gz."km- The origins of modern English sociely 17801880 (1960), 17.
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a difficult question. What is certain is that an industrial revolution
occurring in England in the second half of the eighteenth century
produced a class of confident, self-conscious, capitalist factory
owners whose social and economic demands could not be accom-
modated by the old open aristocracy. Individuals, like the elder
Sir Robert Peel, might go up the steps of the eighteenth-century
hierarchy and never think in any other terms. But a host of less
rich, less individually aspiring business men regarded the old
order as wrong in itself; a clog on industry, a barrier to “free trade
in everything’, an immoral corrupt encumbrance preventing the
achievement of that beneficent economic growth which seemed to
them of paramountimportance. It wasastrange trick of fate that the
younger Sir Robert, in spite of his Toryism and his landed estate,
in spite of Harrow and Christ Church, should have become the
idol of this new class and should have broken his own political
career in the pursuance of its interests.

The ‘middle class’, thus differentiated from the ‘middling ranks’
of the old order, did not find itself in acute conflict with the
aristocracy till the end of the Napoleonic Wars. For the first fifty
years of the Industrial Revolution the interests of the two classes
were not markedly divergent. The aristocracy was more than
ready to meet the new ideology of competition and laissez-faire
half way. They were for example only too happy to jettison their
already much diminished paternalist duties, the social quid pro quo
of the paternalist authority which gave them their claim to govern
the country. Nowhere was this clearer than in the case of the poor
laws whose evils were denounced as vigorously by the gentry as by
the manufacturers, The substitution of a cash nexus for the old
social nexus which had its roots back in the days of feudalism did
not immediately damage the position of the landowner. On the
contrary the Industrial Revolution made his rent roll larger than
ever and he continued to reign supreme in the countryside, In the
Iong run, perhaps, the change was injurious to him. Just as today
in ‘White Africa’ the Europcan population has been digging its
own eventual grave by the attempt, however natural, to substitute
a cash cconomy for the subsistence economy of tribalism, so too
the aristocracy of the eighteenth century was destroying its own
raison d’étre by accepting the arguments of the economists. But the
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Jong run can be very long indeed, as proved to be th'e case with the
English aristocracy, and well may be in White Africa too.

The issue which brought conflict to a head was the corn law of
1815, Passed by a parliament of landowners it was onc of the most
naked pieces of class legislation in English history, and a clear sign
that the capitalist ideal was not going to prevail withont a struggle.
The middle class became consciously militant and began to look
for allies. The aristocracy and the employers were not the only
groups which had emerged as classes from the old hierarchical pre-
industrial order. The same period saw the conversion of a sub-
stantial element of what had been ‘the lower orders' into ‘the
working class’. This development was no doubt an inevitable long
term result of urbanisation and the factory system, but what
immediately provoked it and made the working class hostile to
the aristocracy was the campaign to abolish the poor laws. Coming
on top of the refusal to regulate wages and the passing of the
Combination Acts it scemed the last straw, the open and pal-
pable abandonment of the paternalist tradition,?

‘It was a combination of the discontented middle class with the
disillusioned working class which brought about the Reform Act
;{ alfi?éztfzt ‘)tf{lfhmeafure coxfld never h{ive been~ peacefully passed
had 10t sappont :dags;?::a;; clgss which dominated p?rhamént
Ied by Loy Grech . e‘ esc?ndants: of the Foxite W.ings

y had been the ‘outs® of politics almost ever since
the death of their Jeader and hero in 1806, For nearly a quarter
f}fo :1' e:zn;\:iy toi;e descendants of the Pi?t%te Whigs, now called

o possessed a monopoly of political power and patron-~
age; and by 1830 it seemed to the ‘outs® that the rules of the game
wereso adverse to them that only an accident could ever put them

in, 1 i i i
[ that accident occurred, it was essential to seize the oppor-

tunity and change the rules,
‘h;I'hcdelhlgs rhoug);‘t about reform in quite distinct terms from
middle axzd working classes, To both the new classes it was 2
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was. Most of them were immensely rich and were growing richer.
To them reform was essentially a move in the party game like
Fox’s India Bill* in 1783. Their basic social attitudes were those
common to the whole landed class and were not very different
from those of the liberal Tories who controlled the government
during the 18205. In a broad scnse this outlook accepted the
middle class ideals of competition, non-interference and laissez-
faire; even free trade, though not ‘free trade in everything’. The
Whigs like the Tories were in favour of the corn laws and, again
like the Tories, were in favour of the Established Church, but in
the latter case with a difference of emphasis. They were perhaps
rather ncarer than the Tories to ‘frec trade in religion’, although
it is fair to say that a Tory government repealed the Test Acts and
emancipated the Catholics. As for ‘free trade in land’, both parties
would have none of it, and the failure of land reform to make any
headway throughout the nineteenth century, except to a limited
degree in Ireland where special circumstances prevailed, is clear
evidence of the continued strength of the aristocracy.

The Whigs’ support of parliamentary reform should not be
condemned because they thought of it largely in terms of party
advantage. They were, after all, right as well as shrewd. The old
system was fundamentally indefensible, and, if the landed class
was to preserve any part of its old ascendancy, concessions had to
be made to popular demand. It will never be possible to say how
near to revolution England was in 1832, but it would be hard to
argue that reform could have been postponed for much longer
without an explosion. The party that successfully invested in the
movement for reform was bound to sccure great dividends. It was
by no means self-evident in the 1820s which of the two parties
this would be. The accident of personalities and events ensured
that it would not be the Tories.

In terms of parliamentary representation the Reform Act was a
far less conclusive victory for the middie classes than old fashioned
historiography allows. As for their working class allies it was in a
sense a defeat, largely depriving them of such representation as the

! This was a measure designed to vest the patronage of the East India Company
in Foxite hands and thus indirectly consolidate Fox’s control of the House of Commons.
Under strong pressure from George I1I the House of Lords rejected the bill. The king
dismissed the Fox-North coalition and the long rule of the younger Pitt began.
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quirks and cccentricities of the old system had, as it were by
accident, given them. The preponderance of the small boroughs,
the continued under-representation of the north of England and of
the big towns, left the middle class without a big enough ba-se
from which to launch a party of its own. There is nothing surpris-
ing in this. The measure was drafted and carried by a section of
the aristocracy. Not unnaturally it was electorally advantageous
to that section, but it did not substitute middle class for aristo-
cratic ascendancy. At most it gave the middle class a junior
partnership in power.

Representation, however, is not everything. The archetypal
middle class business man in his counting house, constantly con-
cerned with the active employment of his capital, ever alert to buy
in the cheapest and sell in the dearest market, had no time for
politics. The leisure needed for that occupation could only be
possessed by the man who derived his income not from active
employment of capital but from passive enjoyment of property,
whether in the form of land or what Disraeli called “the sweet
simplicity of the three per cents’. The middle class had won or was
in process of winning, a much more important struggle than the
struggle for the House of Commons; this was the battle for the
heart, for ‘the control of the prevailing morality’, as Harold
Perkin describes it.* It was the successful subjection or conversion
of the other classes to the ideals of hard work, competition, con-
tinence, thrift, non-intervention, freedom of commerce, labour,
religion, which marked the real triumph of the middle class. In
short they had behind them everything that is summed up by that
vague but nonetheless useful phrase ‘the spirit of the age’. With this
on their side there was no need to push the aristocracy out of
p_arliament. The aristocracy, except perhaps in a few matters not
vital to middle class aims, would do the good work themselves, and
thc'politx'cal party which adapted itself most readily to the new
cthic was the one which would enjoy the ascendancy in the years
to come,

In spite of the failure of the Tories to come to terms with ‘the
spirit of the age’in the matter of rotten boroughs, theystood a very
reasonable chance of winning this battle, For they possessed a

* Perkin, op, cit., 273.
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potential dynasty of Ieadership which came far closer to the
middle class ideal than any Whig cquivalent. Peel and his
disciple, William Gladstone, were the statesmen who seemed the
embodiment of the aspirations of the new order, and at the same
time they were singularly well qualified to reconcile these aspira-
tions with the old order to which by education, upbringing and
background they themselves belonged. Yet in the event both were
to be repudiated by their party, Pecl to wander in political limbo
till his death, Gladstone to go over to the other side and lead it.

Peel was onc of the greatest statesmen of his age. He was a most
ablc administrator. He possessed a remarkable capacity for hard
work. He was humane. He cared intensely about the distress and
poverty of the society in which he lived. He had, till Disracli broke
it, an ascendancy in the House of Commons unequalled by any
rival. He was very rich; he was most happily married; he achicved
his ambition of becoming Prime Minister. Yet there is something
curiously uncasy about him. Perhaps he never entirely recovered
from the strain of living up to the expectations of his father who
looked at him rather as Joseph Kennedy looked at his sons, with
intense pride, affection — and vicarious ambition. Although he
had an aristocratic upbringing, he did not belong to the aristo-
cracy. His manncr was awkward and he spoke like Gladstone
with a provincial accent. Disracli in some reminiscent jottings
wrolc:

Pecl always pht a question and to the last said ‘woonderful’ and
‘woonderfully’. He guarded his aspirates with immense care. 1
have known him slip. The correctness was not spontancous. He
had managed his clocution like his temper: neither was
originally good.’?

Pecl, again like Gladstone, lacked the gift of managing people.
He did not bother to conciliate his supporters, and he was
‘peppery’, finding it difficult to suffer fools gladly or to make the
cffort to win over the malcontents and rebels, He had an un-
fortunately cgotistical manner and was even more addicted than
most politicians to the first person singular. He had mannerisms
and phrascs which werc unnoticed when he was in the ascendancy

! Hughenden Papers, Box 26 AJX/A, 45, 1862.
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but gave a handle to mockery when things went wrong. He was,
for example, too fond of claiming that he was being ‘frank and
explicit’.? Disraeli did not let this go without comment. The
‘eentleman in Downing Street’ instructs his Secretary, Mr
Hoaxem how to deal with two delegations by telling them each
precisely the opposite story. ‘I have no doubt you will get through
the business very well, Mr Hoaxem, particularly if you be “frank
and explicit” ; that is the right line to take whenyou wish to conceal
your own mind and to confuse the minds of others.’?

These were superficial defects no doubt, but they may explain
some of the suspicion with which he was regarded by his aristo-
cratic followers and the venom with which they treated him over
the repeal of the corn laws. But in the early 1830s this lay far
ahead. Peel seemed indispensable, the one hope of a shattered
party to recover from the plight in which it found itself.

In a broad sense there were three possible policies open to the
Tory or Conservative party® after 1832. They could remain
simply an aristocratic landed interest group obdurately opposing
the wind of change which was blowing through English society in
the early nineteenth century. The late Evelyn Waugh once
expressed his regret that the Conservatives had never put the
clock back for a single minute. There was a section of Peel’s
supporters who would gladly have done so, or at most would have
settled for stopping the hands where they were. The chief repre-
sentative of the ‘Ultras’ was Disracli’s patron, Lord Chandos,
who later achieved celebrity when as Duke of Buckingham he
went bankrupt to the tune of a million pounds, largely thanks to
his propensity to buy land whose rental was far below the interest
on the money that he borrowed in order to buyit. He was known as
‘the Farmers’ Friend’. His supporters came from the squirearchy,
particularly those who had little aspiration to office. They formed
the backbone of the ‘agriculturist’ malcontents of the 18g0s and
were largely the same peoplewho opposed Catholic Emancipation,

. 'The phrase appears in the Tamworth Manifesto (so called from Peel’s constituency
in Sm(l‘ordsgurc). The manifesto is given in full in Lord Mahon and B. Cardwell
{cds), Memairs by the Right Honourable Sir Robert Peel (1857), 11, 58-67.
2 Sybil, Bk VI, ch. 1.
ppr:; question of nomenclature and continuity is discussed in the Tntroduction,
c
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Their shibboleth was ‘Protection, protestantism and no popery.’
They fussed about the malt tax. The shadowy intrigues of the
Duke of Cumberland and Lord Lyndhurst? to whom Disraeli
acted for a time as private secretary were connected with the same
scction of the party. They stayed uneasily with Pecl for the time
being, but they voted against the Maynooth grant in 1845, and
finally and fatally against the repeal of the corn laws in 1846.

The advantage of the Ultra policy was that it corresponded to
the actual beliefs of a large section of the political nation. Probably
a majority of theclectorateorof thosc who influenced theelectorate
were basically conservative with a small ‘c’. They believed in the
preservation of the traditional institutions of England, the
monarchy, parliament, the Church, primogeniture, the rights of
property landed as well as commercial. Many of them would not
have dissented at heart from the opinions of Prince Seithenyn,
quoted earlier. The great majority of the effective political nation
wished to keep things more or less as they were.

The disadvantage of the Ultra attitude, however, was that this
same basically conservative clectorate had to be convinced that
the Conservative party with a big ‘G’ was the party best capablc
of achieving that objective. After the events of 1830—2 this seemed
far from certain. Conscious of other classes knocking cver louder
at the door those who controlled the constituencies had to con-
sider whether to open it a little and lct some of them in or to stand
firm, in which case the door might be battered down and the
house pillaged. Over parliamentary reform the Tory party cut
itsclf adrift from moderate opinion which saw in blind adherence
to the old constitution paradoxically a more dangerous and more
revolutionary course, in the sense that it was likely to lead to
revolution, than a policy of cautious concession.

The truth, as Peel and the abler members of the party saw, was
that the landed interest by itself constituted too narrow a base on
which to build a viable opposition. If the policy of the Ultras had
won the day, the landed gentry would have become an isolated
class of internal émigrés like the French aristocracy after 1870; the

1 John Singlcton’ Copley, Tory Lord Chancellor 1827-30, 1834~5, 1841-6. Re-
nm:incd Ialikc for his Iegal acumen, brilliance in dcbate, lack of scruple, and raffish
moede of lifc.
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Conservative party as their organ would have been as ineffectivc
as the Jacobites a century earlier. As Professor Gash puts 1t,_‘For
the sake of the Janded interest itself Conservatism as a national
party could not take its stand on landed Toryism alone.’* Tflought-
ful Conservatives therefore looked for more positive policies.

There were two alternatives. One which seemed in some ways
attractive was to fight the advancing middle class by an alliance
with the working class. Why should not the landed aristocracy
join hands with the socially dispossessed, the victims of the
Industrial Revolution, against the northern ‘millocracy’ which
threatened them both? The concordat between the middle and
working class, which had forced through the Reform Act was
short-lived. It soon became clear that the middle class had no
intention of using its victory for anything but its own purposes, The
new poor law enshrining the principle of ‘less eligibility’ was as
obvious a symbol of this purpose as one could find. True, it did not
satisfy the doctrinaires who would have liked the total abolition
of all provision for paupers, but Oliver Twist and a multiplicity of
less famous denunciations are enough to show that no one who
could help it was likely to enter the new Bastilles. The split
between the middle class and working class was confirmed and
widened by the growth of the Chartist movement. There seemed a
genuine opening for a Tory-Radical alliance.

The possibility appealed particularly to idealists, romantics,
escapists, all who harked back to a largely imaginary pre-
industrial golden age, all who disliked and feared the harsher
manifestations of the industrial revolution and the bleaker aspects
of the Utilitarjan philosophy expounded by Jeremy Bentham.
The paternalistic side of the aristocratic ideal had never wholly
died. A sort of noblesse oblige spirit of responsibility for the lower
orders animated such figures as Thomas Sadler in the 18205 and
his disciples, Richard Oastler and John Wood, who fought against
the new poor law in the 18305, To supply them with a philosophy,
not perhaps a very clear one, there was S. T. Coleridge whom J. S.
;mn ranks with Bentham as one of ‘the two great seminal minds
in England of t.hcir age’, The intellectual organ of this group was
Blackwood’s Edinburgh Magazine edited by John Wilson, under the

*N. Gash, Reaction and reconstruction in English politice 1832-52 (1965), 1 39.
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pseudonym of ‘Christopher North’. He was also Professor of
Moral Philosophy at Edinburgh University. Its most original
contributor was David Robinson, a heterodox economist who
challenged the dominant ‘classical’, laissez-faire doctrine of David
Ricardo and advocated, though without the mathematical
apparatus to prove his case, many of the measures associated with
the name of John Maynard Keynes a century later: governmental
intervention to cnsure full employment, a reflationary money
policy, increascd public expenditure, and control of the ecconomy
by taxation and tariffs.

High Tory paternalism of this sort was associated not only with
protectionism but with a strong attachment to the Anglican
Establishment. The whole trend of liberal Toryism both in terms
of religious and economic policy during the 1820s inspired its
deepest distrust. Canning and Huskisson came in for severe
strictures from Blackwood’s. As for Peel no words were too strong.
In 1830 the journal observed: ‘Mr Peel’s public life has been one
continuing course of despicable, grovelling, mercenary faithless-
ness to principles and party.’® It was not only the Ultras but high
Tories of this paternalist school led by Sadler, who voted against
Wellington and Peel in 1830, letting in the Whigs, and thus mak-
ing the chances of their own success thinner than ever.

This strain in Toryism was to end, at least for the time being,
with the Gothic absurdities of ‘Young England’ in the early 1840s,
of which more later. The numerous manifestations of popular
Toryism betwcen 1830 and 1845 show that the approach was not
simply romantic nonsense: Tory Chartism; the attack on the new
poor law; Ashley’s campaign for Factory Acts; the parliamentary
cflorts of Sadler, Oastler and Wood; and the writings of Carlyle
(not that the Sage of Ecclefechan could ever be described as a
Tory, but he was at any rate no friend of the Liberals).

Yet the Tory-Radical approach had two grave defects. In the
first place it ran clean contrary to ‘the spirit of the age’. It was in
almost every respect at loggerheads with the confident ‘pro-
gressive’ challenge of the active capitalist ideal which was rapidly

1 See Perkin, op. cit., 244~52, for an illuminating discussion of the role of Blackwood’s
in general and Robinson in particular.

3 Perkin, op. cit., quoting Blackwood’s, XX VII (1830), 41. 8 See pp. 55-6.
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hardening into current orthodoxy. There is nothing d'iscrcd'itabl.e
in being against the spirit of the age, Indeed if one is against it
fong enough one may suddenly find oneself on its side; the‘spmt
of the age does not last for ever. The progressives of any pamcu!ar
generation are often conceited, doctrinaire, blinkered and in-
tolerant. Few of us today can read Macaulay’s attack on Southey
without feeling a great deal of sympathy for Southey. The
asininitics of those who are ‘with it’ frequently surpass the follies
of those who are against ‘it’ (whatever ‘it’ means). But, in terms of
political headway, opposition to the reigning intellectual ortho-
doxy is very difficult. After observing that ‘the fallen, degraded,
liberal Tory must servilely echo all the Whig advances, though
public ruin be the consequence’, Robinson went on to bewail the
fate of those who challenged the liberal consensus.

You are treated as unworthy of argument, and are silenced by
derision. Discussion and information are thus excluded from
Parliament. The Holy Whig and Tory Fathers must preserve
their political faith from the heresy of truth - they must
canonize their saints, sell their relics, worship their images,
exact credence to their legends and consign unbelievers to the
moral rack and faggot, because in this is involved their public
existence. They are destroyed, if argument and fact be suffered
to kindle the blaze of reformation,

The press naturally follows its parties, surpasses them in guilt,
and covers every point which they are incapable of defending. . .

Say that the Holy Fathers ~ the Wellingtons and Hollands —
the Huskissons and Broughams — the Peels and Burdetts can
f:rr;.and this press dooms you to the stake for uttering such an
impious impossibility,

He ended with a series of rhetorical questions, two of which may
serve to iltustrate the rest.

Am T to applaud that which has sacrificed the foreign interests
of my country and destroyed her influence amidst other nations
merely because it is called liberal and enlightened policy? Am
I to support laws which demonstrably have plunged half my
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countrymen into ruin and misery, because it is said that they
are founded on liberal and enlightened principles?

Evidently the answer was no.

And he signed his piece which was an open letter to the heads
of Oxford colleges (a body of men not in those days much
given to enlightenment and liberalism) ‘One of the Old
School’.2

One can sympathise. There is something deeply frustrating
about those confident fashionable orthodoxies which at times scem
indefeasibly established in the media of communication, supreme
in academic circles, taken for granted by the intellectuals, an
integral part of the mental equipment of civil servants, even of
MPs. It is particularly frustrating when the majority of both sides
in parliament either take the current fashion for granted or dare
not argue against it for fear of ridicule, with the result that any
criticism mects not rational argument but the automatic con-
ditioned reflex of indifference and incredulity.

This became increasingly the position of the Tory-Radical
paternalists as the decade wore on. The truth was that they were
both too far ahead and too far behind their times; ahead, in that
their shadowy prevision of the welfare state and a planned
economy would not be generally accepted even a hundred years
later; behind, in that their views on such subjects as the Ghurch
were as reactionary as those of the Ultras. To the ordinary
commonsensical Tory M.P, who had already jettisoned the
responsibilities of aristocratic paternalism, who was already half
converted to the new middle class ethos except in so far as it
directly damaged his own traditional interests, and who sought
above all an accommodation with capitalism in order to retain as
much as possible of the old order, the ideas of the Tory-Radicals
seemed chimerical.

And cven if they had not, there was a second major defect in
that approach - a defect more practical, tangible and damaging.
The class to which the Tories were to appeal had not got the vote.
What is more no Tory or Whig M.P. had the slightest intention of
giving it the vote. Tory-Radicalism made no sense as an effective

1 Blackwood’s XXVII (1830).
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policy unless a substantial element of the working class was
enfranchised. Disraeli and the Young Englanders of the early
1840s were perhaps the most ariiculate exponents of t%le creed, but
they never faced this issue squarely. There is no hint of a new
Reform Bill in Coningsby or Sybil. Nor can it be claimed that the
Conservative Act of 1867 represented a belated awareness of the
possibility of such an alliance. Derby and Disraeli were primarily
influenced then by short term tactical considerations, and did all
in their power to counteract the consequences of houschold
suffrage in the boroughs by trying to redraw the constituency
boundarics on 2 massive scale. Reluctance to tamper with the
franchise in the 18g0s and 18408 is fully understandable and
certainly not discreditable. To give the vote to the starving,
illiterate, semi-revolutionary masses, victims of every sort of
delusion from Chartism downwards, would have seemed lunacy to
the possessing classes. Rightly or wrongly they had no intention
of risking it, and that fact alone ruled Tory-Radicalism out of the
realm of practical politics.

The other positive policy open to the post-reform Tory party
was the one actually chosen, viz, to continue the liberal Toryism
of the 1820s, the tradition of Liverpool, Canning, Huskisson,
Peel himself. This, broadly, meant acceptance of the industrial
revolution, compromise with the forces of change and adaptation
of traditional institutions to th¢ new social demands. Above all it
meant a libertarian fiscal policy which would in the end bring
increased affluence to every class in society and thus relax the
tensions which in the hungry 1830s and 1840s threatened revolu-
tion in Britain. In this way the traditional constitution of Church
and State and land could be preserved and strengthened, and the
danger of its destruction at the hands of an alliance of the non-
aristocratic classes much diminished or even averted altogether.
The po&i‘cy amounted to one of tompromise with the middle class;
a reversion in fact to the old course off which the party had been
thnporarily blown thanks to bad steersmanship in the eye of the
wind of parliamentary reform.
smlt’:(c}bs I;cceptaflce of the new ordef‘ of society should not be over-

. He considered that the existence of the territorial aris-
tocracy as the governing class of England was essential for the
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welfare of the nation. On May 4, 1846 during the corn law de-
bates he put his point of view clearly:

I believe it to be of the utmost importance that a territorial
aristocracy should be maintained. I believe that in no country
is it more important than in this, with its ancient constitution,
ancient habits and mixed form of government. I trust that a
territorial aristocracy, with all its just influence and authority
will be long maintained. I believe such an aristocracy to be
essential to the purposes of good government. The question
only is — what in a certain state of public opinion, and in a
certain position of society, is the most effectual way of maintain-
ing the legitimate influence and authority of a territorial
aristocracy. . . . I said long ago that I thought agricultural
prosperity was interwoven with manufacturing prosperity; and
depended more on it than on the Corn Laws. . . . I believe the

interests direct and indirect of manufacturing and agricultural
classes to be the same.’ VE6,u1 ‘NST Lo 91824

By the time he spoke those words a large section of his supporters
either believed, or had been pressed by their constituents into
saying, that the interests of the two classes were not the same.
Hence the split over the repeal of the corn laws with its ruinous
effects on the party’s fortunes for nearly thirty years. But in the
immediate aftermath of the Reform Act the potential divergence
was not so obvious. The corn laws were upheld by both parties.
The Conservatives were in opposition, and in opposition frag-
mentation of opinion, as long as it does not lead to a group actually
going over to the other side, is not so important. Throughout the
1830s Peel had trouble with Ultras, ‘agriculturists’ and other
varieties of malcontents, but there was no haven for them among
the Whigs; and no specific issue arose to cause a major secession.

The policy followed by Peel after 1832 had much to recom-
mend it. More realistic than that of the Tory-Radicals, less rigid
than that of the Ultras it offered the best opportunity of obtaining
political power for his party and, what was more important in
Peel’s eyes, harmony and prosperity among the various classes in
an era of poverty, violence, distress, and revolution. In fact it was

t Speeches, IV, 684, quoted, Gash, op. cit., 139.
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the only line that he could have followed with any prospect of
success, which does not in the least detract from his credit for doing
50.

The main disadvantage which he had to face was the difficulty
of distinguishing his policy from that of the Whigs. This is the
problem which a Conservative opposition trying to swim with the
general current of enlightened opinion so often has to face. If it
speaks too much in the language of its opponents it incurs the
charge of being an echo rather than a voice. If it speaks too
much in its own language it incurs the charge of being a voice
from the past. Peel did not escape the former charge, and Dis-
raeli’s famous satire in Coningshy which must be quoted in any
survey of the history of the Conservative party had some truth in
it,

There was indeed considerable shouting about what they called
Conservative principles; but the awkward question naturally
arase, what will you conserve? The prerogatives of the Crown,
provided they are not exercised; the independence of the House
of Lords, provided it is not asserted; the Ecclesiastical estate
provided it is regniated by a commission of laymen. Everything
in short that is established, as long as it is a phrase and not a
fac't. » + « Conservatism discards Prescription, shrinks from
Prm'ciple, disavows Progress; having rejected all respect for
Antiquity, it offers no redress for the Present and makes no
preparation for the Future, , . .1

Later in the same book he wrote:

Whenever public opinion which this party never attempts to
form_, to educate or to lead, falls into some violent perplexity,
passion or caprice, this party yields without a struggle to the
Impulse, -and, when the storm hag passed, attempts to obstruct
and obviate the logical, and ultimately the inevitable, results
of the.\rcry measures which they have themselves originated, or
to which they have consented. . . . ’
The man who enters public life at this epoch has to choose
etween Political Infidelity and a Destructive Creed.2

* Benjaruin Disracli i H
1 ibié,, B;\Pﬁj‘“cgf,fmﬂg!by. oy The new generation, 3 vols {1844), Bk 11, ch, 5e

b
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This was one aspect of the difficulty faced by Peel in pursuing
his cautious middle course: the alienation of the section of his own
party, which did not accept the ‘consensus’. It is unlikely that it
worried him unduly then, though it was to be fatal later. More
awkward was the problem of inducing supporters of the Whigs to
come over to his side. If he was an echo, if the policies for which he
stood were virtually indistinguishable from those of the party in
power, why should the floating vote — and even in those days of
close constituencies there was such a thing — move away from the
government and support the opposition? That was the real prob-
Iem for Pcel and his followers on the morrow of the great Reform
Bill.



CHAPTER 1I

Peel’s achievement
1832-46

I

The Tory party had no clearly recognised leader when the first
reformed parliament met. This situation was not as abnormal as it
would be today. Throughout the nineteenth century, indeed until
some indeterminate date between 1911 and 1922, the leadership
of a political party out of office went into ‘commission’ or ‘abey-
ance’, as between its two leaders in the two Houses of Parliament,
unless one of them happened to be an ex-Prime Minister, In that
casc though not formally elected he was usually regarded as the
leader of the whole party and, ceferis paribus, could expect to be
invited to form an administration if the government of the day
resigned on defeat at a general election or in the House of Com-
mons,! If there was no active ex-Prime Minister the monarch was
free to choose the leader in either the lower or the upper house.
_An obvious example of the two situations can be taken from the
history of the Conservative party between 1874 and 1885, After
thg Conservative electoral victory in 1874 Disracli as ex-Prime
Minister was regarded not only as leader of the party in the House
of Commons but of the whole party and had the expectation
which was not disappointed of being asked to form the next
government, In 1876 he became Earl of Beaconsficld and ex-
c{langcd the leadership of the lower for that of the upper house,
Sir Stafford Northcote succeeding him in the former position. In
1880 he lost the election and died a year later. The peers elected

* The first person to be clected as ‘Lead i
er of th ioni ’
3523 Domae 1o om0 be Y, of the Conservative and Unionist Party’
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Lord Salisbury as his successor. For the next four years there was
no leader of the party as a whole, and when Gladstone resigned
in 1885 it was open to the Queen to choose Northcote or Salisbury.
In fact she chose the latter for reasons which are discussed below,?
but she could have chosen either man without infringing constitu-
tional propriety. In practice the situation always depended in
some degree on personalities and circumstances. After 1846 there
was no ex-Prime Minister in the ranks of the anti-Peelite Pro-
tectionists who constituted the new Conservative party, and so in
theory the lcadership should have been held jointly by Lord
Stanley (Derby) in the Lords together with Lord George Bentinck
in the Commons. But in practice no one doubted that Stanley was
the party’s only possible Prime Minister. His experience and pres-
tige made any other choiceabsurd ; he wasregarded as thesole leader
Iong before 1852 when he actually formed his first administration.
The situation in 1833 was unusual. There existed an ex-Tory
Prime Minister in the person of the Duke of Wellington.2 The
duke had not retired from politics. He continued to lead the Tory
peers whenever he cared to do so. On the other hand it was well
known that, when his vain attempt in 1832 to form a government
for the paradoxical purpose of carrying a Reform Bill collapsed
amid general obloquy, he had expressed his intention of never
accepting the premicrship again. However, people can change
their minds. The duke’s attitude made Peel’s position uncertain,
Nor was it beyond all doubt hat Peel would be Prime Minister
even if the duke did step down. A move to elect him formally as
leader of the opposition came to nothing because of the hostility
of a group of discontented Ultras.® There was gossip that the
Speaker, Charles Manners-Sutton, would be the king’s choice if a
Tory ministry was formed.! The Tory party was in the mood of
fractious disarray which so often overcomes it after a defeat.

1 Sce pp. 134~7.

2 In fact there were three, for Lord Sidmouth (Addington) was still alive and so was
Lord Ripon (Gederich) but the former had long ago retired, and the latter, after the
most ignominious premiership in English history, had gone over to the other side.

3 Gash, Reaction and reconstruction, 1401,

4 ibid,, 141. Manners-Sutton, son of an Archbishop of Canterbury and later created
1st Viscount Canterbury, would not have been a very suitable selection in an age of
rising moral standards, Greville writes of his wife, formerly Mrs Purves, ‘She lived with
the Speaker during Purvis’s [sic] life, but they managed their affairs with great skill or
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This book is not a political history of the times but no analysis of
the development of a political party can ign?re what was happen-
ing on the other side. This applies with particular force to a party
of the right. Inevitably the main initiative comes from the left, fmdi
although one can be legitimately rebuked for talking about ‘right
and ‘left’ at all in discussing the politics of the early nineteenth
century, nevertheless it is true that the Whig-Liberal-Radical
coalition was the ‘party of movement’, and that a large part of
Conservatism then, and ever since, consisted in resisting or deflect-
ing or slowing down ‘movement’. It is therefore necessary to see
what the government was doing. The aftermath of the Reform
Act saw a spate of legislation. Most of it was not in the least
revolutionary, or notably different from the sort of measures which
Peel might have promoted, but there was one issue on which the
two parties did emphatically differ and which was to split the
reigning coalition.

This had nothing to do with economics or social reform. The
differences about those subjects which loom so large in modern
potitics did not on the whole divide the parties from one another;
they created a Yine of division within the Conservative party, but
not between that party and the Whigs. What really did divide the
parties was a constitutional question, The Tory party never tired
f’f proclaiming its determination to uphold the traditional
Institutions of the United Kingdom, the monarchy, the House of
Lo.rc.is, and the Protestant Establishment, both its Pproperty and its
privileges, Closely tied to this was the concept of law and order, a
strong exccutive government. This was a favourite theme of the
Duke of .Wclh'ngton, and in a period of popular agitation, great
povcrty.r in places, frequent riots, and the constant threat of vio-
}cnce,. it had all the relevance that such a theme has today in
America and Ulster,

}\To fioubt it is true that the Whigs also proclaimed their deter-
}n;cr;ieltﬁ: Lot ;nforce law and order, ar}d to uphold the constitution.

Te 7 rances from four prominent figures about their and
thelr party’s purposes:

else good fuck for she had no child im tj
ren by him till after th i
e h I ey were married, and th
a‘;\‘z wfr(}:’o np}p;c:l\rcd astriumphant witnesses of her immaculate virtue,’ Lytton Srt‘rach?;'
et Fulford (eds), The Grepifle memoirs, § vols (1998), 113, 1 78
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The maintenance of our scttled institutions in Church and
State, and also the preservation and defence of that combination
of laws, of institutions, of habits and of manners which has
contributed to mould and form the character of Englishmen.

To the Constitution of this country in all its branches I stand
pledged by feeling, by opinion and by duty.

You arc determined to uphold the Protestant religion, the
Church of England in Ircland as well as in England; you are
determined to maintain the independence of a House of Lords.

I wish to rally as large a portion of the British pcople as possible
around the cxisting institutions of the country ~ the Throne —
Lords — Commons and The Established Church.!

The first, second and fourth arc respectively by Peel, Russell
and the Whig Lord Durham, ‘Radical Jack’.2 The third is from
a letter of Wellington to Peel.

But this unanimity was little morc than onc would find in an
interdenominational agreement to be ‘against sin’. What mattered,
as with the general question of preserving the territorial aristo-
cracy, was the interpretation of ways and means, of tactics; and
here onc can find some important differences. Perhaps the most
significant of all was over the question, partly religious, partly
constitutional, of the redistribution and ‘appropriation’ of the
revenues of the Church of Ircland, Both parties were determined
to preserve the union of England and Ireland. Both partics recog-
niscd that the revenues of the Church of Ireland — and the Church
of England too for that matter — were indefensibly maldistributed,
and that parliament had a right to reallocate them. As far as the
Church of England was concerned there was no real battle
hetween the partics on the question of lay appropriation. It was
agreed to be the national church and its total resources were not
regarded as too much for its potential legitimate expenditure, The
Church of Ircland was another matter: it catered for only about

1T have lifted all these quotations from Gash, Reaction and reconstruction, the first
and third are on p. 132, the second and fourth on p. 1635,

2 Also known as ‘King Jog’, from his immortal remark to Creevey that a man may
Jjog along on {50,000 a year,
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one-cighth of the Irish population, although its establishmf:nt way
designed to deal with the whole nation, Its revenue was cl‘aufxed in
some quarters to be not only inequitably distributed within the
Church but altogether excessive,

The majority of the Whigs, and of course the Radicals to 2 man,
were in favour of appropriating to lay purposes the ‘surplus’
thrown up by redistribution of the revenues of the Church of
Treland. The Conservatives were strongly opposed. Behind the
two attitudes lay the deeper question of the best way to preserve
the Union. The Conservatives believed that any weakening of the
Protestant Establishment in Irefand would weaken the Union. The
Whigs believed that the Union would only survive if concessions
were made to the Catholic majority. There were some who went
further and considered that the Union would be safer if the Church
of Irefand was jettisoned altogether, but this view was not to
prevail for another thirty-five years when Gladstone passed the
Act of Disestablishment in 1869 — against relatively lukewarm
(?’onsewacivc opposition, such was the changed temper of the
times.

The question of appropriation of Church revenues for lay
purposes produced the first overt split in the uneasy coalition
w{xich had carried the Reform Bill, The Duke of Richmond, Lord
Ripon, Edward Stanley, and Sir James Graham resigned in May
:1?34 ifec::mse of an ind‘iscreet declaration by Russell in favour of
tac tg:::rlge. Th:Dmovmg spirit in this seces.sion was Stanley, heir
Dechy 4 ?rzn }C; erby. Hence the name given to his group, ‘the
bt essenﬁil'l ¢ was one of the most brl.lhant orators of his day,
hiscanger Thy ‘(1{1 impetuous an‘d .dls)ruptwe force at this stage in
Whigs aitho :: hep':.rturc of th(.: dilly ‘was a damaging blow to the
betwcén Stanleg s nat immediately fallowed by a union

Y anfi the Tories. He refused to join Peel in hig

"Dty is an abbreviag i
ation for a dili : i e
and th 2an abhbrey gence or coach which

e allusion is to lines by J. H. Frere, in the Loes of m:cﬁ:ﬂagr[r;c:d % passengers

‘So down thy hill romantic Ashby i
4 0 )
The Derby dilly, 'c:xrrying Shree um‘;c?’ glides
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Club.! Meanwhile ‘appropriation’ had brought down two
ministrics: it was the real reason behind William IV?s dismissal of
Melbourne in November 1834, for Russell, on whose appointment
as Chancellor of the Exchequer and Lcader of the House Mel-
bourne insisted, was unacceptable to the king largely because of his
opinions about the Irish Church. It also brought down Peel’s
ministry in April 1835 when Russell managed to carry a resolution
in the House of Commons in support of appropriation.

To modern minds the whole subject may well seem a footling
one. In the end appropriation never got through; Russell dropped
it in 1838. What is more the whole debate turned on the disposal
of a surplus whose existence was quitc uncertain. Nevertheless it is
worth attention for it reminds us of something easily forgotten
today when Ircland and religion no longer dominate thelegislature,
viz, the immense amount of political time which both subjects
occupied throughout the nincteenth century. In modern times the
great issues have been economic and social. In those days they
were religious and constitutional. The first parliament in which
economic issues were dominant was that of 1900, thanks to Joseph
Chamberlain’s crusade for tariff reform. Despite Peel’s great
budget, despite the struggle over the corn laws, even the parlia-
ment of 1841 was more concerned with religion than economics.
In these circumstances onc would expect to find the dividing line
between the parties to lie largely in religious and constitutional
issucs, and this is certainly borne out by contemporary evidence.
‘In the main it is undoubted,” wrote Stanley to J. W. Croker in
1847, ‘that the Whig Governments fell, and the Conservative
party was formed upon questions affecting the maintenance of the
Established Church, and the integrity of the institutions of the
Country, the Housc of Lords included.’

A brief survey of the changes of government between 1832 and
1847 confirms Stanley’s statement. The changes in 1834 and 1835
from Whig to Conservative and back again turned on the Irish
Church. The Whigs resigned in 1839 on the question of suspending
the constitution of Jamaica, and came back within a day or so on

* He retired from Brookes’s in 186, but so did a number of Whigs in protest at
O’Connell who was a member and who declined to resign despite having publicly
dcn(;)unccd the Housc of Lords as ‘a set of stupid, ignorant, half-mad fops and cox-
combs’,
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another constitutional question, that of the Ladies of the Bed-
chamber.! In 1841 they fell on a straight vote of no confidence. In
1846 Peel was defeated on an Irish Coercion Bill, though ad-
mittedly the real reason was the repeal of the corn laws, In 1851
Russell resigned nominally on a franchise question but funda-
mentally because his anti~papal declaration had deprived him of
Irish support, and, although he came back again thanks to Derby’s
failure to form a government, the same basic reason brought him
down a year later. The fall of the Derby government in December
1852 owing to the defeat of Disraeli’s budget was the first occasion
since the Reform Act where a government was formally ousted on
a question which could be described as purely economic or fiscal.

The Conscrvatives differed from the Whigs principally on
religious and constitutional matters, and they had considerable
success in resisting what they regarded as the threat of the Whig--
Radical alliance to ‘the existing institutions of the country’. Their
success is too often masked by the tendency, not extinct even oW,
to look at the history of the years between the death of Pitt and the
repeal of the corn laws through Whig-tinted spectacles; a quarter
of a century of Tory misrule, of obdurate resistance to change, is
succeeded in 1830 by a decade of progressive reformist legislation;
true, the Whigs are ousted in 1841 but only because Melbourne
was not a real Whig, and because Peel, having imbibed the
principles of his opponents, has shown his ability, though in ‘the
wrong party’, to carry out a programme of enlightened progressive
reform; when he founders on the rock of the reactionary Tory
squirearchy the ‘natural’ condition of politics reasserts itself; the
Whig party gradually developing into Gladstonian liberalism
becomes the normal governing party of the country.

The picture is nearer to reality at the end of the period than at
the beginning, There it is palpably incorrect, However reactionary
the Tories may have been in theyearsbetween Waterloo and Peter-
loo, they undoubtedly changed their course in the early 1820s.
The policy of Liverpool, Huskisson, Canning, and Wellington,
wasin effect an attempt to secure what it has become fashionable

! Peel asked that the Queen as a mark of confidence should replace some of the Whig

Ladies of the Bedchamber by wives of Tory noblemen, She refused, and Peel declined
to take office,

D
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to call a ‘consensus’, that is to say a policy which accorded with
the general views of intelligent but not very far-sighted men
of affairs and with the material advantage of the politically
effective spiritual and economic interests of the country. Of course
there were many mistakes, omissions, imperfections in what they
did, but to see their tenure of office as a period of frozen reaction is
to fall for a trick of political propaganda ~ no doubt a perfectly
legitimate move in the game, like the Labour claim in 1945 that
the Conservatives had thrived on stagnation and unemployment
between the wars, but not a statement that any historian should
take seriously.

Peel after 1832 followed very much the same line as he had
when he was in Liverpool’s administration during the 1820s. He
supported cautious piecemeal changes, he accepted the new
parliamentary system and its logical corollaries, he endeavoured
to win back the moderate men and the great ‘interests’ in the
nation alienated by the Tory attitude to the Reform Bill, and he
encouraged the removal of abuses; but he resisted with much
dctctfnin'ation any move to disturb the balance of that “mixed
constitution’ wh_ich th.e Tories .regardcd as sacrosanct, and which,
though the Whigs paid due tribute to it, their Radical followers
frankly derided.
va'I-‘ile Tories were highly. sugcessful. Anyone who surveyed the
v er;g rus 1;:1rts of" the constitution in the heady aftern}ath of the

form Act might have hoped or dreaded, depending on his
political creed, that within a few years the Crown would lose its
prerogatives, the House of Lords would have its wings clipped, the
churches of England and Ireland would be disestablifhed, th
iecret ballet introduced and local government democratiséd i;
rz;g;r.lch;?euxét:y. In t‘he event very Ii~ttle of this programme was
I : own did lose some of its power but by an almost
lm}?e.rceptlble process of silent adaptation rather than ;
political stroke. The House of Lords kept its privileges ;’;YHZ‘;{;
Ireland survived tl) 1869, open
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sit in the House of Lords. Of course much legislation was passed
by the Whigs between 1832 and 1841 but little of it was such as to
be objectionable to a liberal Tory like Peel whose ideas had been
shaped by his cxperiences under Liverpool in the 1820s.

Peel would not have become such a dominant figure if there had
been an equivalent of himself on the other side. The difficulty of
pursuing a middle course when you are in opposition is to dis-
tinguish yourself from the government, for most governments find
themselves obliged by circumstances to adopt a middle course too,
a cautious and moderate policy, whatever their members may
have declared when they were unrestricted by the responsibilities
of office. In these conditions political differences do become those
of men rather than measures, and if the Whigs had had a Peel, it is
hard to see how the Conservatives could have made much head-
way. However, they had not. Their nearest candidate was Lord
Althorpe but he hated office and his inheritance of the Spencer
earldom in 1834 gave him the welcome opportunity to retire from
active politics.

2

The events of 1834-5 were crucial in the development of the
Conservative party — and this constitutes a second reason for the
importance of the appropriation clause which was the underlying
cause of the crisis. Historians often refer to the accession of the
Conservatives to office as ‘premature’. If 1841 is seen as the cul-
mination of an inevitable process of Tory advance with the
clections of 1835, 1837 and 1841 as milestones on the road this
judgment may make sense, but is there any reason to regard the
process as being inevitable? Surely a more plausible verdict is that
the king’s dismissal of Melbourne, however ill-considered in terms
of the interests of the Crrown, was a gratuitous boon to the Con-
servative party and put it on the road to success in a manner as
unpredictable as it was advantageous.

There were three reasons why the political crisis of 1834
benefited the Conservatives. First, it put Peel’s own position
beyond doubt. Wellington’s refusal to accept the premiership and
his advice to the king to send for Peel settled the leadership of the
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party for the next eleven years and settled it in favour of the party’s
greatest and most distinguished statesman. He no longer had to
seek the position, He was there, and only a major revolt could pitch
him out. Secondly, it caused a general election which compelled
the Conservatives as the minority party to organise themselves on
a scale hitherto unknown. The Conservative and Constitutional
Associations, the forerunners of modern constituency organisa-
tions, nearly all came into being during 1834~5. Thirdly, although
the election itself did not result in victory, the party gained a
hundred seats. This was in itself highly encouraging to morale. It
was, moreover, enough in the parliamentary conditions of that
epoch to give Peel the opportunity to try out his new men, to show
that he could govern, to demonstrate that he could practise what
he preached - conservative reform,

The Tamworth Manifesto,! given the highly restricted oppor-
tunities for political publicity at that time, was another bonus
conferred by the crisis of 1834~5. Peel did not say anything that he
had not said before, but he said it at the outset of a general
clection and he said it as Prime Minister and Ieader of the Con-
servative party; the attention paid to the manifesto in contem-
porary memoirs and letters shows that he got his message across to
the political nation with considerable success. The document is a
trifle heavy, like Peel himself, and to modern taste dwells rather
too r‘nuch on the author’s:own honour, integrity and uprightness,
But it is a clear exposition of Peel’s doctrine. As he puts it to the
586 electors of Tamworth, he is

adqrcssing through you to that great and intelligent class of
soclety of which youarea portion, and a fairand unexceptionable
represcntative — to that class which is much less interested in the
contentions of party, than in the maintenance of order and the
cause of good government, that frank exposition of general
principles and views which appears to he anxiously expected,
and which it ought not to be the inclination, and cannot be the
Interest of a Minister of this country to withhold.

II: cc't vent on to make a significant declaration about his own
osition ;

* See Mahon and Cardw ell, Sir Robert Peel, 11, 58-67.
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Now I say at once that I will not accept power on the condition
of declaring mysclf an apostate from the principles on which I
have heretofore acted. At the same time I will never admit that
I have been, either before or after the Reform Bill, the defender
of abuses or the enemy of judicious reforms. I appeal with
confidence . . . to the active part I took in the great question of
the Currency - in the consolidation and amendment of the
Criminal Law ~ in the revisal of the whole system of Trial by
Jury . ..asa proof that I have not been disposed to acquiesce in
acknowledged evils, cither from the mere superstitious rever-
ence for ancient usages, or from the dread of Iabour or responsi-
bility in the application of a remedy.

This is interesting not only for what he says but what he omits,
Although in a later passage he disclaims an illiberal attitude to
dissenters, he nowhere mentions the repeal of the Test and
Corporation Acts, nor docs he make any reference to Catholic
cmancipation. Like all good Prime Ministers Peel was a politician
as well as a statesman, It was not prudent to draw the attention of
Conservative clectors, cven liberal Conservative electors, to three
of the most controversial liberal measures with which he had been
associated.

Pcel dealt with the challenge of his opponents that a minister
must accept the Reform Bill and act in its spirit. He had, he rightly
said, alrcady made it clear that he accepted the Act as ‘a final and
irrevocable scttiement of a great Constitutional question’. As for
‘the spirit of the Reform Bill’ it depended what was meant. If it
meant living ‘in a perpetual vortex of agitation’ and ‘abandoning
altogether that great aid of government — more powerful than
cither law or reason — the respect for ancient rights and the defer-
cnce to prescriptive authority’, then he had no intention of acting
in its spirit.

But if the spirit of the Reform Bill implics merely a carcful
review of institutions, civil and ecclesiastical, undertaken in a
friendly temper, combining, with the firm maintenance of
cstablished rights the correction of proved abuses and the
redress of real grievances ~ in that case I can for mysclf and my
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colleagues undertake to act in such a spirit and with such
intentions,

As with “the spirit of the Reform Bill’, much depends on the actual
meaning given to these unexceptionable sentiments. Suppose that
some ‘proved abuses’, or at least some ‘real grievances’, could not
be corrected or redressed without infringing some ‘established
rights’, what was the good Conservative to do? It is a problem far
transcending the issues of Peel’s day. Indeed it is perennial, and
the sceptical anti-Peelite is tempted to say that in practice
Conservative governments too often judge the reality of grievances
by the amount of fuss made by the grievers, and sell out
cstablished rights whenever there is enough agitation against
them.

This was to be the gravamen of Disraeli’s charge in Coningsby,
quoted at the end of the previous chapter: ‘The Tamworth
Manifesto of 1834 was an attempt to construct a party without
principles: its basis therefore was necessarily latitudinarianism;
and its inevitable consequence has been Political Infidelity.’t But
politics, as someone or other has observed, is the art of the possible.
1 Pecl had adopted the principles of Lord Eldon, or if ~ even ess
probably — he had been converted to the ideas of Sadler or Young
England, he would have conceded a perpetual monopoly of power
to the Whigs. The truth is that the Marquis of Monmouth, how-
ever fow his motives, was nearer to reality than Coningsby ~

‘T wish to be frank, sir,’ said Coningsby . . . ‘I have for 2 long
time looked upon the Conservative party as a body who have
betrayed their trust . , .2

‘You mean giving up those Irish corporations 2 said Lord
M?nmouth. ‘Well between ourselves T am quite of the same
opinion. But we must mount higher: we must go back to ’28 for
fhc real mischicf. But what is the use of lamenting the past. Peel
is the man; suited to the times and all that; at least we must say
so and try to believe so; we can’t go back.’s
:Conir}g.tlzy, Bk 11, ch. 5. .

o 184:: erence to Conservative acquiescence in the Irish Municipal Corporation Act
3 ibid, Bk VIII, ch, 5,
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It is amusing to note that Disraeli too once believed that ‘we
can’t go back’ - but in the days when he was an aspirant for Peel’s
favour, not a disappointed office-seeker anxious for revenge. Of the
policy carried out by Peel in 1835 he wrote in a celebrated pamph-
let which took the form of an open letter to Lord Lynd-
hurst:

This great deed, therefore, instead of being an act of insincerity
or apostasy, was conceived in good faith, and in perfect harmony
with the previous policy of the party: it was at the same time
indispensable and urged alike by the national voice and the
national interests, and history will record it as the conduct of
patriotic wisdom.!

Peel recognised that his declaration of principle needed to be
made more specific, and the rest of the manifesto is devoted to the
actual problems before parliament. He will not interrupt the
inquiry instituted by the Whigs into municipal corporations. He
will maintain a liberal attitude to Dissenters, and, though he will
not admit them to the universities, he will see that they are not at
a disadvantage in the professions of law and medicine. He will
resist retrospective inquiry into the Pension List but confer
future pensions only on grounds of public service or intellectual
merit. He will not countenance the alienation of Church property
from ecclesiastical uses but he is prepared to commute tithe and to
‘remove every abuse that can impair the efficiency of the Establish-
ment’. The only reference to fiscal policy is vague — ‘the enforce-
ment of strict economy ~ and the just and impartial consideration
of what is due to all interests ~ agricultural, manufacturing,
commercial’.

Peel only had three months in office. A series of defeats forced
him to throw in his hand at the beginning of April. His most
important measure was the setting up of the Ecclesiastical Com-
mission of which Dr Kitson Clark has observed, ‘it, more than any
other one reform, made possible the renewed usefulness of the
Church of England in the 1gth century’.? It was indeed a quint-

! Benjamin Disraeli, Vindication of the English Constitution in a letier to @ noble and learned
lord (1835), 201.

*G. Kitson Clark, ‘The Life and Work of Sir Robert Peel’, a spoken address
presented to the County Borough Council of Bury (1950), 4.
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esential instance of cautious liberal Gonsew.ativc reflovation.
Peel’s resignation was much less of a defeat for him than it was for
the king. The Conservative party emerged incomparably stronger
than it had been in November 1834 on the eve of Melbourne’s
dismissal, There does indeed seem something inevitable about its
progress over the next six years. The king’s death in 1837 caused
another election which gave the Conservatives further gains, some
35 seats, In fact they had a mojority of nine in the English
constituencies and of sixteen if Wales is counted as a part of
England, which it usually was ~ however deplorable this may
seem in some quarters today. For their precarious tenure of power
the Whigs depended on their majorities in Scotland {1g) and in
Treland (42). Tt was this situation which gave such plausibility as
there was to Disraeli’s frequently repeated charge that the Whigs
were ‘only maintained in pawer by the votes of the Irish and
Scotch members, The reason for this is that the Whigs are an anti-
national party.'* He first made the charge in 1835 when it wasnot
true. The Whigs had a majority of 56 in the 500 English and Welsh
seats, 81 if Wales is excluded. But it was true that Ireland and
Scotland kept them in power from 1837 to 1841. However, neither
gxsraeh nor any other Conservative drew the logical conclusion
at ﬁ}e pasty should either press for home rule in those two
countries or else stop grumbling,?
no{ilpzaef‘grxe:b?‘ffﬂe resigned. Stanley‘and his followers were
el b gﬂice fo JD!!; }’ce]. I.{c could lc.gmmately have expected a
have given hi;n(’r : 13501-” tion of parliament woulg undoubtedly
N ! an easy win, It was forestalled by the Bedchamber

m 1 Y, elections ;
oy, Th xeptions ot x&me verdict as they would have d,onc if cr;sng’n!c}t;:ty 1‘3{.1&5 a
ose u!'ngz, 1892,Januaryand Decembey 1910 19425 :ng
4 2 majority in Fn e Libera
& : gland, The Lj
certainly been reinforeng by heir support in the “C)}eegiil:
between winning ang losing.
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3

The electoral figures of 1841 are worth looking at. The party won
283 out of the 471 English seats and 19 out of the 29 Welsh seats.
They thus had a majority of over a hundred in England and
Wales. In Ireland and Scotland they did less well, winning 43 out
of 105 Irish seats and 22 out of 53 Scottish seats. Their success was
particularly striking in the two largest constituencics in England,
each with an clectorate of over 18,000. It was the only occasion
between the first two Reform Acts when they won two of the four
seats for the City of London, normally a Whig—Liberal stronghold,
and both the seats in the West Riding of Yorkshire — perhaps the
most important industrial constituency in the country.

As one would expect the Conservative triumph was most
complete in the English counties where they won 124 out of the
144 seats. In 1832 the figure had been 42; in 1835, 73; in 1837, gg.
Of the 323 borough seats they won 155. They also won all four
university seats. These figures are thc more striking when one
remembers the disproportionately high representation of the
borough electorate, 275,000 compared with 345,000 for the
counties. If there had been anything like justice between borough
and county representation, the Conservative would have won
330 of the 471 English seats, instead of 283.1 On the other hand it
has to be remembered also that the borough representation was
itself very uncven. There were only 58 seats for boroughs with an
electorate of over 2,000, although they accounted for 155,000 out
of the 275,000 borough clectors. The Conservatives only won 15 of
these seats, and the Whigs 43. Had these big boroughs carried
their proper weight, the Whig proportion of a reduced borough
representation would have gone up, to something like 130 out of
210, and the Conservatives would have been down to 80.2 They
would have gone down even more if London had been accorded
the proportion that its electorate numerically warranted. The 18
London seats represented 61,627 electors, nearly 10 per cent of the

1 Nymerical equality would have given 267 county seats and 210 borough seats,
of which the Conservatives would have won 228 and 100 respectively, together with 4
university seats.

# There should have been about 118 seats for big boroughs and g2 for the rest.
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whole English electorate, The Whigs even in this peak Conserva-
tive year won as many as 15. On a proportionate basis there
should have been 46 or 47 London seats of which the Whigs would
have won 39. The whole system was probably rather nearer to
some sort of very rough numerical justice than one might suppose
at first glance, but the point was not of any contemporary im-
portance, for people simply did not think in those terms.

It is perhaps convenient at this stage to look at the elections
between the Reform Acts of 1832 and 1867 as a series. Table A
on page 46 shows the Conservative strength broken down in
England between counties and the various types of borough,
together with totals for Wales, Scotland and Ireland.

At a glance one can see the nature of Tory support. It was over-
whelming in the counties. The party had a majority there in every
election except 1832, and usually a heavy one. But Peel broke all
records in 1841. Never again even in that favoured category was
the party to win both seats in Bedfordshire, three out of the four
Surrey scats, all four seats in Wiltshire, Worcestershire and
Lancashire, three out of four Cornish county seats, five out of the
six Yorkshire seats. The Conservatives also did well, though only
rclatively, in the boroughs with an electorate of over T ,000,
winning 44 out of 121 seats (in 1837, 43). Their score was not to
exceed 31 in subsequent elections. Performances in this sphere
which were not destined to be repeated after 1841 were the success
in the Gity of London already mentioned, the winning of one seat
in Westminster City, one in Newecastle, one in Bristol, both the seats
in Hull, Bedford, Reading, Southampton, Lancaster, Lincoln and
Shrewsbury.

The counties and the big boroughs not only accounted for the
vast ‘majo.rity of the electors but also constituted the area where
?ubhc opmiox.l Wwas most capable, or least incapable, of expressing
ftscl{' at clections in spite of the numerous barriers and checks
Imposed by bri.bcry, corruption, intimidation, etc. The total
naumber of" English seats in these two groups came to 265. The
Conservam.’cs’ had an overwhelming majority of 71 in 1841, a
modest majority (19) in 1837, a majority of only five in 1852. In
all other clections they werein a minority,

The fluctuations in public opinion can be best measured by
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the Conservative score out of 265 in these scats: 1832 (62); 1835
(115); 1837 (142); 1841 (168); 1847 (124); 1852 (135); 1857
(114); 1859 (130); 1865 (125). The smaller boroughs taken as a
whole were the least representative of public opinion - which is
not to say that public opinion had no effect there, any more than
it had a completely unimpeded expression in the larger constitu-
encies. The Whigs won a majority of these at every election in the
series, except in 1B41 when the Conservatives with 111 wins
scored seventcen more than they ever did before or after. The
general trend of opinion was, however, to some extent reflected in
the smaller horoughs, and with the exception of the change
between 1859 and 1865, they mirrored, albeit imperfectly, the
direction of movement in the more popular constituencies, that is
to say, when the Conservatives improved their fortunes in the
latter group they normally did so in the former too and vice versa.

The table does not reveal geographical distribution. There are
any number of ways of looking at this but the same broad con-
clusion emerges. As far as England is concerned, in Peel’s time and
even more markedly thereafter, the Conservative strength is to be

Noles for Table A

(*) In 1844 Sudbury with 2 seats was disfranchised, and in 1852 before
the election St Albans also lost its two seats. In 1861 these were redis-
tributed by giving one to Birkenhead (hitherto unrepresented), a third
seat to South Lancashire, and two more to Yorkshire by dividing the
West Riding,

(}} P =Peelite, Conservative majorities in England and the UK. at
the elections of 1847, 1852 and 1857 are calculated by regarding the
Peclites as being for practical purposes on the Liberal side. This is an
assumption which can reasonably be made for the first two elections.
Its validity in 1857 is more questionable, and the usual figure given for
the Liberal majority as ¢.90 assumes that the Peelites had reverted to
their o)d‘ party. It is often difficult to judge exactly who were or were
not Peelites at any one time and particularly at that stage. Y have
taken as Peelite McCalmont’s label of LQ (Liberal Conservative) with
amendments where it is obviously wrong. From 1859 onwards I have
disregarded it, treating well known Peelites, such as Gladstone,

Graham, Cardwell and Herbert as Liberals, and add; 1] i
stnall residue to the Conservatives, ’ g the relatively
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found in the centre, south and east (except for London), and the
Whig-Liberal strength lics in the north and to some extent in the
south-west. If we divide the English constituencies as evenly as
possible by drawing a line from the Humber cstuary to the Bristol
Channel following the northern and western county boundaries
of Lincoln, Notts, Leicester, Warwick, Worcester and Gloucester,
if we then turn the line south-cast along the south-west boundaries
of Gloucester, Wilts, Hants to the sea, and if we omit London
and Middlesex, we have enclosed what can be called the Conserva-
tive ‘heartland’, consisting of 236 seats. Apart from the election of
1832 when they fared disastrously everywhere, and that of 1859
when their score was only 103, the Conservatives had a majority in
this area at every general election in the period. In the remaining
231 seats they never had one at all, their nearest approach being
in 1841 when they won 113. Excluding that clection and the
disaster of 1832 they averaged about 36 per cent of the seats in this
arca. The poorness of their performance is emphasised by the
accident of geography which on this line of division puts Shrop-
shirc and Westmorland, two of the most consistently Tory
countrics, on the wrong side of the fence.

The growing weakness of the Tories as one moves further away
from the ‘home counties’ is emphasised when we look at the
clection returns in the non-English parts of the United Kingdom.
Wales, it is true, had a Tory majority in all Peel’s clections, apart
from 1832, and it remained fairly evenly divided after that. A
semi-colonial economy, dominated by an anglicised squirearchy,
it was far more closely integrated politically to England than was
either Scotland or Ireland. The high-water mark of Conservative
success was in 1841. The ‘natives’ did not begin to revolt till the
very end of the period covered by this series of elections. The loss of
four Conservative scats in 1865 was the portent of troubles to
come, and the election of 1859 remains the last occasion on which
the party has won a majority of Welsh seats. Conservatives became
like white expatriates in a black world. In 1906 they failed to win a
single seat.

Scotland until 1832 had been a vast Tory pocket borough, or
rather, a governmental pocket borough which the Tories had
controlled for a political generation. The Reform Act produced a
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revolution. The 53 Scottish seats? were dominated by the Whigs
and Liberals for the rest of the century and beyond. Indeed
Conservatives and their allies only once had a majority ~ in the
election of 1900, and this proved to be merely a flash in the pan.
However, as in our other categories — English counties, English
boroughs, Jarge and small, and Wales — Peel in 1841 touched the
high point of Conservative success between the first two Reform
Acts, winning 22 seats.

"The one exception to this pattern was Ireland which followed a
course of her own. In every other category of seat there is a steady
rise in the Conservative score at each of Peel’s elections, In Ireland,
however, he actually lost 6 seats at the election of 1837~probably
a consequence of the Lichfield House compact.2Itis true that 1841
saw Peel’s best achievement in Ireland as it did everywhere else,
but it was not the top level of Conservative success between the
Reform Acts. For reasons to be discussed later there was a remark-
able revival in the party’s fortunes in Ireland during the late
1850s; in 1859 the Conservatives actually won a majority of the
Irish seats, and although this was never to be repeated, they won
as many as 50 seats in 1865,

4
The election of 1841 was a striking vindication of Peel’s policy.
?eforc 1828 the Tories had on their side the weight of the most
Important interests in the country: the solid support of the Crown,
th'e Church of England and the universities; a majority of the
aristocracy; the vast majority of the squires; important commer-
cu?l Interests of the older sort. Against them led by a section of the
ar}stocracy were the dissenters, the Catholics, the more aggressive
middle class business men, and ~ though this is not easy to measure
at all accurately ~ the preponderance of the intellectual world.
The Tories lost much of their support, including that of the Crown,
‘bctwcen 1828 and 1832. By 1841 they had recovered nearly all of
it .Thc Crown admittedly was still hostile; but Peel aided by the
Prince Consort soon managed to overcome the prejudices of

:60 after 1867; 72 after 1885.
¥ A bargain madc at Lord Lichfield’s house between O’Connell and the Whigs.
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Queen Victoria. The Church was solidly behind him. The ‘old’
commercial interests — shipping, sugar, timber, etc. ~ were still on
his side. The new industrial interests, the ‘field of coal’ and the
‘field of cotton’ may not have been exactly with him but they were
nothing like so much against himastheyhad been ten years earlier.

In office he consolidated his middle class support. His great
budgets of 1842 and 1845 scraped away the fiscal barnacles of
many generations, and cnabled the ship of English trade to sail
more freely than ever before. He did this by the substitution of a
single direct tax for a multiplicity of vexatious duties which
clogged, choked and distorted the channels of commerce. Peel’s
courage in reintroducing income tax in time of peace should not
be underestimated. Hitherto it had been regarded as a desperate
war-time expedient, and it had been promptly abolished in 1815.
He is not to be blamed for the monster which personal taxation
has become today; he would have been horrified at the spectacle.
The Tory ministry of 1841-6 was one of the ablest of the whole
century. It contained five past or future Prime Ministers, and the
adhesion of the ‘dilly’ gave a notable boost to its talent.

Pecl was responsible for many other important measures both at
home and abroad. If any are to be singled out, perhaps his Bank
Act should have pride of place in domestic affairs, and in foreign
policy the settlement of the Maine and Oregon boundaries with
Canada; but for that, the harmonious relations which on the
whole prevailed between Britain and the USA for the rest of the
century would not have been possible.

Perhaps Peel’s greatest claim to fame is that, alone of the
Conservative leaders in our period, he made a serious effort to
deal with the Irish questi n. He did not of course succeed, but nor
did anyone else either then or later. At least Peel tried to tackle it
rather than sit back and draw political profits from the prejudice
that it engendered in England. Ireland was regarded by Derby
with well-reciprocated detestation, by Disraeli with perceptive
cynicism,? by Salisbury with pessimistic despair, by Balfour with

1 His summary of the Irish questionina speech in the House of Commons is lapidary:
“Thus you have a starving population, an absentce aristocracy and an alien Church,
and in addition the weakest executive in the world. That is the Irish question.” But

he did nothing whatever about it when he came to power thirty years later, mercly
observing correctly that it would ruin Gladstone.



12 Sir Robert
Peel, Prime Min-
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2a Lord George Bentinck, Leader of the Con-
servative party in the House of Commons 1846-7
(Paul Popper Ltd)
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tenacious obduracy, by Bonar Law with ancestral prejudice. Only
to Peel was it a problem to be solved like others, though more
difficult, complicated and intractable. It broke him, as it was 'to
break his pupil, Gladstone, a generation Iater. Of all statesmen in
their day those two great men came closest to embodying the
moral and political spirit of the new Britain emerging from the
stresses of the Industrial Revolution. There is something both
appropriate and symbolic in the fact that what Disraeli luridly
called the ‘sinister catastrophe’ of Peel’s career should have been
connected, as Gladstone’s was to be, with Ireland — the one area of
the United Kingdom where the Industrial Revolution had never
penctrated and where the social and political presuppositions of
the new Britain simply did not apply.

The real problem of Ireland was to satisfy nationalist sentiment
affronted by the Act of Union of 1801 which withdrew the limited
autonomy conceded in 1782. The triple problems of the Ghurch
of Ircland, education and land tenure under which the Irish
question was normally divided, were ultimately subordinate to
that of self-government. It was a measure of the greatness of
Gladstone that late in life he came to see this truth and devoted
the rest of his political career to the cause of Irish Home Rule. In
fact self-government itself posed intractable problems, for there
were two nations in Ireland; and it was one of Gladstone’s
limitations that he never perceived the force of Orange sentiment
in Ulster —~ something which the Conservatives were later to
exploit with much success.

All this, however, lay far ahead. Neither of the great parties
thought at this time in terms of repeal of the Union. The most that
the Whigs were prepared to do, as a result of the Lichfield House
compact with O’Connell, was to provide limited remedies for
specific grievances in return for the general support of O’Connell
and his followers in the House. Peel as leader of the Tory party
could Dot contemplate any disturbance of the special position of
the Irish Church, nor was this a matter of acting 4 contre conr. He
strongly and genuinely supported the Establishment. Education
and land were different. Peel was ready to do something in both
fields. He sct up the Devon Commission to enquire into Irish land

tenure, but even a modified version of its reasonable
E

, though far
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from drastic, recommendations foundercd in the House of Lords.
With education Pecl did manage to achieve some progress, but the
process was highly damaging to the unity of his party and can in
retrospect be seen as the prelude to the revolt which was to bring
him down.

Of Pecl’s two measures to deal with Irish education, one proved
relatively uncontroversial in England. This was a Bill to set up and
endow three colleges providing education for middle class Irish-
men irrespective of religious creed. The trouble was that the
Catholics in Ireland immediately took offence at the foundation
of ‘godless colleges’, and Peel’s measure though sensible enough in
itself did little to placate the Irish. His other measure raised a
storm, although it is hard for us nowadays to understand why. In
1795 the Irish parliament had initiated an annual grant to the
Catholic seminary at Maynooth, and this contribution to the
education of Irish priests had been continued by the U.K.
parliament after the Act of Union without causing any special
attention. In 1845 it was £9,000 p.a. Peel proposed to increase it
to £26,000. At once a storm blew up which threatened to capsize
his Gabinet. Since the principle of state subvention had already
been conceded and no one proposed to abolish the existing grant,
it is difficult to see the logic behind this extraordinary commotion.
But politics is not always a matter of logic. It was a defect in Peel
that he could not make sufficient allowance for the strength of
irrational sentiments which he was far too sensible to share himself.
After his experiences in 1829 he should perhaps have known better
the strength of the ‘No popery’ cry. However, it must have been
difficult to take seriously arguments of which the following is a
good specimen, from a letter to The Times by Canon MacNeile on
April 29, 1845.

As the Word of God forbids the bowing down to images as
cxpressly as it forbids theft or adultery — consequently as we
could not without wilful rebellion against God’s authority,
approve or co-operate in the endowment of a college for
instruction in theft or adultery, so neither can we approve of or
co-operate in the endowment of a college for instruction in
bowing down to images.
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Pcel was able to carry the increased Maynooth Grant with lax:ge
majorities in both Houses of Parliament, but the (?onservatwe
opposition to it was formidable, and the third reading in the lower
House would have been defeated without Whig support. The
Conservatives divided 159-147 for the second reading, 149—148
against the third reading. It is interesting to note that of the 159
Conservatives who voted for Maynooth on the second reading, 82
voted for the repeal of the corn laws on the third reading in 1846,
and 59 against; whereas of the 147 opponents of Maynooth, 111
voted against repealing the corn Jaws and only 19 voted for.2 In
1845 Peel had affronted one of the deepest prejudices of his
supporters — protestantism. He survived narrowly, but neither he
nor his colleagues were in any doubt about the damage done to
the party. A year later he affronted another of those prejudices ~
protection. This time he did not survive.

5
The story of the corn law crisis is too well known for detailed
repetition here. Peel was convinced that the famine looming ahead
as a result of the failure of the Irish potato crop compelled him to
remove the duties on imported grain. There are several diffcultics
in accepting his own arguments on this point, and it is clear now
that for many reasons the repeal of the corn laws did not make —
and could not have made ~ much difference to the famine, It has
also long been known that Peel was already converted to free trade
for quite other and indeed much better reasons which he found it
politically impossible at first to avow in public. Peel was evidently
feeling the strain of office and was acutely impatient of the dul-
fards in his party. Nevertheless, with all allowance made, his
conduct is puzzling, Why did he not persist in his original decision
to resign instead of accepting the ‘poisoned chalice’ back from the
hands of Lord John Russell? Why did he do so with such alacrity

and ‘glee’ as Gladstone described it? It was quite unnecessary and

he would have been far less likely to break up his party by giving

support to Russell from the opposition benches than by repealing

? Gash, Reaction gnd reconstruction, 152, n, 2,

Ayacions. quoting figures supplied by Professor



54 CONSERVATIVE PARTY—PEEL TO CHURCHILL

the corn laws himself, It is true that he carried nearly ali the
Cabinet with him, the only resignation of significance being that of
Stanley; but why did he make no attempt to conciliate his back-
benchers? Why, if he considered the matter to be one of urgency,
did he not as a temporary measure suspend the corn laws at once
by order in council, which could be done under the Act, and leave
it to the sense of Parliament to decide whether the suspension
should be permanent, instead of introducing a bill which gradually
tapered off the import duties over a period of three years? Peel
answers some of these questions in his memoirs but not very
convincingly.

At times one feels that he is almost courting defeat, or if not
going quite so far, that he is deliberately overriding party preju-
dices, flouting their beliefs in an almost arrogant spirit of ‘take it
orleaveit’. Peel was a proud man and a highly sensitive man. That
he should have resented the language of Bentinck and Disraeli is
natural enough; and, by the end of the long battle, having ensured
the passage of repeal he may well have deliberately ridden for a
fall over the Irish Coercion Bill. But his earlier conduct before the
great debate began cannot be thus explained, unless we suppose
that his troubles with his party over successive revolts on the Ten
Hours Bill, the sugar duties and Maynooth had bitten deeper than
appeared at the time. Whatever the reason, Peel seems to have
cared less than most leaders about preserving the unity of the party,
and the ensuing split is one whose significance in terms of party
continuity, both institutional and ideological, has been sometimes
underestimated. For in 1846 there was a real break away from the
Conservative party of Pecl. Moreover, it cannot be equated with a
revival of any sort of romantic pre-Peel, pre-Liverpool, back-to-
Pitt Toryism, let alone anything going even further into the past.
The nature of the division created in Peel’s party by his decision
to repeal the corn laws is not always understood. The rebellion
against him headed by Lord George Bentinck under the suzerainty
of Stanley? and with Disraeli as adjutant led in a very real sense
to the creation of a new party.

First, it is necessary to decide what the rebellion was all about.

* Stanley had been called up to the House of Lords at his own request in 1844,
during his father’s lifctime. He succeeded as 14th Earl of Derby in 1851,
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One can easily be confused over this. The part which Disraeli’s
actions — his oratory and political intrigues — played in it has m?de
posterity assume that the rebellion also must have had something
to do with the ideas which he had been throwing off like an
crratic catherine wheel during the last three or four years.
Disraeli’s ideas were extremely critical of Peel and of ‘Conserva-
tism’. Disracli’s actions during the crisis were extremely damaging
to Peel and to the Conservative party. It would therefore seem
prima facie reasonable to suppose that there was a connection, and
that the conflict was one of ideas — a collision between the prin-
ciples of ‘Young England’ and those of the Conservative Establish-
ment in the 1840s.

In a previous work I described Young England as “the Oxford
movement translated by Cambridge from religion into politicy’.!
This may be an over-simplification of a complicated matter to
which someone ought to devote a monograph if not a book, but
there is undoubtedly a sense in which the two movements had a
common origin — a romantic revolt against Erastianism in Church
affairs and against liberal utilitarianism in the secular field, The
name was given to a small coterie of youthfnl aristocratic Tories
elected to the 1841 parliament, fresh from Eton and Cambridge:
George Smythe, later 4th Viscount Strangford; Lord John
Manners, later 6th Duke of Rutland; Alexander Baillie-Cochrane,
ennobled by Disracli in 1880 as Lord Lamington. The origin of
the name is obscure, It may have been a carry over from Cam-
bridge days, or it may have been (like ‘Whig’ and ‘Tory’) a term
of derision subsequently adopted by the group itself. Disraeli was
at an carly stage regarded as their leader, though some of them
had reservations about him. Fifteen years older than the rest, he
taught them - but he also learned from them.

Their philosophy was a curious high Tory hotch-potch based on
Clarendon’s History of the great rebellion, Bolingbroke’s Patriot king,
Scott’s novels, the Tracts Jor the times, and 2 forgotten book, The
broadslo.ne of konour which appeared in 1822 from the pen of a young
Cath’ohc convert and miscellaneous writer, Kenelm Digby; the
book’s sub-title was Rules for the gentlemen of England. The best and

* Robert Blake, Disrael (1966),

of this satgeet 171. Sec ibid., the whole of ch. VIII, for a discussion



56 CONSERVATIVE PARTY—PEEL TO CHURCHILL

most entertaining expression of their outlook is Disraeli’s Con-
ingsby, in which the principal Young Englanders and their friends
appear under thin disguise. Like Tractarianism and the Gothic
revival, Young England was essentially nostalgic and escapist -
the reaction of an aristocratic class that was on its way out, half
conscious of defeat, yet determined to make a final protest against
Benthamism, Whiggery, Peelism and consensus politics.

There was a great deal of nonsense mixed up with it. For
example Smythe recommended the revival of ‘touching for the
King’s Evil’ as a means of resuscitating the monarchy. But it had
a serious side. Viewed in terms of Conservative party thought it
was the latest expression of that Tory paternalism discussed in the
first chapter. The Young Englanders were indeed swimming
against the tide, but it was not an ignoble effort, and, though
they achieved little, it would be in the long run an asset to the
party that some generous young men of high birth had urged the
landed classes first to put their own house in order and then to
attack the abuses of the millocracy, that they had declared
property to have its duties as well as its privileges, that they had
denounced the harshness of the poor law, and that they had shown
some consciousness of the gulf between the Two Nations.

Disraeli probably took these ideas at least half seriously, though
one cannot be sure, but the battle which he waged against Peel
had nothing to do with them at all. The conflict was, indeed, one
of clashing principles or attitudes, but it did not involve Young
England nor did Disraeli claim that it did. In fact Young England
was dead by the beginning of 1846, killed by the Maynooth
debate, in which its members voted on different sides. They were
not united on the corn law question either. George Smythe -
‘Coningsby’ himself — actually joined Peel’s government in the
coasequential reshuffle. The great majority of the inarticulate
squires who voted against the repeal of the corn laws neither
understood nor cared about the romantic, Gothic, high Church,
quasi-Jacobite notions of Lord John Manners and his friends.
What Bagehot called ‘the finest brute vote in creation’ had little
in common with Young England. It was Lord George Bentinck,
the King of the Turf and owner of one of the best studs in
England, whom they were following; not Disracli, the alien
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adventurer and mountebank. The conflict was not b&?twcen
Peclism and any other brand of romantic or popular Toryism. It
was hetween Peelism and the Ultras.

Tt is not surprising that responsible, prudent and orthodox
Conservative ‘men of business’ had opted for Peelism. The steady
rise in Conservative seats at three successive general elections
seemed to confirm their wisdom. But a policy of consensus,
involving, as it must, much distress to the faithful a(.ihcrcnts of
party doctrine or party prejudice, is easier to carry out in an cra of
rigid party obedience than one of independence and frequent cross
voting. Perhaps, too, it depends for success on leaders who possess
a certain indefinable genius for blurring differences, softening
conflicts, cajoling recalcitrants, talking in one style, acting in
another, giving an impression of orthodoxy while ever adapting it
to the needs of common sense and political reality; leaders like
Palmerston, Disraeli, Lloyd George, Baldwin - it is better not to
venture upon more recent parallels. Peel clearly did not possess
this gift, in spite of his many other political virtues. Whether he
could have prevented the great schism of 1846, had he been differ-
ently constituted, must yemain one of the 4&° of history. It may be
that no one could have preserved party unity on such an issue, but
Pecl set about the task in the worst possible way. Indeed one
could argue that he never set about it at all,

No one should underestimate the importance of personality in
politics. There is another “if’ to be considered. Would Peel have
had to face any real revolt from the Ultras, however disgruntled,
if that strange figure, Lord George Bentinck, had not suddenly
decided that his feader was no better than the horse-copers,
shatpers, crooks, fraudulent trainers and corrupt jockeys of whom
he had for years past been trying to rid the turf? And would
Bentinck have got as far as he did, if he had not been aided by an
cmbittered man of genius, the Breatest master of invective in the
Hou.sc of Commons ? And would Disraeli have played that role at
ag, 11; Pecl had made him, say, a Junior Lord of the Treasury in
18417

These are speculations. What is certain is that by repealing the
corn laws Pecl split his party irrevocably. It was not a straight
division of landed gentry against the rest, It was a division
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between those who considered that the retention of the corn laws
was an essential bulwark of the order of society in which they
belicved and those who considered that the Irish famine and the
Anti-Corn Law League had made retention even more dangerous
to that order than abandonment. This was to be a perennial
dichotomy in the Conservative party and we shall find it recurring
again and again in its history.

Peel carried with him all the institutional elements of the party.
He was followed by every member of the government in and out
of the Cabinet except three. In the crucial first vote on the corn
laws 8o per cent of the Conservatives who supported Peel were
office holders, or in one way or another dispensers of governmental
patronage. Morcover, the Chief Whip, Sir John Young, went
with him, and so did the manager of the party’s electoral affairs,
R. F. Bonham. In the election of 1847 the party fund was used to
support only Peclite candidates; and after that the whole system
constructed by Bonham collapsed with his departure.

The rebels, if that is the right word, had therefore to begin de
novo. It was not like the Labour split in 1931, for Ramsay Mac-
Donald carried few members with him; nor was it like the
Conservative divide in 1922, when the party organisation repudi-
ated Austen Chamberlain and the coalitionists — hence F. E.
Smith’s famous gibe at Sir G. Younger, its chairman, as ‘the
Cabin Boy who has taken charge of the political ship’. In 1846 the
new party had to elect new leaders (Bentinck in the Commons,
Stanley in the Lords), had to create their own organisation,
appoint their own Whips, raise their own funds. It does not seem
that Peel ever formally resigned his position as leader, nor for that
matter was he ever formally deposed. However, almost all the
pro-Peel Conservatives who carried any weight moved in the end,
after an uneasy period of floating in the centre, over to the
Liberal camp. For a while the anti-Peelites were averse to using
even the name of Conservative, and played with the idea of calling
themselves ‘Protectionists’. In the end for reasons of tactics the
name survived.! Yet, in spite of the ultimate continuity of nomen-
clature, there seems a better case for dating the modern Con-
servative party from 1846 than from 1832. The most that can be

1 See below, pp. 79-8o.
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said for 1832 is that at about that time the party rebaptised itself.
Otherwise there is no distinct breach with the past, no distinct
point of take-off. From every aspect of institutional continuity
whether as a party within parliament or outside, 1846 is a better
year of birth than 1832 or 1833; the genealogy of the party
can be indisputably traced from that year on.

To say this is not to cast an adverse verdict upon Peel. His
decision to repeal the corn laws, however evasive some of the
arguments he used, however maladroit his management of men,
was surely as right as any major political decision has ever been.
But virtuous men may die childless, Rakes and roués may found
dynasties. The party of Pitt, Perceval, Liverpool, Canning,
Wellington and Peel vanished in the smoke and confusion of the
corn law conflict. The party led by Stanley and Bentinck was in a
real sense a new party, and it fived to fight another day.



CHAPTER 1III

The years of frustration
1846-65

I

In the early months of 1846 what was in cffect a new party came
into being. Those who organised it were fully conscious of the
implications of their action, and, anyway in the House of Com-
mons, knew that they were doing something more than organise a
back-bench rebellion on a single issue. According to Disraeli’s
Lord George Bentinck,! the movement originated with an invitation
from the Council of the Protection Society to all sympathetic MPs
to attend a joint meeting. The Protection Society was a body
presided over by the Duke of Richmond and founded as a
counterblast to the Anti-Corn Law League. The meeting must
have taken place early in February — at all events after January
27, the day when Peel’s proposals were first put in detail to the
House, and the inadequacy of the so-called ‘compensations’ to the
landed interest became clear.,

Even before that day there was a move, as Disraeli puts it, ‘to
test the possibility, to use the language of that day, of forming a
third party, an achievement hitherto deemed by those learned in
parliamentary life as essentially impossible’.2 But the move was
postponed till after Peel’s statement. Now it was decided to pro-
ceed, and the Protection Society’s invitation, to quote Disracli
again:

. occasioned the first public appearance of Lord George

* Benjamin Disracli, Lord George Bentinck, a political biography, 4th edn, revised (1852),

78.
2 ibid,, 58.
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Bentinck as one of the organizers of a political party; for he
aspired to no more. The question was, whether a third political
party could be created and sustained; a result at all times and
under any circumstances difficult to achieve, and which [sic]
had failed even under the auspices of accomplished and
experienced statesmen.!

Bentinck had convinced himself from the very start that Peel
was premeditating an unparalleled act of treachery. It was
natural that he should make early contact with the only minister
of any weight who had resigned from the Cabinet in December.
He already knew Stanley quite well through the turf where both
were conspicuous figures. Hitherto their correspondence had not
dwelt much on politics. Horses, jockeys, trainers, or the cost of
grouse moors were the main themes. On the last subject Bentinck
passed on in characteristic style a warning from his brother ‘that
the Highland proprietors are one and all the greatest Robbers,
Liars and Swindlers that can possibly be & you are never safe
with them unless you have them tied down by their leases even in
the most minute detail.’ Sir Robert Peel and his colleagues at the
beginning of 1846 were regarded by him in the same light as these
predatory highland lairds. On January g he wrote to Stanley and,
after declaring that his father was ‘going to stake his purse against
that of the Corn Law League’ and that he himself had written
to the Duke of Richmond ‘deprecating any compromise’, he went on:

T met Captain Alexander Gordon at Goodwood three days ago
- he told me you were going to act a second Edition of ‘Gladstone
on Maynootk'3 — is that so? I told him I thought Sir Robert Pecl
and his colleagues were not better than common cheats and
ought to be dealt with as such — I believe the punishment in the
good old times for offences of this kind used to be cropping the
l'i_abr: and putting the vagabonds in the pillory.s
ibid., 8.
2 Derby Pay , Box 132/13, al .
w;(fifig:,:?ﬁ:;?ff’gh agarc[eigg'{ix{‘t; t;xycgl\"l;g‘};‘oolh Bill, rcsign'ed because its principle
but in which he n(;:hn?a;l;:;rl‘:c‘lci:a b:no: l;'x:vh o iy reaniod o it
. iour was widely regarded as incom-

p’i’{‘{,{“iblm He re-entered Peel’s Cabinet after the crisis of 1845, replacing Stanley.
ibid., 132/13 January g, 1946.
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This was the sort of language habitual to Bentinck in private and
he came close to it in public. There has probably seldom been a
political figure, certainly not a party leader, who regularly spoke
in such virulent terms of his antagonists and who so consistently
ascribed to them the worst possible motives.

Stanley’s attitude was quite different. He was a natural govern-
ment man, a man of business in the eighteenth-century sense of the
word. True, he had resigned, but he had not shed his sense of
responsibility, nor was he prepared to view his late colleagues as a
pack of power-loving scoundrels clinging on at all costs to office.
In his reply to Bentinck we can discern the essence of a difference
which no longer applies to the same degree — the difference
between the official man who went into politics with the idea of
holding office and carrying on the Queen’s government, and the
man who never expected or even thought of office, the natural
back-bencher who knew himself as such. Of course there are
plenty of natural back-benchers today, but not many who know
they are. VSG)H\ CNSS Lo 3529

After pointing out the obvious differences between his own
position over the corn laws and Gladstone’s over Maynooth,
Stanley went on to say that Peel had not yet made his statement
about the new measure.

I think . . . that the Landed interest ought not to allow them-
selves to be influenced by the personal feelings which they may
cntertain towards those by whom it is introduced; that they
ought to consider it as a whole, and as a system of Government,
not merely as an isolated measure in which the interests of
different classes of the community are to be pitted against each
other,?

He urged Bentinck to think hard before trying to eject the present
government. Was there any practical chance of forming one on
any other system with a likelihood of lasting ‘and composed of any
other materials’? Although he was not saying it in so many words
to Bentinck he clearly did not regard the sort of people who were
likely to rebel against Peel on the corn Jaw question as capable of
putting up any kind of show as ministers. He did not know then
1ibid., 176/2, January 14, 1846 (copy).
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that Disraeli was to be one of them, but it would not have affected
his judgment; and on the general point he was quite right. As he
was himself to experience, when events had put him half-
unwillingly at the head of the rebels, and after six years of opposi-
tion he had to form the famous “Who? Who? ministry of 1852,
want of official experience was a grave defect. It was to handicap
the new party for twenty years,

The truth was that, although Stanley felt in honour bound to
resign over the corn law question, he did not at this time see any
real alternative.

I own [he continued] that I would rather accept from the
present Administration a measure of which I did not wholly
approve, though I might think it would come with better grace
from others, than the risk of all the evils which must result from
a Jong interregnum in the formation of an Administration or
from a long continued struggle on such a subject as Corn Laws,
to be finally decided by an appeal to the excited passions of a
general Election. Such are my views at the present time — I am
afraid they will not be very satisfactory to you, and I have no
great reason to hope that they will be adopted by the bulk of
the Agricultural party either in or out of Parlt.?

Bentinck confirmed his dissent.

I think you are wrong, but I do not presume fo expect 1 can
persuade you you are . . . I think the most damming fact of the
whole of this bad business will be the shock that will be given to
the mind of the Middle Classes of the English People by such
wholesale examples of lying and pledge breaking on the part
of the more educated and more exalted Rank of Men who
constitute their Representatives and the Peers of Parliament ®

Stanley remained unconvinced. His attitude was summed up in a
letter which was read out by Lord Norreys to the Oxfordshire
Protection Society on January 14. Lord Stanley, said Lord
Norreys, saw a lack among the Protectionists of “public men o

¥ So called because of the Duke of Wellington’s re; ions i i
peated questions in the stentorian
tones of the deal when Stantey tried to tcll him their unknown names during a debate
in the House of Lords,

* Derby Papers, Ioc. cit. #ibid., 132/13, January 20, 1846.
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public character and official habits in the House of Commons to
carry on a government’.

This was true enough, but the rebels, especially Bentinck, were
not concerned with acting ‘responsibly’ or helping to ‘carry on the
Qucen’s Government’. They were determined to stop the repeal of
the corn laws, and, if one may use a phrase later current in a not
dissimilar situation, to ‘damn the consequences’. The Protec-
tionist MPs scem from the first to have regarded Bentinck as one
of their natural leaders, but he did not become the leader till
April. During the interval they were guided by a committee of
three consisting of George Bankes, William Miles and Stafford
O’Brien.! O’Brien relied much on Disraeli for advice, as did
Bentinck. The latter’s exact relationship with the committee is
not clear, but in late April Bentinck was unanimously elected as
leader. The committee continued in being like a sort of shadow
Cabinet. The election was presided over by Bankes who occupied
a position faintly analogous to that of chairman of the 1922
Committee today: it was into the hands of Bankes that Bentinck
placed his resignation twenty months later.

Bentinck is surely one of the most curious characters ever to have
led a political party. He had scarcely spoken in the House before,
and, now that he was really interested, he actually thought of
hiring a lawyer to put his case for him. His quiescence in parlia-
ment did not correspond to any peacefulness in character. On the
turf he pursued a career of incessant disputation involving duels,
litigation and rows of every sort. His influence however was for
the good and his exposure of one of the most famous of all racing
frauds ~ the Running Rein affair in the Derby of 1844 ~ resulted in
a presentation to him of 2,000 guineas which he generously made
over as basis of that once well-known charity the ‘Bentinck
Benevolent and Provident Fund for Jockeys and Trainers’. It is
no derogation to his generosity to add that, unlike most other
younger sons of millionaire dukes, he was rich in his own right,
anyway in terms of income. This was what enabled him later to
set up Disracli, a better bet than any lawyer, as a country gentle-
man and thus qualify him as spokesman for the ‘Country Party’.

Bentinck was personally in no sense an Ultra. He had been

! Members for Dorset, Somersct (East) and Northants (North) respectively.
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private secretary to Canning, who was his uncle-<in-law. He had
voted for Catholic relief and had supported Grey in 1830, though
he refused office. He had followed Stanley, his great political
exemplar, into Peel’s camp after 1835. Tie was offered a post by
Peel in 1841 but he again refused. He had been a faithful adherent
of Peel thereafter and supported him over Maynooth. But the
proposal to repeal the corn laws had upon him an effect which
can only be described as seismatic. It changed his entire life. What
really Jay behind this extraordinary convulsion no one knows —
some strange psychological upheaval which there is now no means
of understanding. In the absence of evidence one must assume his
motive to be what he said it to be,

‘I keep horses in 3 counties, and they tell me I shall save £1,500
a year by free trade. I don’t care for that. What I cannot bear
is being sold.”

As a parliamentarian, Bentinck was clumsy and ponderous. He
was 110 orator and so nervous that he could never eat a meal before
his speech with the result that he often had no dinner or supper
till the small hours of the morning. He had, however, an excellent
head for figures acquired by the habit on the turf of quick cal-
calation of the odds, and this stood him in good stead in debates
on prices and tariffs. He was no respecter of persons and on one
Occasion in what must be the longest sentence in Hansard rebuked
the Prince Consort for appearing in parliament to give moral
Support to free trade. His relations with Disracli were most
friendly to the end, and they were a formidable combination ‘the
Jockey and the Jew’ as their enemies called them.

Bentinck was in no sense a puppet of Disraeli, although he
leaned much on him for advice. Disracli could never have led the
Px:otectionists at this time, but his speeches, unmatched for their
Wit and invective, kept up the party’s morale and Peel simply
could not answer them. Even Gladstone admitted that his hero
was ‘altogether helpless in reply’ to Disracli’s salljes. ‘Dealt with
them with a kind of righteous dullness.” But it is a moot point
whether invective pays in the end. Cobden might have persuaded
thf: House to repeal the corn laws carlier, if he had been less bitter,
Disracli’s attacks on Peel were resented long and decply; they
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were a real stumbling block for many years to a Peelite-Conserva-
tive reunion, perhaps the main reason why it was never achieved.

By the time Bentinck became leader in the Commons there was
already a leader in the Upper House. A meeting at the Duke of
Richmond’s London mansion on March 8 had clected Stanley in
his absence. Given his resignation from Peel’s Cabinet, it was a
post which he could not very well refuse at this stage, without
opting out of politics entirely. But he does not seem to have
regarded himself as anything more than leader of the Protection-
ists in the House of Lords. A letter from the Duke of Newcastle
on May 5 shows that he continued to take this attitude for quite a
time. The duke admitted that Stanley and he had not always
been in accord on political matters.

On all questions of Reform I have always been a most decided
opponent and mainly because I am a stupid matter of fact man
and adhere to practice attaching little or no value to theory.

The duke, however, believing — and correctly — that Stanley was
much more to the Right than hitherto (the duke did not put it
like that) appealed to him to take the lead.

Pardon the freedom of such expressions — but permit me to
remark that I believe your Lordship to be actuated by the
highest motives which should guide a Christian and a Patriot
and that your nobility of nature, as well as of descent, places
you above all mean considerations and prompts you to worthy
deeds. . . . Political virtue [the duke somewhat platitudinously
continued] should in all instances be substituted for and opposed
to political laxness . . . the name of Stanley will [ ?rise] to eclipse
the illustrious name of Chatham.

I trust therefore your Lordship will now stand forward and
allow us to rally to you as our ‘great Captain’ and the upholder
of our preeminent interests in Church and State.?

Since Stanley was already the leader of the Protectionist peers this
appeal must have been for him to take on some wider role.
Stanley’s reply is therefore significant. After the usual compli-
ments he wrote:

! Derby Papers, 147/14.
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. . . highly as I value the expression of your confidence and
similar assurances which I have received from others, I cannot
say that I have ever been ambitious of becoming the Leader of
a Party; and certainly the aspect of affairs at present is anything
but calculated to stimulate such an ambition. . . . I think that
the attempt to form any party except sofar as relates to an united
effort to reject or greatly modify the measures now contemplated
would be premature. I shall most willingly consult and co-
operate with those who concur with me in opinion as to the best
mode of giving effect to our views . . . but T do not think it would
be for the public advantage, and I am sure it would not be for
my own comfort and happiness, that I should at this moment
take upon myself the onerous and responsible duty of the avowed
Leader of the great section of the Conservative party who still
adhere to their principles.?

But at some time between then and early July Stanley changed
his attitude. During the corn law controversy he confined his
activity to the House of Lords, and made little attempt to interfere
with Bentinck and his parliamentary committee. It is by no
means clear that he was privy to, or approved of, the ‘blackguard
combination’, as Wellington called it, of Whigs and Ultra
Protectionists which overthrew Peel on the Irish Coercion Bill at
the end of June. But after Peel had resigned, Bentinck at a dinner
on July 18 consisting of Protectionists from both Houses publicly
announced that he laoked upon Stanley as leader of the whole
party,? and in the absence of any machinery of elccting to such an
office, this must be regarded as the nearest thing to a definite date
for the start of Stanley’s leadership. It was also the occasion to

cotnﬁ.rm the continued intention of the Protectionists to operate as
a ‘third party’,

2

After 'the fall of Peel the parliamentary situation was highly

confusing. Peel himself never abdicated, and he retained the old
aom,

g, 13213, Bentinck to Stanley, July 10, 1845, referring to an overture from

at . -
i hursts ' haye shunned the interview and have referred him to you as my superior.”
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party organisation. Its funds were used in the 1847 election to
support Peclite candidates, and the election was managed, in so
far as there was any central management at all, by F. R. Bonham
and Sir John Young, respectively Peel’s party manager and Chief
Whip. In the House of Commons Peel took his scat opposite
Russcll on the opposition front bench.

The Protectionists in the lower House were far more bitter
against the Peclites than those in the House of Lords. There,
Peclite and Protectionist peers as far as seating was concerned
merged in a general mass on the opposition benches. But among
the MPs a great debate at once arosc on scating. Should they, as
Lord Redesdale advised, anticipate Peel and occupy by force
majeure the opposition front bench? Stanley was strongly against
this course which, he thought, would scandalise public opinion;
and cven Bentinck considered it cxcessive. Should they occupy
the benches on the opposition side but below the gangway, as
Stanley recommended? Or should they show their detestation of
Pecel by remaining where they were ~ on the government side of
the House, leaving the Peclites in a state of lonely obloquy on the
opposition benches?

This was in fact the course adopted for the rest of the 1846
session, but the insanely lopsided appearance of the House,
together with the inconveniences of seating when it was full,
brought about a change in 1847. The Protectionists henceforth
sat with the opposition, and their leaders occupied the front bench
from the gangway up to the red box, while Pecl and his friends
took the places from there to the Speaker’s chair, Great care was
taken to prevent the possibility of Pecl being next to either
Bentinck or Disracli; ‘the buffers of the two parties’, as Lord
Lincoln put it in a letter to Peel who was absent at the start of the
session, being ‘the not very thickly wadded forms of Mr Goulburn?
and Mr Bankes’. Significantly Russell discussed thesc arrange-
ments not with Peel or any deputy of Peel but with Bentinck who
now occupied the traditional seat of the leader of the Opposition.*

The old Conservative party which had won the election of 1841
was thus divided in its allegiance among three chieftains. A
minority of MPs looked to Peel, a majority to Bentinck whose

1 Pecl’s Chancellor of the Exchequer. 2 Disracli, Bentinck, 372.
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avowed policy was to reverse as soon as possible Peel’s principal
achicvement. In the upper House Stanley was undisputed leader
of the opposition. No Peelite peer stood ont comparably to Peel
himself. Stanley also had a general suzerainty over the whole
Protectionist party — MPs as well as peers. He was quite ready to
use this authority. He frequently spoke his mind to Bentinck about
the Ilatter’s violent language, personal attacks and general
vituperation. As time went on the whips looked to him for orders
rather than to the leader of their own House.

Let us briefly survey the intentions, attitudes and characters of
the three men. Pee] occupied an ambivalent position. He had no
intention of retiring. He bitterly resented the tactics of the
Protectionists especially the hard core of seventy or so who actually
voted against the Irish Coercion Bill. On the other hand he never
seems to have contemplated any serious attempt to reunite the
party. When his whip, Sir John Young, sent a circular to 240
possible supporters at the beginning of the 1847 session, Peel
refused to endorse his action. Gladstone disapproved.

It might have been in his power [he wrote] to make some
provision for the holding together and the reconstruction of that
great party which he had reared. . . . But although that party
was the great work of so many years of his matured life his
thoughts seemed simply to be it has fallen; there let it be’. A
greater idea still had overshadowed it; the idea of his country
now became the Stewardess of his fame.!

Tt was an impossible and unsatisfactory situation. Peel would
neither lead a party nor allow others to lead it. His attitude was an
anachronism in an age of increasing party domination. “The
position of Sir Robert Peel in the last four years of his life was a
thoroughly false position,’ wrote Gladstone,

Pee] had performed a great service for his party by regaining the
ceatre ground once held by Liverpool and Canning, and later lost
by the Duke of Wellington. He had taught it a Iesson which in the

long run was to be learned - that the old order could not survive if

it relied on the narrow foundations of the past. But the lesson was

* From a memorandum dated 1855, BM. Add. MS
; . - MS. 44745, quoted, J. B. Conacher,
‘Peel and the Peelites 1846-50", English Historical Rrvieﬁ ﬁ;’{}%ﬂl (x)g58), 431n~2-1 o

52,
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not lcarned quickly, Tory Janded gentlemen could accept Peclism
during the 18305, for they were in opposition and internal party
differences were masked. Power proved fatal. Maynooth offended
their spiritual creed — Anglican protestantism. The corn law crisis
outraged their cconomic creed — protectionism. They had failed
to see their own interest in terms of political success and had
refused to make the compromises which were necessary for the
retention of political power. Peel could not bring himself to
attempt to reconstruct for a second time the party which he had
done so much to rchabilitate after 1832, Perhaps he could not have
succeeded with the best will in the world. The fact remains that he
never made ~ or wished to make — the attempt.

Stanley’s attitude was quite different. He was anxious to
reconstruct the party and was determined to do all he could to
soften the acerbities caused by the language and demeanour of
Bentinck and Disraeli. It is easy to forget his importance as a
political figure if only because Disraeli has in retrospect come to
overshadow him, although Disraeli himself never underestimated
the stature of his chief, nor did his contemporaries.

Stanley was heir to vast estates and an ancient title. These assets
alone could bring a man who bothered about politics at all very
ncar to the top. If as late as 1876 an amiable mediocrity like the
Duke of Richmond could be considered in some circles as a
possible contender for the premiership ~ admittedly faute de micux
and as a compromise — then how much stronger was the position
of Stanley in the still more deferential climate of the 1840s.
Described as ‘the cleverest cldest son for a hundred years’, Stanley
was a brilliant orator and an able administrator with cxperience
in two important posts, the Irish Secretaryship and the Colonial
Office. He towered above the other Protectionists.

His defect was a certain casualness and a perhaps cxcessive
spread of intcrests ~ racing, shooting, translation of Homer and,
incongruously, religious instruction; his book, The use of parables for
voung children, was a great success and was translated into several
Europcan languages. Despite his authorship of this pious best-
seller he was liable to display a certain levity which accorded ill
with the scrious tone of the times, and for some reason, he never
quite carried it off in the way that his great rival, Palmerston,



YEARS OF FRUSTRATION 1846-65 71

succeeded in doing. At times he undoubtedly treated his own party
in an off-hand manner, as the private criticisms of Disracli and
others show. But they seldom dared to protest direct to him. His
control when he chose to exert it was absolute, and for twenty-
two years with three spells as Prime Minister he led his party
unchallenged to the end - the longest leadership in its history.
Stanley as a practical politician with a sense of the realities of
Ppower was anxious to try to reunite the opposing wings of his party.
In the House of Lords this was not so difficult. It was quite
another matter in the House of Commons. Lord George Bentinck
never thought of such an attempt. His brief career was highly
unusual in parliamentary history; he was one of those rare political
figures who placed prejudices or principles — it depends on the
point of view — before everything else and yet headed his party in
the House of Commons. George Lansbury was about as unlike
Bentinck as one could conceive but he is the only party leader
whose career and attitude suggests a parallel. Compromise,
middle-of-the-roadism, were utterly alien to Bentinck’s nature —
like Lansbury’s. Perhaps it is wrong to call Bentinck a doctrinaire.
At any rate he was not a Tory doctrinaire. He regarded the in-
tolerant protestantism of the new party which his revolt had called
into being with contempt. His vote in favour of the admission of
the Jews to the House, which inspired protests from his whips,
Beresford and Newdegate, and led to his resignation of his short-
lived Ieadership, was not simply the result of personal loyalty to
Disracli, stifl less of sympathy with Disracli’s views on Jewry.
Bcntinfzk really did in his Whiggish way believe in religious
tole.rat{on, and was unwilling, in his own words, to ‘give in to the
prejudices of the multitude’,
Where ?cnt'mck Wwas unusual was in his complete indifference to
]t:;li:z:.t;c::l a}:::rblt::;r;slgf 'obtaininig pollitic.al power. f_[’oli_tics to
; ulfilling certain principles, of satisfying his
ZW:} conscience _and of punishing those who offended it. His
s Pty s o o o e
Wwas a real sacrifice. Such ficures ang 1 ke ol e I
political Ieaders if their i’ollg‘\l eﬁ o (_:a.nflot ong survive as
no accident that like Lansl!:uvcm Dot o) o office It was
ry he became leader at 2 moment of
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party disintegration and disaster when political success seemed far
away. The grand gesture, the striking of attitudes, can be afforded
and applauded by a party whose prospects are hopeless and whose
main sentiment is anger at betrayal, but they are not luxuries in
which a party of government can indulge. On the morrow of the
corn law crisis the Protectionists were not a party of government.

3

The election of 18475 was fought — if that word can be fairly applied
to an election in which 236 out of 401 constituencies were not
contested — in an atmosphere of confusion, disorder and recrimina-
tion, although Stanley endeavoured to exercise a moderating
influence and to discourage as far as possible conflicts between
Peclites and Protectionists. He was successful on the whole and
was helped by the desire to avoid expense. Often, therefore, two
candidates from the rival sections would fight the Whigs as a pair
or enjoy a walk-over.! There are only ten clear cases of Peelites
fighting Protectionists, seven won by the former, three by the
latter. It is hard to estimate the result of the election accurately,
though it is clear that the Protectionists were decisively beaten.
The number of Peelites has been put as high as 120, as low as 8o.
The problem of accuracy is increased because Peel himself refused
to behave as a party leader and, despite the adherence of the whole
of the old party ‘machine’, declined to authorise any systematic
organisation of his group. So it is not casy to say who was or was
not a Peclite. If one accepts McCalmont’s figures with one or two
corrections, the Peclites won 89 seats® — an estimate which is
perhaps on the low side, but complete accuracy is impossible. If
this is correct the strength of the Protectionists was 243 (England
190, Wales 12, Scotland 8, Ireland 33).

* A striking example was King’s Lynn where Bentinck, Peel’s arch foe, was returned
unopposed together with Lord Jocelyn, a Peelite.

2 See note to ch. III, below, p. g6, for details about the Peelites in the elections of
1847, 1852 and 1857. McCalmont divides the party into C, P and LC; Conservative,
Protectionist and Liberal-Conservative (i.c. Peclite), He lists both Disraeli and Peel
as C. It is truc that Peel was in one sense not a Peclite, and that Disraeli soon tricd
:lo ('lrop protection, but one suspects that the classification is the result of error, not

esign,
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The Conservative party - and the name must be given now not
to Peel’s but Stanley’s followers, for the future lay with them — was
forced back on to the counties further than at any time before or
since. More than half their English members sat for county seats.
Regionally they were concentrated largely in the cenire and East
Anglia with outlying garrisons in Shropshire, Worcestershire,
Westmorland (2 fief of the Lowther family) and Sussex. They had
a majority of seats (county and borough combined) in only
fourteen of forty-one English counties,? 83 seats out of a possible
126, These were Berks, Bucks, Cambridge, Hunts, Leicester,
Lincoln, Norfolk, Notts, Rutland, Shropshire, Suffolk, Sussex,
Westmorland, Worcestershire. In three more counties they tied
with their opponents, and won 11 out of a possible 22. These
were Bedford, Essex and Northants. Everywhere else they were in
a minority. The remaining twenty-four counties included most of
the big ones in terms of seats amounting altogether to 317, of
which the Conservatives only won g4. The four university seats,
hitherto a Tory monopoly, were divided equally. Gladstone
{Oxford) and Goulburn (Cambridge) were strong Peclites.
Goulburn only scraped in, and Gladstone, though defeating the
runner up by a rather larger margin than this, came far behind
that slightly comical figure, the High Tory, Sir Robert Inglis,

A comparison can be made with 1841, which as regards party
division of English seats as a whole was more or less the mirror
image politically of 1847, The Whigs had majorities in only eight
counties (Gumberland, Derby, Devon, Durham, Gloucester,
Hereford, London, Staffs) and a tie in seven more (Cheshire,
Lancashire, Middlesex, Northants, Northumberland, Rutland,
Sussex), leaving Peel with a majority in the remaining twenty-six.
The Whig strongholds provided them with 54 out of 87 seats, and
the csmptics where there was a tie with another 38 seats. In the
feémaiming fwenty-six counties with a total of 304 seats, they
won gs.
fro’lr:f: h?cogr aphi?al distr_ibution of party strength is clear enough

s comparison. It is perhaps worth anticipating events for a
moment and looking at the next election, that of 1852. (Sce

1 For this o the o3 . o
county, purpose the eighteen London constituencies are regarded as constituting a
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Tables B and C, p. 75). This was the one where during the whole
of what might be called the Derby-Disraeli period the Conserva-
tives came nearest to winning a majority of the English seats, 227
out of 467. They had majorities in nineteen counties. The counties
‘gained’ in this sense since 1847 were Cornwall and Kent (the
only occasion between the Reform Acts, apart from 1841), Essex
(all 10 seats), Hereford, Herts, Monmouth and Somerset. There
was only one loss, Worcestershire where the spread of industry
from the Midlands was steadily weakening their control. In the
counties where they had a majority they won 125 out of a pos-
sible 180. They tied in seven counties, winning 34 out of 68 seats.
These were Bedford, Derby, Devon, Dorset, Northants, Rutland
and Warwick. In the remaining fifteen counties which accounted
for the remaining 215 seats they won only 66.

These figures, and those of the next three general elections
confirm, with minor variations, the general pattern of early
Victorian post-Peel electoral geography. It would be an over-
simplification to say that it was simply a matter of the field of corn
against the field of coal, but the fact remains that Conservative
strength was very largely based on the areas where traditional
rural influences prevailed, and that the party was weakest in those
where the new industrialism was dominant. For example, even in
1841 they only won 59 of the 126 seats in Staffordshire, Cheshire,
Derby, Yorkshire and the counties to the north. In 1847 they sank
to 5. In 1852 their score was g8.

If we take the historian’s advantage of hindsight and again
look back at the election figures in table A on p. 46 we can see
that the Conservatives needed somehow to win some 40 to 50 more
seats in England during the post-Peel period. Admittedly there
were two clections, 1847 and 1857, where they needed a much
larger addition, if they were to have a hope of power. But these
can be written off as being fought in particularly adverse con-
ditions, one in the confused aftermath of the corn law crisis when
the party had virtually no organisation at all, the other against
the full force of Palmerston’s “patriotic cry’. In the election of
1852, 50 extra seats could have given them a majority of 26, and
in those of 1859 and 1865 when they did better in the Celtic
fringe, majorities of 58 and 42 respectively.
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Table B

Table to show changes in England compared with 1852. Conserva-
tive members only are given, Peclites being omitted (tatal numbers
of seats is given in brackets)

1841 1852 1865 1874

Counties where Conservatives

had a majority in 1852 (184)*132  (1B0o)125 102 (167)122
Counties where Liberals had a

majority in 1852 {215yt 66 (219) 86 (2250125
Counties divided equally in 1852 (68)% 36 34 31 (62) 37
University seats 4) 4 2 4 (5 4
Total (471) 283 (467)227 (471)223 (459)288

¢ Berks, Bucks, Cambridge, Cornwall, Essex, Hereford, Herts, Hunts, Kent,
Leicester, Lincoln, Monmouth, Norfolk, Notts, Shropshire, Somerset, Suffolk,
Sussex, Westmorland.

1 Cheshire, Cumberland, Durham, Gloucester, Hants, Lancashire, London,
Middlesex, Northumberland, Oxford, Staffs, Surrey, Wilts, Worcester, Yorkshire,

$ Bedford, Derby, Devon, Dorset, Northants, Rutland, Warwick.

Table C

Table to show the only two Conservative victories between 1832

and 1885 in terms of electoral geography in England. Conservative

members only are given, Peelites being omitted (total numbers of
seats is given in brackets)

1841 1852 1865 1874

South, Centre and East ({omit-

tsmg )I:ondon, Middlesex,

urrey (165)118  (161)108 94 (155)115
Northt 26 8
%@:{tlon,dl\sﬁdcglacx, §un-ey %27)) 559) 35 (15°) 5:: (l(;‘?; Zg

an Uth 1

University socazs ety (149) 93 i 72 (12(,5; n
Total

4) 4 2 4 5) 4
(471)283  (467)227 (471)223 (450)288

* Beds, Berks, Bucks, Cambrid, i

5 ge, Essex, Herts, Hunts, Kent, Leicest

Linceln, Norfolk, Northants, Notts, Oxford, Rutland, Suffolk, Susser, Watwick’
eshire, Cumberland, Derby, Durham, Lancashire, Northumberland,

Stim’ Westmorland, Yorkshire.

Cornwall, 1) D
his o Somcnét, cvvﬁrtls,, 3 &r:zg tf;lri.mt.ﬂx, Hereford, Gloucester, Monmouth, Shrop-

Th‘c politif:s ?f t}}e Celtic fringe were incaleulable. The bonus of
an Irish majority in 1859 was not likely to be — and was not ~
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repeated. Scotland was inveterately hostile. Wales was slipping
away. The hope was in England. In counties where they had a
majorityor a tie in 1852 they won inthat year 159 out of 248 seats.!
In the same area Peel in 1841 had won 168 out of 252 (132 out of
180 in countics with a Conservative majority in 1852, and g6
where there was a tic). Therefore Derby in 1852 managed almost
as well as Peel had in those areas. The picture isvery different if we
look at the counties where the Conservatives were in a minority in
1852. They won only 66 out of 215 seats, whereas Pecl in the same
counties eleven years carlier had won 111.

Clearly this was the ficld in which the post-Pecl party had to
make up lost ground. In the ‘good’ counties Derby was unlikely to
do any better than Peel himself had done in 1841, and cven if he
cqualled Peel’s performance there, he would gain only g seats. In
fact he was to find it impossible even to hold the position of 1852,
Whether it was because the protection issue had been removed or
because of Palmerston who led the Liberals after 1855, the Con-
servative strength declined even in theareaswhere they had seemed
best placed. In 1857, 1859 and 1865 they won 89, 104 and 103 seats
out of 180 in counties which had Tory majorities in 1852 when
they had won 125 seats. They certainly could not afford a drop of
20 to go seats in this area. They declined also in the seven counties
where there had been a tie in 1852, winning only 22 seats out of
68 in 1857 and only 27 seats at each of the next two elections.?

The Conservatives, therefore, had a double problem; to hold
their ground in the south and centre ~ ‘the ficld of corn’; and to
make gains in the north ~ ‘the field of coal’; and also in the big
cities, particularly London and its suburbs which, just as much as
the north constituted the new expanding England. In fact they did
make some progress in the counties where they had been out-
numbered in 1852. In 1859 their score went up from 66 to 72 and
in 1865 it was 79. But this was nothing like enough to offset the
losses in their traditional areas, let alone to give them a majority
in England.®

What they needed in fact was just what Disraeli achieved in

1 Sec Table B, above, p. 75.

% If Peclites are added the figures would be 29 in 1859 and 31 in 1865.
3See Table C, above, p. 5.
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1874. The franchise by then had been extended, and the electoral
weight given to the various counties altered, but the figures are
interesting even though there is no proper comparability. The
Tory minority areas of 1852 now accounted for 225 seats Instead
of 215 in Peel's day, Disraeli won 125, 2 slightly better performance
than Peel’s 111. The Tory majority areas of 1852 now covered 167
seats of which Disraeli won 122, much the same proportion as
Peel’s 132 out of 189. The counties where there had been a tie in
1852 provided 62 scats in 1874. Disraeli won 37, which was
superior both proportionately and absolutely to Peel’s score of 36
out of 68. The detailed distribution was not the same as Peel’s, but
a comparison of the 1852 election with either Peel’s or Disraeli’s
victory shows clearly enough the weakness of the mid-century
Conservative party.

But this is to anticipate events. The clection of 1847 left the
party in a state scarcely less feeble than its condition after 1832.
True, it was numerically stronger, by 56 seats, and if the Peelites
could be recovered the party would, depending on one’s estimate
of Peelite numbers, have either a small majority or be so near to
the government’s strength as to render Russell’s position impos-
sible. But the bitterness caused by the split over the corn laws
made such a reunion impossible for the moment. There had been
no comparable division after 1832, Moreover, the Conservatives
after 1846 not only possessed no one with the stature of Peel, they
had scarcely any one with any experience at all of office. This was
a grave handicap to a party whose tradition was essentially that of
a party of government, indeed the party of government. Between
1806 and 1846 the Tories in one guise or another had ruled the
Country for twenty-nine out of forty years, and the period during
\«:hxch the Whigs held office had been too chaotic and faction-
ridden to make them an acceptable substitute. During their last
four years they had scarcely governed at all. Hence Peel’s victory
n 1841 'for the traditional party of government,
no?}f:zvsxtua.ﬁon was very different after 1846. The Whigs might
Ofoﬁiccc f:énff g;catly in p.ubhc esteem, but with the Peelites out
the onI;(‘ ossib?l' rotecnomst§ regarded as unfit to rule, they were
chl:ncssp ility. The period that followed was onc of party

, great confusion, much cross-voting, and — inevitable
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concomitant — weakness in government too. The 1830s seem in
contrast a period of almost modern party discipline.

There was also great weakness in organisation. The Peelites
wholly lacked it. As we saw, it was the swan song of Young and
Bonham, respectively Peel’s Chief Whip and Principal Agent.
Peel himself refused to act as a leader even of his own supporters.
They voted without orders or guidance. But the confusion among
the Protectionists was equally bad. They had no agent equivalent
to Peel’s Bonham, and the whips had to do everything. They seem
to have captured the political committee of the Carlton and to
have raised an election fund, but otherwise all was chaos. The
correspondence of Beresford with Stanley shows this well enough.
‘I am in despair about the Elections . . . I can get no Candidates.
Every second man falls away when it comes to the point The luke-
warmness and shiftiness of those I have to deal with is most
disheartening.’! Beresford was on bad terms with both Bentinck
and Disraeli. He believed that Bentinck’s lack of Protestant zeal
was a grave defect, and in Disraeli he had no confidence whatever.
After the election was over he wrote to Stanley about them both:

I fully acknowledge his [Bentinck’s] good qualities but I feel
that he is what is called impracticable to that degree that I
look at his future career with fear and apprehension. I know that
with all that obstinacy of character which is inherent in his
nature that [sic] he is greatly in the hands of D’Isracli, and
whatever my opinion of that person’s talents, I cannot think him
a safe Mentor for G.B. Entre nous I would not trust D’Isracli
any more than I would a committed felon.?

This was not a happy relationship between the Chief Whip and
the two leading figures in the lower House. Matters became even
worse when Bentinck accused Beresford of making an improper
use of the election fund. After the debate on the ‘Jew Bill’ Bentinck
on December 21 replied to Beresford who had reproached himself
for having written a strong letter of protest without sufficient
previous warning:

1 P?rby Papers, 149/1, n.d., but evidently May~June 1847.
% ibid., 149/1, Beresford to Stanley, postmarked September 23, 1847
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You have no reason to reproach yourself on the score you have
written down. Whether or not you might with more reason have
reproached yourself as a Trustee of the Funds and the Interest
of a Party divided in opinion upon particular questions bearing
upon refigious fecling for having used a common purse and a
common trust fo fan into flame the flickering embers of preju-
dices entertained only by one division of the Party and openly
and from all time disavowed and repudiated by the other must
remain 2 question to be setfled between yon and your con-
science.

Beresford replied in a rage:

T'will not be tempted by a very unjust accusation to say more
than that you are entirely misinformed with regard to the
corrupt misapplication of a common fund which you have laid
to my charge.

There was 2 subscription contributed by several Peers &
M'embcrs whose opinions on religious questions coincide with
mine, for the express purpose of upholding those opinions. That
money was kept quite distinct from any Blection Fund. . . . 1
could not allow you to remain under this false impression which
could have been only insinuated into your mind by some design-
ing person from the worst of motives.2 7

hx_r';llld’zough there is no means of sorting out the truth it seems
o ugn Y ;;;obable that thls was yet another of the reckless charges
Berif:rd u‘t by Benn{xck when in a temper, and that though
bad o (;\as: as he hxmsclf admitted, a ‘bigoted Protestant® he
cortens dOUe al;lythmg dlsl.xonourable. But the interest of the
‘ g ndence lies, rather, in the light it throws on the general
“7': g of the party machine at this time.

deiig::picﬁl ﬁlegtoral weakness and disputes about funds a
it o t;‘:m o1 nomenclature arose. The word ‘Conservative®

lz;rge sectiox?ogltl};‘mh Peel personally had become repugnant to a
e € party. Should they rebaptise themselves? The
ountry Party’ nostalgic of the eighteenth century was

2, 1gan ¥ Berest
R > CODIES sent by ord to Stanley.
., Beresfard to S!:m}ey, nd. 2 loc., Cl%» 149[1.
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canvassed. Pecl’s Chief Whip used it of them — and not in any
sarcastic or ironic sensc. ‘Protectionist’ was a more general usage,
If McCalmont is reliable, over 150 MPs were returned under that
description in 1847 — or at any rate could be plausibly given that
name. Evidently, however, it was applied only to a scction, albeit
the largest in the party. But Beresford showed good sensc in opting
for the established name. On November 2, 1847, ina postscripttoa
letter to Stanlcy about the circular letter to supporters he wrote, ‘I
considered it best to put in the “Conservative Party” as it left the
door open to any man who liked to join us and who might shy
[sc. at] the “Protectionist or Country Party”.’? It was neither the
first nor the last occasion when the name has inspired misgivings.
In 1867 when the National Union was founded there were
objections to the title and the word ‘constitutional’ was added to
meet the criticism ~ ‘National Union of Conservative and
Constitutional Associations’. As late as 1945 Lord Woolton had to
quash a quite serious move to abolish it. But to give it up would
have been a sign of weakness, In 1847 it would also have meant
abandoening all hope of bringing the Peelites back into the fold.
They did not in fact come back as events turned out, but they
would have been even less likely to do so if there had been a
change of name,

The chaos in the ranks of the Stanleyites was enhanced by a
major crisis in the autumn session of 1847. Bentinck resigned at
the end of December on the Jewish question. He acted impetu-
ously after recciving a letter from Beresford expressing the party’s
dissatisfaction at his vote for the admission of Jews to parliament,
Bentinck was feeling ill at the time and did not try to find out the
real strength of the dissentients. He probably could have secured
a vote of confider.ce had he wished, Nevertheless the episode
has a significance which is usually overlooked: it was the first
occasion on which rebellion from below — or the rumour of such
rebellion can be said to have brought about the resignation of a
party leader. It was over sixty years before this was to recur, but
the cpisode can be seen as an early pointer to the situation which
obliged Balfour in 1911, Austen Chamberlain in 1922 and Sir
Alec Douglas-Home in 1965 to retirc from the leadership.

! Derby Papers, 149/1.
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Part of the trouble in Bentinck’s case was the ambiguous chain
of command, Were the whips responsible to Stanley as the
acknowledged, though never formally elected, leader of the whole
party, or to the leader in the House of Commons? ‘I cannot help
giving you this friendly advice [wrote Bentinck to his successor
Lord Granby] . . . to appoint your own Whippers-in; and let
them take orders from you and no one else.’ Granby, eldest son
of the Duke of Rutland, was, alas, in no position to take this
advice. Discacli some years earlier had referred to his ‘high
Castilian emptiness’, and his leadership was surely the shortest of
any party in either House during our history. He was elected on
February 10, 1848, a week after the session began. He resigned at
the beginning of March, acutely conscious of his total inadequacy.
Disraeli had been the successor for whom Bentinck hoped. But he
was impossible, given the circumstances of Bentinck’s own
resignation, and if he was impossible in February he had not
become less so in March. The dearth of talent on the Protectionist
benches was such that no one could be discovered to lead for the
rest of the session. Stanley had to manage his party’s affairs in the
Lower House as best he could through the whips. The result was
confusion,

B'cntinck’s death in September 1848 raised the whole question
again, for, as long as he lived, there was always the chance of
Persuading him to reconsider his resignation. This time Stanley
and the Whips could not evade Disraeli. They distrusted him
pr of'oun.dly, as did a large section of the party. They endeavoured
fo restrice him by putting the leadership into commission under a
;?&":‘}féce _01: thlr;e’ rCV%virfg the arrangement which prevailed
The Othc:?\sz)n:ver:é:zn%m“ r;volt in the .early months o‘f 1846.
mar’ who swould oot Itlyly and J. . Hf:mes, a’n eldex:ly. oﬁi(.:lal
had he nog 1y JProbably have been in Pecl’s administration

: st his seat in 1841. Disraeli neither accepted nor

r;loi::iobchav;d as sole leader. Nevertheless, his position was
man }:15, an for some years he was regarded by Stanley and
¥ others in the top cchelons of the party as a stop-gap leader,
pending }thc hoped-for reunion with the Peelites. ’
But ths reunion, although for a long time it seemed to be Just
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round the corner, never occurred. That uncertainty together with
the ultimate perpetuation, indeed widening, of the gulf between
the two sections of the old Conservative party is the key to the
confused and shifting politics of the 1850s. The importance of the
Peelites was not simply numerical. The rank and file fell, through
conversion, retirement, and a few defeats, from 89 to only 45 after
the election of 1852, and to 26 after 1857. Their importance lay
in their talents. They were what Gladstone called ‘the Official
Corps’ — and this was just what the “‘Who ? Who ’ ministry lacked.
Why did the obvious not occur? Why did the Peelites remain a
separate group — a head without a tail? While Peel was alive
there could of course be no question of reunion, nor counld there
be any chance of it as long as the Protectionists refused to drop
protection. Peel died in 1850 and thus one barrier was removed.
Disraeli did his best to drop protection as soon as he succeeded to
his ambiguous leadership early in 1849. But for a number of
reasons, most of them quite comprehensible at the time, the party
would not follow, and Derby, as we must call Stanley after the
summer of 1851, was unwilling to press the matter. The question
was still open when events forced Derby to take office early in
1852. It was not until after the general election in the summer that
the party finally gave up any serious idea of reimposing the corn
laws; and then not out of conviction but necessity. Even so there
remained a hard core of 53 MPs who remained obdurate. Their
attitude had much support among the squirearchy. In Anthony
Trollope’s Barchester Towers (1857) we have an affectionate picture
of the type.

In politics Mr Thorne was an unflinching Conservative. He
looked on those 53 Trojans who, so Mr Dod tells us, censured
Free Trade in November 1852 as the only patriots left among
the public men of England. When that terrible crisis of Free
Trade had arrived, when the Repeal of the Corn Laws was
carried by those very men whom Mr Thorne had hitherto
regarded as the saviours of his country he was for a time
paralysed. . . . Now all trust in human faith must be for ever at
anend....

He had within him something of the fecling of Cato who
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gloried that he could kill himself because Romans were no
longer worthy of their name. Mr Thorne had no thought of
killing himself, being a Christian and still possessing his £4,000 a
year; but the feeling was not on that account the less comfortable.

Why did the feud continue after 1852 ? Partly it was the familiar
phenomenon of the hardening of attitudes. When once there has
been a great split in a party on a vital issue all experience suggests
that it is extremely difficult for the combatants to shake hands and
make it up with any degree of sincerity. It was seven years before
Cranborne and his friends rejoined Disraeli after their resignation
on the second Reform Bill. The Liberal Unionists never went back
to the Liberals. There was no real reconciliation between the
friends of Asquith and those of Lloyd George. The rift in the
Labour party created by Ramsay MacDonald in 1931 was never
mended. The scars from the wounds caused by the great battle
over ‘appeasement’ had not vanished from the Conservative party
as late as 1957.

There was another reason. Although the Protectionists had
dropped protection they had not yet dropped the principle which
underlay protection, viz, that in return for the special duties and
burdens alleged to fall upon the landed interest it was entitled
to special reliefs in taxation. From this point of view Disraeli’s
autumn budget of 1852 deserves a closer scrutiny than has usually
been given to it, His attempt to halve the malt tax while raising
the house tax was palpably designed to compensate the agri-
cultural industry as a whole, including the landowners, for the
potential damage done to it by free trade. As Macaulay com-
mented, this was ‘nothing but taking the money out of the pockets
of people in towns and putting it into the pockets of growers of
mzflt’. But this preferential treatment was just what ‘progressive
Op}nion’ could not stomach, and, tagging along behind Cobden,
Bright and the standard bearers of the new Radical free trade
Ortl-lodoxy were the Peelites and the heterogeneous Whig-Liberal
majority thrown out of office ten months earlier thanks to the
Ineptitude of their leaders. It was on opposition to Disraeli’s budget
that they sought to return; and the most formidable of all the

attacks launched upon it was that of Gladstone. There could be
[+]
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no early chance of reunion after that. Moreover, the gap at once
widened. The narrow balance of power in the House together
with the discredit into which the Whig leaders had fallen alike in
the eyes of the court and parliamentary opinion gave an opening
to the Peelites. A coalition Cabinet was formed in which they
captured the premiership and half the offices. They had not yet
committed themselves decisively to the other side. That did not
occur till 1859. But they had taken up a position which rendered a
return to the Conservative party far harder.

What was more, the Derbyites, though not Derby, became less
and less ready to receive them back even if they had wished to be
received. The truth was that the electoral system was exactly
wrong from the point of view of the long term interests of the new
post-1846 Conservative party. Had it been more favourable to the
counties, as it well might have been if the numerical distribution
of the clectorate had been more accurately reflected, the party
would have had a reasonable chance of sometimes winning a
general election on its own and forming a government based on a
working majority in the House of Commons.

On the other hand if the landed base of the party — the English
counties and small boroughs of the southern half of England -~ had
been palpably too narrow and inadequate, then perhaps the party
would have seen, and acted on, the need to widen it by looking
clsewhere. As it was, the Conservatives did well enough in the four
successive elections, 1852, 1857, 1859, 1865, to be the biggest
homogeneous party, for the Whig-Liberal-Radical-Peclite-Irish
coalition was a loose assemblage of groups rather than a coherent
party. The Conservatives therefore perpetually saw dangling
beforc them the carrot of a clear majority, but they never did well
enough actually to put tooth to vegetable. The mass of the party
was reluctant to co-operate with the smaller groups which held
the balance of power in the Commons, and this reluctance was
shown even towards the Peelites — the group with which they had
most affinity. Derby and Disraeli did indeed see the need to do
something, but Disracli was too ready to snatch at adventitious
alliances of opportunity — e.g. with Bright and the Manchester
Radicals or with the Irish — manceuvres which only aroused
suspicion among his own supporters and could not in any case
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have led to lasting results. As for Derby, he was prepared to do
what he could with the Peelites, but when once that failed —and a
Peclite alliance was really a dead duck after 1852 — he was un-~
willing to do anything except, as his son put it, ‘obstruct “pro-
gress”’, and take office on those occasions when the parties
behind the normal governing coalition fell out among them-
selves and let in a minority administration.

He was not always ready to do so even then. One of the most
controversial passages in his career is his failure to take office in
1855 when the scandals of the Crimea brought Lord Aberdeen’s
coalition to an end. Both Gladstone and Disraeli privately cen-
sured him for this refusal, and since they scarcely ever agreed
about anything, it is natural to think that, when they did, they
must have been right. But it does not follow, and the theory that
Derby could have put the Conservative party on the map by
giving them the kudos of being the party that won the Crimean
War does not stand close examination. It seems likely that a
government formed by him in 1855 would have had no less
precarious and short-lived a career than that of 1852 or of 1858,
Morcover, there was a deeper reason for doubting its longevity,
As Derby himself told Queen Victoria, ‘the whole country cried
out for Lord Palmerston as the only man fit for carrying on the
war with success’. The political philosopher may view such an
expression with scepticism, but common sense gives it a meaning.
The country cried out for Lloyd George in 1916 and Churchill in
1940. Surely Bonar Law on the former occasion and Lord Halifax
on -thc latter, were right to stand down and refrain from pressing
their claims?

Disracli’s well publicised complaints should not lead one to
Su;_)p?sc that Derby’s refusal was universally condemned. Sir
William Joliffe,! the Ghief Whip, wrote to Derby on October 23:

Yam unable to participate in the regret which Disraeli no doubt
{”ccl's that he has missed a chance of taking office, when of course
1t was the object of his life. I believe that these regrets of his are
very much fermented by the secluded life he leads associating

1
. VHe succeeded Berestord who had been made Sccretary at War in 1852. He re-

tired in 1859 and was created Baron Hylton in 1866.
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only, as it appears to me, with his most intimate friends or with
his followers and political supporters in Buckinghamshire who
of course are all of the same mind. I therefore greatly regret
that he is not more frequently brought in contact with those
who being more his equals, would have greater weight upon his
judgement and ideas. I write these smaller reflections because
they may lead to greater results, and if I see them my Chief for
whom [I] wish to labour should not be ignorant of such
influences.?

Joliffe’s letter is interesting, apart from the question of taking
office in 1855. He put his finger on one of Disraeli’s weaknesses.
Disracli never seems to have enjoyed the society of his equals, He
had patrons as a young man, disciples as he grew older. With
both categories he could be on terms of great intimacy, as with
Lyndhurst on the one hand, George Smythe or Lord Henry
Lennox on the other. But partly because he had missed the normal
education of public school and university, partly because he was
to a singular extent ‘unclubable’, preferring the society of women
and disliking men’s dinners or even the monosexual circulation of
the post-prandial port at a mixed dinner, Disraeli in middle age
saw little of those whom Joliffe would have liked him to meet. To a
far greater degree than most politicians he lived in a world of his
own.

Disraeli’s position in the Conservative party was by no means
assured. Had Derby retired or died in the 18505 or the early
1860s, he might well have been passed over for the succession. His
talents in the House of Commons made him an indispensable
second-in-command, and he was the only man on his side who
could put on a real display of fireworks, the only man who could
give as good as he got to the formidable orators on the other side ~
Gladstone, Palmerston, Russell, Herbert, Bright, Cobden. But 2
great many people continued to distrust him, and the venom with
which he had attacked Peel made his presence on the Conservative
front bench in itself alone a grave impediment to reunion with the
Peelites. This was what Gladstone meant when on one occasion he
described him as ‘at once the necessity of Lord Derby and hiscurse’.

1 Derby Papers, 158/10.
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Derby did not look at his second-in-command quite in that lig%xt.
He recognised his talents and he was not prepared to. throw }.um
over, but he was at times irritated by Disraeli’s love of lmplau31l?le
alliances and fantastic reshuffles of the political pack. A propensity
of Disracli which he particularly disliked was a tendency towao the
Irish vote by flirtation with popery. Disraeli with some logic
believed that Roman Gatholics were naturally conservative. This
was indeed the case on the continent where the Catholic Church
was a bulwark against Iiberalism and ‘progress’. Could not this
innate conservatism be harnessed somehow into support of the
Conservative party in the United Kingdom ? It was certainly true
that the Catholics in Ireland and England disliked the Liberal
party’s anti-papal foreign policy. The Tories gained eleven seats in
Ircland in 1857 when they were losing ground almost everywhere
else and another seven in 1859, giving them a clear majority
there — the only occasion in the whole period between the Reform
Act of 1832 and the dissolution of the Union in 1g22.

Derby saw no future in this kind of thing. He did not believe
it could last: the Conservatives as the party of the Church of Ire-
land as well as England could not make any real concessions to
Irish popery, and the mere show of doing so would only alienate
their own Protestant support. After all in 1852 the Tories had
exploited the repercussions of the ‘papal aggression’ every bit as
vigorously as Russell and his friends. Nor was it Jjust a matter of
political calculation or pandering to the Orange vote. Derby was
thoroughly hostile to papal pretensions, and, as an old ‘Whig,
rejoiced in the triumph of Italian nationalism and the decline of
the temporal power of the Pape. To Disraeli’s consternation he
caHe:d on Garibaldi when the Italian hero visited England in
April 1864 and, in the run up to the election of 1865, by accident
or design he greatly offended the Roman Catholics by comparing
them with dangerous dogs which needed muzzling. Canine meta-
phors should be avoided by politicians, as a more recent cxample
fhow&! Whether or not it was cause and effect, the Conservatives
1n 1865 lost 4 seats in Ireland, and one of the seats which in 1859

1T leave thi . . .
poli(izl::;‘ 5}?;1! sentence as delivered if only 25 a reminder of the ephemeral nature of

ons. It is doubtful whether many people now remember Harold Wilson's
ir:f:rgesx;cc to dog licences not being renewed when there wasa Labour back-bench revolt
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they had gained in South Lancashire where there was an unusual
concentration of English Roman Catholics.?

4

The choices open to the Conservatives after 1846 were not funda-
mentally different from those open to Peel in the 1830s. These, as
we saw, were cither to ‘obstruct “progress”’ — the policy of the old
‘Ultras’; or to take some quite new unorthodox line — the policy of
Sadler, Oastler, Young England; or to dispute the middle ground
with the party in power. And each was subject to just the same
difficulties. Obstruction might work up to a point, for the Con-
servatives still predominated in the House of Lords, and the
possibilities of at least delaying legislation were considerable. The
most intelligent proponent of this view and a bitter critic of
Disraeli was Lord Robert Cecil? for whom few people in the 1850s
would have prophesied his later role as leader of the party. Oppos-
ing the abolition of church rates, which he regarded as the
prelude to disestablishment, he said that even if the Conservatives
were beaten

. . . at any rate they had obtained delay and delay was life. They
had kept church rates alive for thirty years and with their
present numbers they could keep them alive for ten years longer.
At that rate they might keep tithes twenty years after that and
endowments twenty years longer still. That brought them to
fifty years and that period was something in the life of a nation.

The snag in this policy was the same snag as existed in the 1830s:
it offered no hope of political power.

The same applied to the possibility of some new ideology
challenging the conventional wisdom of the day. This could only

1 In 1859 the Conservatives contested South Lancashire for the first time since the
repeal of the corn laws and won both seats. In 1861 a third seat was allocated to the
division and at the ensuing by-election they won this too: but at the general election
of 1865 Gladstone displaced one of the sitting Tory members, although the other two
were ahcad of him by slight margins.

% Younger son of the 2nd Marquess of Salisbury. On his elder brother’s death he
became Viscount Cranborne, served under that name in Derby’s third Cabinet till he
resigned in 1867 over the second Reform Bill. Succeeded father, 1868; Prime Minister,
1885~6, 1886—g2, 1895-1902.
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be some variant of the social paternalism which had never made
much headway in the party even at a time when bitter working
class discontent seemed to render at least plausible an alliance with
the Janded interest against the millocracy. But the working class
was itself becoming permeated by bourgeois middle class ideas,
and, as the tide of mid-Victorian prosperity flowed higher, social
conflict became much less acute than it had been in Peel’s day, 1t
is difficult to say quite how seriously Disraeli had ever taken the
ideas of Young England. He had voted against the new poor law
and for the Ten Hours Bill, but he also voted against the Public
Health Act of 1848 and the Mines Act of 1850. These votes might
be discounted as belonging to a later period of his life but it is hard
tosce him even in the early 18405 as an ardent social reformer even
remotely comparable to Lord Shaftesbury, The Conservatives
were not wholly neglectful of the condition of the people, but there
was not a conscious party policy in the matter. As Dr Paul Smith
puts it, ‘Conservative support for social reform was very much a
matier between 1846 and 1866 of the sporadic efforts of indivi-
duals’.2 It was one thing to seek to ameliorate the lot of the poor,
quite another to found upon this a strategy for winning political
power, That came up against the same old difficulty. The lower
classes had not got the vote and o Conservative leader could
afford to offer it to them in the 18405 and 1850s without splitting
the party just as disastrously as Peel had over the corn laws,

The. only viable policy, therefore, was to imitate Pecl and to woo
th‘e middle class. This was in fact just what Derby and Disracli
tned. to .do after Bentinck’s death, though of course they did not
g}}z; :t like t}Tat even in the secrecy of private correspondence.
wamz ;vtc;rz differences f’f emphasis between t}}e two men. Disraeli
el o e ur;;pbprotectmn at once, 1‘)erby believed that an abrupt

¢ even more damaging than clinging to a defeated

;?USC, but bas.xcally his attitude was not different, as is shown by
dg?}:’w’}}?ﬁnmﬁc cﬂ‘o‘rts to bring back the I"eelites after Peel’s
aftor ;832 ‘ ‘paz ltcgf which Peel had pursued with ultimate success
Snvolved pen o e Oélily real hop? for.Derby and Disraeli, but it
SOF 102 pae 3jor difficulties. First, it was extremely difficult to
ty ~ in many respects a new party — which had come

* Paut Smith, Ditraelign Conservation and social reform (1967}, 20.
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into being precisely because of Peel’s alleged ‘treachery’. There
had been no comparable problem after 1832. Secondly, there was
a major obstacle in terms of personalities. Derby and Disraeli were
not in the least like Peel, however much they might in practice
try to copy his policy. “‘What a curious thing it is,” wrote the his-
torical painter, Benjamin Haydon, a keen Liberal, in December
1845. ‘I never feel comfortable with Sir Robert and the Duke
out.’! This was about the last thing that any Liberal was likely to
feel about Derby and Disraeli. And from 1855 there was a further
obstacle, The Liberals had Palmerston as their leader and he was
a far greater asset than Grey, Melbournc or Russell.

It scems to have been Palmerston’s ascendancy which decided
Derby that there was little point in pursuing an active policy any
more. There is a revealing exchange of letters between him and
Lord Malmesbury, one of his closest friends and Foreign Secretary
in his first two administrations. It admirably epitomises the mid-
century Conservative dilemma. Malmesbury wrote on December
7, 1856:

... for the first time in my life I own that I feel discouragement
with regard to our political position. If Palmerston knew our
unprepared & I may say destitute condition he ought to dissolve
immediately. Itis moreover useless to conceal that the animus of
our Party is very unsatisfactory. . . .

The best men [he went on] confirm this fact and say that you
are supposed to be tired of politics & no longer ambitious of
office & that this fact and the unpopularity of Disracli are
distracting our Party. My answer has always been that the
Conscrvative body can never be an active one except in office,
or in opposition to . . . a Minister who attacks our institutions,
& that we are without either of these stimulants & therefore
dormant.

Malmesbury ended on an unwonted note of implied criticism of
his chief and old friend:

It is nevertheless clear that both the present & the future require

! Diary of B. R. Haydon, ed. W, B. Pope (1963), V, 501; quoted, Gash, Reaclion and
reconsiruction, 130, n. 3.
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all your energy and abilities if during our lifetime the Sl‘lon-
servatives are to remain an organised class in the political
comity of England.?

Derby replied on December 15 in a letter printed in Malmesbury’s
Memoirs.2 He did not deny, he said, or wonder at, ‘a certain state
of disorganisation’ in the Conservative party.

... indeed T am disposed to be rather surprised to find how
mere fidelity to party ties, and some personal feeling, has for so
long a time kept together so large a body of men, under most
adverse circumstances, and in the absence of any cry or leading
question, to serve as a broad line of demarcation between the
two sides of the House. The breach which was made in the
Conservative body by Peel in 1845-6, and which might have
been healed to a great degree if his followers had only givenus a
fair support or even stood neutral in the session of 18523, was
widened by the formation of the Coalition Government, on the
avowed principle (or no principle) of discarding all previous
party ties.

Public attention since then, he went on, had been mainly con-
centrated on the war, and Palmerston had played his cards so

skilfully s to avoid attacks on our institutions or ground for
Conservative censure,

In short he has been a Conservative Minister working with
Ra(}it:al tools and keeping up a show of Liberalism in his foreign
policy which nine in ten of the House of Commons care nothing
abc{ut. That a Conservative party should have held together at
all in such circumstances is rather to be wondered at, than that
there should be apathy and indifference when there is nothing
to be fought for by the bulk of the party.

Derby had Put his finger on the crucial point. The decade from
l35.5 to 1865 was dominated by Palmerston, His role in forcign
policy has. had plenty of attention from historians. His part in
home affairs deserves more study than it has been given. For he
: g:rby Papers, 144/1,
tl of Malmesbury, Memsirs of an ex.minister, 2 vols (1884) 11, 54.
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supplied in a singular degree the political needs of the age. A
parliament to which for whatever reason successive general
elections invariably failed to return a party with an absolute
majority required as Prime Minister an adept at the politics of
consensus. This was just what Palmerston was. English to the
core, an ex-Tory, in fact a Canningite turned Whig, on the
popular side over the Reform Act and the corn laws, the darling
of the Jingos including the Radical Jingos, exponent of a shrewd
foreign policy decked out in Liberal language, cautious over
institutional changes, an able party manager and one of the first
politicians to humour and keep in with the press, he had all the
attributes required by the age; except, perhaps, one — high moral
tone.

1t was appropriate that this solitary lack of rapport with the new
era helped to give him his only toss in the whole decade. His
appointment in 1857 of Lord Clanricarde to the Cabinet, a man of
notoriously disreputable private life, contributed just as much as
the Orsini affair to the defeat of the government in 1858, which
gave Derby another brief lease of office, if not of power. But high
moral tone was not exactly the forte of Derby either — witness the
Prince Consort’s horrified comment on his list of appointments
submitted for the Household in 1852: ‘all the roués and dandies of
the Turf’. Nor did Disraeli help much in this respect.

The intellectual world was largely liberal or neutral. Although
in Derby and Disraeli the Conservatives had two of the cleverest
men in politics, it was hard for the party as a whole to escape the
charge of being ‘the stupid party’. Nor did their traditional assets
help. They were the party of the Church of England but no one
could say that Palmerston was putting the Church in danger.
They were the party of the Crown but the Crown (i.e. the Prince
Consort) regarded them with dislike and distrust. They could not
claim superior efficiency. Disraeli’s 1852 budget which not only
offended financial orthodoxy but muddled up all the income tax
schedules settled that. Moreover, they were damaged by a notable
row early in 1853 about political jobbery in their dockyard
appointments. Like the Whigs in the 18g0s the Conservatives in
the 18505 were disinclined to adopt that austerity in matters of
patronage which a party with a long lease of power can more
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casily afford. Nor did their brief spells of office give them any
chance to strike out on some new and contrasting policy of their
own. Disraeli’s budgets, after the failure of 1852, were mere
imitations of Gladstone’s. Indeed he carried Treasury economy
on military and naval estimates to the point where Derby had to
overrule him in the interests of national security. The government
neither in 1852 nor in 1858-9 (apart from a Reform Bill palpably
designed to favour themselves) put forward any distinctly Con-
servative measures. ‘Everyone knows,” wrote Disraeli to Derby in
1859, ‘that all we did, would really have been done by our pre-
decessors.” It is difficult to see what the Conservatives could have
put forward as a contrasting policy or programme — if indeed one
can use such language at all about mid-nineteenth century
politics.

Confronted with Palmerston they could play neither the
‘constitutional’ nor the ‘patriotic’ card; and it was hard for Derby
or even Disraeli to avoid the charge of being ‘not a voice but an
echo’. It is not surprising that Derby gave up the attempt and
resolved to throw his party not against Palmerston but rather in
support of Palmerston against his own potentially rebellious
Liberal followers, From 1859 to 1865 the inter-party parliament-
ary battle became a tacit truce only enlivened by occasional raids
and sporadic gunfire.

In his recent study of nineteenth century Britain,? Dr Kitson
Clark makes the point that for a large part of the time ‘there were
++ + in Britain two nations struggling in the bosom of one land —
an old nation based upon the old nobility, upon the squires and
upon the Established Church, and a new nation based upon
commerce and industry, and in religion largely Dissenting’. This
conflict was far more important than that between the two nations
of $ybil and in many ways more bitter, but the significant fact
about it in terms of parliamentary history is that the new nation
was for long after the first Reform Act under-represented in what
may be termed ‘the political nation’, i.e. the clectorate, parlia-
ment, and particularly the government. The political nation was
dominated by the old nation. It remained, aswe saw earlier, largely
conservative with a small ‘¢’, attached to what Malmeshury

! G. Kitson Clark, dn expanding sociely {1967), 11,



94 CONSERVATIVE PARTY—PEEL TO CHURCHILL

called ‘our institutions’ — or in a phrase often used at the time ‘the
just influence of land’.

Yet, as we also saw earlier, conservatism with a small ‘¢’ did
not necessarily involve adherence to the Conservative party. The
real bone of contention within the political nation was how much
the old nation should concede to the new, for the more thoughtful
members of the old nation believed that some concessions had to
be made, unless there was to be a revolution. The judgment
involved in deciding just where to dig one’s toes in was tricky, but
it seemed to moderate men that the old Tory party had got it
wrong once — over the Reform Act; and then, despite their new
name of Conservative, had got it wrong a second time — over the
corn laws. Twice was too much, and after the second occasion
their plight was enhanced by the mediocrity of all their leading
men in the House of Commons — except Disraeli, whose character
inspired more distrust than his genius commanded re-
spect.

Whether for this reason or from sheer apathy the electorate
continued to return an anti-Conservative majority. In 1852 it was,
in round numbers, about 70; in 1857 it was 140; in 1859 it fell to
40; but in 1865 the Liberal majority rose to nearly 6o. It was a
gloomy prospect.

There were slight gains in Lancashire where a sort of primeval,
Protestant, working class, anti-Irish conservatism was making its
way, fed by such edifying literature as Geralda, the demon nun and
The secrets of the confessional. Lancashire lacked the ecumenical
spirit. But these gains were more than cancelled by losses in the
‘Celtic fringe’; 4 in Wales, 3 in Scotland, 7 in Ireland. Derby
wrote despondently to Disraeli:

... I come to the same conclusion with yourself, that looking
especially to the utter rout of our party in Scotland, and to the
amount of democratic spirit which prevails there, a purely
Conservative Government is all but hopeless, until upon
Palmerston’s death . . . Gladstone tries his hand with a Radical
Government, and alarms the middle classes. Then there may
come a reaction; but it will probably be too late for my time;
and I see no prospect of any state of affairs which shall again
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place me at the head of a government — which is equivalent to
saying, in office at all. . . .2

In other words if the new nation pressed its claims too far, if it
acquired a positive sympathiser at the head of affairs the situation
might change. As it was the new nation had not been pushing very
hard during the last decade, thanks partly to affluence, partly to
Palmerston’s genius at obscuring and muffling dissension.

But Palmerston, though at times he seemed immortal, could not
last for ever. By early October he was seriously ill. On October 18
he died, the last Prime Minister to expire while still in office, the
only one since 1832, apart from Harold Wilson, to have increased
his majority at two successive general elections. The opening which
Derby anticipated had come at last.

1 Hi

h
.y ughenden Papers B[)(X[Dcrby[335, Derby to Disraeli, Knowsley,

August 4,
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Note

Fate of the Peelites

McCalmont’s Poll bool: suitably amended gives 8g Liberal Conservatives
i.e. Peelites rcturned at the election of 1847; 62 in England, 7 in Wales,
11 in Scotland, g in Ircland. 16 of them had been office holders in
Peel’s government. Geographically their strength in England lay in
the west and g5 of them were returned for counties or boroughs west
of a line drawn along the eastern boundaries of Lancashire, Cheshire,
Staffordshire, Warwick, Gloucester, Wiltshire and Dorset. At the
clection of 1852 there were 45 Peelites; 28 in England, 6 in Wales,8in
Scotland, g in Ireland. In both parliaments, therefore, they held the
balance of power, and used it to such effect at the end of 1852 that they
secured the premiership and half the Cabinet in a coalition govern-
ment.

In the election of 1852, 31 of the original Peelites stood again and won
as Peeclites for the same seats as in 1847, 2 for different seats; 10 were
beaten for the same seats, 1 for a different seat. g stood and won as
straight Conservatives for the same seats, 2 stood and won as Liberals
for the same seats, g stood and lost as Conservatives for the same seats.
15 did not stand (no reason given), 4 applied for the Chiltern Hundreds
between 1847 and 1852, 8 died, 2 succeeded to peerages, 2 accepted
offices of profit under the Crown. There were 11 new Peelites who got
in at the 1852 election, 6 of them for seats won by Peelites in 1847, 5
for different seats.

In the election of 1857 26 Peelites were returned, 20 of them for the
same seats as in 1852. The distribution was England 13, Wales 3,
Scotland 7, Ireland 3.

The Peelites won 10 English county seats in 1849, 8 in 1852, g in
1857. In English boroughs with an electorate over 1,000 they won 12
seats in 1847, 3in 1852 and 3 in 1857. In English boroughs below 1,000
the figures were 38, 15 and 6.



CHAPTER IV

Disraelian revival

1866-81

1

We now enter on to one of the most fascinating periods of modern
British political history. The fifteen years in question cover a
major extension of the franchise, the creation of the institutional
framework of the modern state, and the great duel between
Disraeli and Gladstone which has coloured political attitudes ever
since. Moreover, it saw the beginning of an important change in
the balance of political power, During the thirty-five years from
1830 to the end of 1865, the Conservatives had a parliamentary
majority for less than five (Peel 1841-6). They were in office but
without effective power for short intervals totalling another two
and a half (Peel 1834-5, Derby 1852 and 1858-g). But over the
next thirty-five years ending in 1900 they had an effective majority
for seventeen (Disracli 1874-80, Salisbury 1886-g2, and 18g5—
1900). They were in office though in a minority for 2 further three
years (Derby-Disraeli 1866-8, and Salisbury 1885-6).

But it is fair to say that this change was by no means obvious at
.thc time of Disracli’s death or just after it. To a detached observer
in 1881, the improvement in the Conservative party’s fortunes
was far from self-cvident. True, there had been the Reform Act of
1867, but it had been followed by a resounding electoral rebuff in
1868, the first clection on the new franchise. Admittedly Disraeli
had stagcfl a notable recovery in 1874, and the Conservatives, for
the first time since Peel, were in power as well as office. But what
.Gk\dstonc called ‘Beaconsfieldism’ apparently dissolved in ruins
in 1880, and five years later o further extension of the franchise
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was carried, which was expected by most people to give further
strength to the Liberals. The first election on the new suffrage did
not entirely confirm that judgment, for the Liberal majority was
slightly down, but it seemed quite enough for practical purposes.
Although the political convulsion caused by Gladstone’s espousal
of Irish Home Rule brought the Conservatives back in August
1886, few people even as late as that would have predicted the
prolonged ascendancy which followed.

This is a period which has attracted much more attention from
historians than the previous twenty years and there is lively
controversy about some of its problems.

The first great question is the Reform Act of 1867. The issue
came to the fore because of the death of Palmerston. Russell who
was his successor had long wished to carry a second Reform Act,
and Gladstone who became leader of the House of Commons was
also by now a convinced reformer. As Derby had predicted, the
change involved a distinct shift in the Radical direction. Parlia-
mentary reform had been debated off and on ever since 1851.
It was the symbol, the patent mark as it were, of progressivism. It
was the flag and shibboleth of the new nation against the old. Itis
true that since 1859 the Liberals had ceased to have a monopoly
in this field. Derby and Disraeli in their unsuccessful Reform Bill
of that year had staked the Conservative claim to legislate too. But
everything depended on what was meant by reform. The Con-
servative measure was so palpably designed, despite Disraeli’s
cuphemistic phrase, ‘lateral extension of the franchise’, to improve
the party’s electoral fortunes that it was bound to be rejected by
a House in which the Conservatives were a minority. Seven years
later it was clear that proposals for reform, however advantageous
they might in practice be for a particular political party, had to
bear the appearance of having some impartial non-partisan
principle behind them. Palpable gerrymandering would not do.

The events of the next two years are seemingly paradoxical.
The Liberals bring in a2 moderate Reform Bill in 1866. There is 2
right wing revolt against it within the party. The Conservatives
in alliance with the rebels defeat the Bill. The government resigns.
So far all is going according to form. But the new government,
which is not as one might have expected a coalition of the anti-
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reform groups but a straightforward Conservative minority
government, like those of 1852 and 1858-9, does not act according
to form. It brings in and carries a Reform Act which by giving
household suffrage in the towns extends the franchise much more
widely than the Liberal Bill that the Conservatives have helped
to reject only twelve months earlier.

To explain this paradox there have been three main theories,
The first theory is the Liberal one that the Bill in its final form was
forced on Disraeli by Gladstone; that acceptance of Gladstone’s
amendments widening the Bill was the price paid by an un-
scrupulous Tory minority ministry for staying in office. The true
facts were recognised by the newly enfranchised urban householders
who expressed their gratitude to Gladstone by returning the Liberals
with an increased majority (up from 60 to 100) in the first election
under the new Act. In a broad sense this is the theory favoured
by Morley, Justin McCarthy, and G. M. Trevelyan,

The second theory which is a direct counter-blast to the first is
that of “Tory democracy’. According to this the Reform Act far
from being forced on a reluctant Disraeli represented the fulfilment
of his carly aspirations. Had he not on frequent occasions in the
1830s maintained that the Conservatives were the truly demo-
cratic party? And in his Young England days, though con-
temptuous of the party that called itself Conservative, had he not
seemed to advocate some kind of alliance between the aristocracy
and the urban working class? It was of a somewhat hazy nature
no doubt, but the Reform Act of 1867 at least on the surface
seemed to be connected with it, and if the new franchise did not
lead to a Conservative break through in 1868, the party indis-
putably triumphed in 1874. By then no doubt the urban house-
bolder had had time to sec who was his true friend. The social
reforms of 1875 and 1876 on one interpretation lend further colour
to the view that the Conservative party was in some way appealing
over the heads of the Liberal middle classes to that rather nebulous
figure ‘the Conscrvative working man’. Far from yielding to
pressure in 1867, Disraeli was educating his party, and preparing
it for the inevitable future.!

! The latest and ablest exponent of this general theory is Miss Gertrude Himmelfarb,
an American historian, Sec Journal of British Studies (November 1966).
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The third theory is that of the historians of the Labour move-
ment ~ perhaps most conveniently accessible in Dr Royden Harri-
son’s book, Before the socialists.? This lays emphasis on the degree
to which the leaders of the traditional parties were subject to
the pressure of mass working class agitation expressed through
the activities of the Reform League. According to this version the
really crucial event was the demonstration by the League in
Hyde Park on May 1867 in defiance of the government’s pro-
hibition. This, it is alleged, is the direct cause of Disraeli’s sur-
render over Hodgkinson’s amendment eleven days later, i.e. the
amendment which abolished compounding and added another
400,000 potential voters to the borough electorate.

It is the achievement of Mr Maurice Cowling? and Dr F. B,
Smith?® to have substituted a more convincing explanation, For, al-
though thereare points of truth andsignificancein all three theories,
none of them can stand by itself, Dr Smith effectively demolishes
the Gladstonian theory by showing that the amendments accepted
by Disraeli were not Gladstonian amendments. He also destroys
the Tory democracy theory which was always the least convine-
ing of the three by demonstrating that Disraeli had no clear plan,
that he thought in terms of the old stereotypes (county=Con.
servative; borough=Liberal), that he was only ‘educating his
party’ in retrospect, that the final version of the Act though it
owed little to Gladstone was in no sense what Derby or Disrael;
intended. On the whole, Dr Smith’s own explanation of events
seems to be nearer to the Labour theory than either of the
others,

Maurice Cowling’s book gives the most convincing account of
\Yha_t happened. He is the first person to see the full partisan
significance of the two Bills, when taken in conjunction with the
pr.oposals for redistribution which accompanied them. The
Liberal measure of 1866 would have been extremely damaging to
the C°“5°"}'am’°5, in spite of its relatively mild franchise provisions
— a reduction from £10 to £7 in the borough occupier franchise
and from £50 to £14 in the county. Derby described it in a letter

! Royden Harrison, Before the socialists 1861~1881 (196
: Maurice Cowling, 1867, Disraeli, Gladsions and nva?:d?n?r; {1967).
F. B. Smith, The making of the second Reform Bill (1 966).
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to a colleague as ‘thc extinction of the Conservative party ...
and of the real Whigs’.2

This observation from a man who had spent a lifetime in
politics and who had becn a member of the Whig government
which brought in the Reform Act of 1832 is not to be ignored. The
details are too complicated for discussion here. It is enough to say
that the reduction in the borough franchise, together with the
clause which added the borough leaseholders to the electorate in
the surrounding county, was bound in itself to involve some
Conservative losses, even if redistribution is entirely ignored. This
was also true of the final version of the 1867 Bill. But the redistri-
bution provisions of the 1866 Bill, unlike those of the 1867 Act,
made matters much worse from the viewpoint of Conservatives
and ‘real Whigs’.

The great hope of the Conservatives lay in their belief that
almost any redistribution was bound to increase the number of
seats in the counties which in terms of electors per ML.P. were badly
under-represented. This, it was expected, would compensate for
the lowering of the franchise and certain other likely features of
redistribution such as the creation of extra seats for Scotland, for
new boroughs and for the big cities. The 1866 Bill did indeed add
seventeen scats to the countics, but not, as the Conscrvatives
wanted, by creating cxtra county divisions. Instead it turned
seventeen two-member counties into three-member constituencices
and, given the counties chosen for this addition, it is reckoned by
Mr Cowling that there would have been an actual bonus to the
Liberals of two or three seats.? The net effect of these and other
redistribution provisions, quite apart from the change in the
franchise, would have been enough to give the Liberals from eight
to fifteen extra scats.

These considerations illustrate the great importance which, in
that largely vanished® dimension of politics, attached to control
over redistribution. They also render the alleged paradox of
Derby’s and Disraeli’s attitude to reform a good deal less para-
doxical than it seems at first sight. It made perfectly good sense for

:%c‘)(\!vling, op. cit., 70, quoting Derby Papers, 1goj2, May 10, 1866.

“1pa.

2 Not wholly, witness the 1969 dispute about the recommendations of the Boundary
Commission,
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the Conservatives to ally with the right wing Liberals, the so-
called Adullamites, in order to reject a Bill which was highly
injurious to the party and then a year later to pass one which was
far less so. Public opinion — not merely that of the Reform League
but informed, intelligent, middle class opinion - was strongly in
favour of reform, and the Conservatives could not simply sit back
and do nothing. In 1867 they at least had the initiative over
redistribution even if they did not have complete control. They
were still in a minerity and they had on occasion to defer to the
Tiouse. But the Liberals were in a state of chaos thanks to Derby’s
and Disraeli’s brilliant tactics. For a brief period the Conscrvatives
were able to get their own way to a much greater extent than their
numbers warranted.

The franchise provisions of the 1867 Act seem to have operated
against the Conservatives — anyway in the next election — although
it does not follow that the effect of Household suffrage was any
more adverse than that of the more limited provisions of Glad-
stone’s Bill or the abortive Ten Minute Bill. But the Conservative
sayin redistribution undoubtedly helped them. Thisisshown bythe
contrast between their ill fortune in constituencies where no change
took place in boundaries or number of MPs and their relative
prosperity in those areas of England where major changes were
made, In the former the Liberals gained 25 seats {they won 57
and lost 32) ~ a net increase of 50 in their majority. In the fourteen
counties where a large scale redistribution occurred there were in
the old parliament 52 county MPs and 14 sitting for boroughs
which were redistributed. Of these 66 MPs, 34 were Conservative,
32 Liberal. Under the new order the total representation rose from
66 to 87, of which 57 were Conservative. This meant a reduction
of 25 in the Liberal majority, and it was a valuable offset to

Liberal advantages such as the inescapable increase in Scottish
Tepresentation,t

2

Why did the Conscrvatives tamper with reform at all? To under-

stand this we must revert to the situation after the defeat of Glad-

stone’s Bill in 1866. Indeed we must go back further. The
? Cowling, op. cit., 71-2.
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Conservatives’ great problem was to prove themselves as a viable
party of government. Throughout the 1850s their position had
been curiously analogous to that of the Labour party in the 1g20s.
Like MacDonald, Derby had to show that the new party created
in 1846 - for there is a sense in which the Derby-Disraeli party
was as new and untried as Labour after the First World War — was
fit to rule. In 1852, the year of the ‘Who? Who ?’ ministry, almost
as many pcople entered the Gabinet for the first time and took
their privy councillor’s oath as in Ramsay MacDonald’s Cabinet
of 1924; and Derby’s minority government lasted just about as
long as MacDonald’s. Their second chance in 1858 came at a
similar interval of time to MacDonald’s in 1929; in both cases it
was again a minority administration; in both cases it ended in
carly defeat, although Derby’s government did not break up in
total disorder like MacDonald’s in 1931. Perhaps because of the
long shadow cast by Peel, the Right has been instinctively more
cohesive than the Left, whether Liberal or Labour.

The reasons for Labour being out in the cold during the two
decades after 1918 were basically the same as those which kept
the Conservatives out during the two decades following the repeal
of the corn laws ~ a deep distrust by middle of the road moderate
opinion of their competence and capacity to govern. In the case
of Labour, this was because the revolutionary language used by
some of its supporters gave an impression of reckless irresponsi-
bility; in the case of the Conservatives seventy years carlier, be-
cause the reactionary language of a section gave the whole party
the reputation of being the ‘stupid’ party, likely to provoke
revolution by pursuing a narrow agrarian class interest. Of course,
anyone who examined the speeches and attitudes of Derby and
Disracli could sec that they no more echoed the opinions of
the red-faced country squires who thronged the back benches,
than MacDonald and Henderson echoed those of the Clyde-
siders. But it was the general impression which had to be changed
in cach case, if the minority party was to be regarded as ‘fit to
govern’,

The difficulty is that the charge of being unfit to govern can only
be disproved by governing; and the more the charge is believed
the less chance there is of showing it to be false. Morcover, neither
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Derby in the 18505 nor MacDonald in the 1920s had been par-
ticularly successful during their brief ministries. Derby’s second
government was rather better than his first, but he had done
nothing to make public opinion positively prefer him to the
dominant Palmerstonian coalition. It was vital, therefore, that his
third chance should not be muffed. Palmerston was dead. Russell
and Gladstone had made a hash of their Reform Bill. The Liberal
party was split wide open. On the other hand the Conservatives
were outnumbered in the House and neither Derby nor Disraeli
believed that a general election would improve their position.?

In these circumstances the great need was for the Conservatives
to stay in office on their own for long enough to show at least that
they were a party of government, and ideally that they were the
party of government. These were the aims of the leaders and,
though they did not succced in the second, for Derby never
acquired the mantle of Palmerston ~ nor did Disraeli, hard
though he tricd ~ they did succeed in the first. In spite of the
election of 1868, in spite of the increased Liberal majority, the
events of the previous thirty months had permanently altered the
posidion of the Conservatives. They had ceased 4o be the ‘stupid’
party. They had hecome a viable alternative to the still dominant,
but no longer unchallengeable Liberals.

This objective of cstablishing their party as a party of govern-
ment explains most of the actions of Derby and Disraeli throughout
the crisis. It explains why they sabotaged in June 1866 the project
to form 2 fusion with the right wing of the Liberals: the Con-
servatives had to govern on their own ; incidentally, fusion would
have been fatal to the personal position of both men, but this need
not alter one’s judgment that they acted in the best interests of the
party as well as themselves. The same purpose explains why they
bfo.ught in a Reform Bill at all: it was vital to keep the Liberals
filvxdcq, and nothing was surer to do so than reform. Of course
thF c.Ixmatc of opinion’ was relevant too, though not public
agitation which had little effect on Derby or Disracli. But a viable

C'?onscrvat{vc government had to show that it could move with the
times,

! Curiously enough Russell, a

. nd Brand, the Liberal whi ‘ae
tives would win ff hene-oo s iberal whip, thought that the Conserva.

dissolution, Cowling, op. cit., 131,
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This aim to be a party of government also explains the form of
the Bill. It had to be based on a principle and the principle had to
appear different from Gladstone’s. In reality all sides of an
intensely conservative House of Commons wanted a moderate
measure which would exclude the ‘residuum’ — i.c. the poorest,
most feckless and casily corruptible element in the urban working
class. The Conservative Bill based on personal payment of rates
would, with its original safeguards and restrictions, have produced
a very similar clectorate to Gladstone’s £7 rental limit. But it
scemed to embody a different and more democratic principle.
What was more, it scemed to provide a final resting place for the
question, whereas any named figure based on rental could always
be cut away till it was reduced to nothing at all, and turned into
straight manhood suffrage.* This argument had some substance,
True, Disraeli’s safeguards all vanished, but household suffrage
(extended in 1885 to the counties) did remain the basis of the
clectoral system for half a century. Adult male suffrage did not
come in till 1918, and female till 1928.

The same determination to keep the Liberals off balance ~ and
hence themselves in power — explains why Derby and Disracli were
ready, after the first shock had worn off, to accept the resignations
of a powerful group in the Cabinet rather than put forward a Bill
which had no chance of achieving these objects. The group
consisted of Lord Cranborne, who later became grd Marquess of
Salisbury and leader of the party, Lord Carnarvon, a priggish
Puseyite much addicted to resignation, and Sir Robert Pecl’s son,
General Pecl of whom Disraeli wrote to Derby, “You will find him
very placable, except on the phrase “household suffrage”, when
his eye lights up with insanity.” On February 25 as a result of
Cranborne’s statistical calculations the group declared that they
must resign unless the Bill was withdrawn. Taken off balance the
Cabinet agreed to substitute a Bill based on a .£6 rating franchise,
and did so only ten minutes before the party meeting at which
Derby was due to announce the proposals to a party meeting.
‘The Ten Minute Bill’, as it became called thanks to the indis-
cretion of another member of the Cabinet, Sir John Pakington,
pleased no one in the Conservative party. Worse still, it seemed to

1 Cowling, op. cit., 172.
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be a surrender not only to Cranborne’s group but to Gladstone,
indeed untikely to be carried without his support. This explains
why Derby and Disrachi changed their minds, It explains why
Disracli whipped up agitation among the back benches against
concessions to the anti-party group in the Cabinet, thus setting a
precedent for Harold Wilson’s alleged intra-party activities over
arms for South Africa, which so many journalists confidently said
were unprecedented. It explains why Derby on March 2 accepted
the resignations of ministers whom he had seemed ready to appease
at great cost only five days earlier.

The leaders were perhaps lucky in that the resigning ministers
were not ready to try to organise the sort of revolt that Disraeli
himself, along with Bentinck, had organised against Peel twenty-
one years earlier. Derby was by no means confident of the conse-
quences of his decision. “This is the end of the Conservative Party,’
he is recorded by Lord John Manners as saying when Cranborne
and his friends rose to leave the Cabinet room. But it was nothing
of the sort, and, although the attacks made in the House were
very bitter, especially against Disraeli personally, he survived and
s0 did the party, Seven years later Cranborne {now Salisbury) and
Carnarvon accepted Disracli’s invitation to join his Cabinet. This
would not have scemed at all likely in 1867.

‘Desir‘e to keep the Liberals divided probably also explaing
Disrael’s acceptance of Hodgkinson’s amendment which in effect
enfranchised all ratepayers and seemed the most sensational
CXﬂmPIe of what his foes termed ‘betrayal’. A cardinal feature of
thc- Bill o its first introduction had been the restriction of the
rating 'suﬁ'rage to those who paid their rates direct to the local
‘:}‘:thOntY- Disracli had dwelt at length upon the special virtues of
xﬁiet:;:; W;rc ?emonfxlly responsible for their rates, contrasted
through th::v rD;in tl;le Jargon of th_e day, ‘compounded’, i.e. paid
argnt ent collected by :chen' 1and¥ords. In fact Disraeli’s
cationt was a dodge to combine a seemingly radical cry with a
i ::ljk Y Ircsmchv'e resx}lt - the exclusion of the *residuum’. But
o fcaredct}l{l :l:atth Disraeli lmznsclf cared greatly about the matter
necessarily damagz tehr::frénchlscm?nt of thf: compounder would
Wil redigtriboties & or}scwatxves, provided .that he could deal

T 1n a suitably pro-Conservative way while the
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Liberals were still in a state of confusion. This meant getting on
with things as quickly as possible. The Radicals had the power to
filibuster, and they could have held up the Bill till an autumn
session which Disracli particularly wished to avoid for its own sake,
cven apart from the danger that delay would consolidate the
opposition.

There may have been another reason. We are perhaps too ready
to underestimate the extent to which even men as clever as Disraeli
may find themselves the prisoners of their own arguments. After
all Hodgkinson did not propose to enfranchisec compounders. He
merely proposed to abolish compounding and make every
occupier personally responsible for his rates, Disracli had never
tied his colours to the retention of compounding, which was
indeed open to much criticism in the form in which it was adopted.
He had simply said that only thosc who paid direct should have
the vote. Under Hodgkinson’s amendment this was just what
would still happen. The only difference was that there would be a
great many more of them.

Perhaps it is permissible to draw a parallel with a more recent
cpisode. When Sir Anthony Eden and M. Guy Mollet declared
that their purpose in the Suez intervention was ‘to separate the
combatants’, everyone cxcept the inordinately naive suspected
that this was a form of words designed to cover another ~ and to
many people entirely creditable — objective, viz, to seize control
of the Suez Canal and bring down Nasser. But when after six days
the combatants obviously had been separated, it was difficult to
think of a plausible excuse to go on, even though the Canal zone
had not been occupied and Nasser had not been brought down.
No doubt there were other factors ~ world opinion, U.S. pressure
on sterling, ectc. But we should not forget the major difficulty
raised by the particular casus belli chosen. At any rate, whatever
the truth about Suez, one can see Disraeli’s genuine dilemma over
the compound householder.

The manceuvres of Derby and Disraeli over reform make good
sense if their aim was to show that their party was fit to govern,
and if they were hoping to inherit Palmerston’s mantle in the
changed circumstances caused by Palmerston’s death,® The Bill

1 Sce Cowling, op. cit., ch. IX, ‘Palmerston’s mantle’.
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they carried was probably as conservative a measure as could
have been carried by a minority Conservative government in
1867. Moreover, because of their say in redistribution, it was far
lessadverse to their party than any measure which the Liberals would
have passed, in spite of Liberal support of a restrictive franchise.

The bid for the mantle of Palmerston was not immediately
successful. The events of 1867 did, however, make the Conserva-
tives a genuine alternative government. They also gave Disraeli
personally a notable boost. When Derby retired early in 1868,
Disraeli was bound to be his successor. This might not have been
true two years earlier, nor one year later when the loss of the first
election on the new franchise had dealt a heavy blow to his
prestige. Fortunately he had by then the immense advantage of
being an ex-Prime Minister — and there is only one example in the
whole of our period of a Conservative ex-Prime Minister being
toppled when in opposition — Balfour in 1911. But the twice
repeated efforts in 1869 and 1870 of the patrician section of the
party to make Salisbury leader of the House of Lords show how
shaky Disraeli’s position was.? Had they come off, he would have
been bound to resign, as no doubt Salisbury’s supporters intended.
The two men were not even on speaking terms, and Salisbury had
recently described Disraeli in the Quarterly Review as ‘a mere
political gamester’.

But, although the Conservatives had become a plausible party
of government, they did not yet look like becoming the majority
party in the way that they had seemed to be under Peel in 1841
and that the Liberals really had been under Palmerston. Glad-
stone saw to that early in 1868 by taking up the cause of dis-
utab.lishment of the Irish Church. He brilliantly turned the tables
on Disracli, and exploited one of his opponents’ major weaknesses.
The Conservatives had often been jeered at as the party of
protestantism and protection. Maynooth and the corn laws
showed the political danger of both these causes. Protectionism
had ,bcc" dropped, but not protestantism, i.e. defence of the
A.nghcan Establishment interpreted in its evangelical sense which
sill commanded by far the greatest support in the Church.

$SecB. . Feuchtwanger,

Disrarli, d i —
&l account of the e istaeli, democracy and the Conservative party (1968), 4—7, for

s over the leadership of the House of Lords.



110 CONSERVATIVE PARTY—PEEL TO CHURCHILL

Protestantism had often been a political incubus. It had caused
Bentinck’s resignation in 1848. It had made a coalition with
Peelites and Irish impossible in 1852. It had wrecked Disracli’s
bid for Irish support in 1859. Derby, for ail his grandeur and
insouciance, was the spirit incarnate of this attitude; his inveterate
hostility to popery in general and to Irish popery in particular
may well have enhanced his authority among the country squires,
but it positively repelled outside support.

Yet it is doubtful whether Derby’s retirement early in 1868
made the situation any better. Disraeli from miscalculation made
the same error that Derby would have made from conviction; he
based his programme on identification of the cause of no-popery
with that of the Irish Church and hoped that popular uproar
would check disestablishment. Perhaps he had no choice. To
compromise over the Irish Church would have fatally split his
rank and file. When Gladstone chose the Anglican Establishment
in Ireland for attack he was no doubt acting from deep felt con-
viction, but he was also shrewdly moving the political battle on to
the Conservatives’ weakest ground. The Church of Ireland was
predominantly evangelical, and the party was officially bound to
defend it in the last ditch. Yet its numbers and endowments were
not easily defensible in a Church ministering to only one-eighth of
the nation for which it was designed. A great many Conservatives
were unecasy about it. The Fenian troubles had made all parties in
England anxious to do something about Ireland. Disraeli’s plan
had been the old oneof Pitt and Castlereagh. It might be described
as levelling up instead of levelling down, for it involved concurrent
endowment of the Roman Catholic and Presbyterian Churches,
leaving the Anglican Establishment undisturbed. The difficulty
was that it also involved the tax-payer’s money, and the English
tax-payer was not likely to look on expenditure for such a purpose
with any friendly eye. However, Disraeli believed that he might
succeed and at least that Cardinal Manning and the Catholic
hierarchy would be with him. But Manning, to Disraeli’s anger,
ceased negotiation the moment that Gladstone announced his
plan. All hope of a Conservative alliance with the Irish vanished
overnight.

Gladstone could not have selected a better issue on which to



DISRAELIAN REVIVAL 1866-81 11t

unify his own party and divide his opponents. Whether this was
the reason for his electoral victory must remain non-proven, for
we know so little about the psephology of a century ago. But it
seems certain that in England Disraeli’s appeal fell flat, except in
Lancashire, and at Ieast probable that the big jump in the Liberal
majority in Ireland (from 5 in 1865 to 25 in 1868) was a direct
result of Gladstone’s espousal of Irish disestablishment. Tt probably
helped him in Scotland too where in any case the extra seats
created by the Reform Act were bound to be advantageous (in
1865 the Liberal share was 41 out of 53 seats, in 1868 it was 52 out
of 60 — a rise in their Scottish majority of 15). In fact the Liberal
gain was mainly in the Celtic fringe, for their numbers also went
up from 18 out of 29 in Wales to 22 out of go.

Yet, although their English majority remained virtually the
same, 17 instead of 25, there were some important changes within
it. The Liberals made substantial gains in the big cities, but these
were offset by two significant movements in favour of the Con-
fcrvatives which are shown on Table D on page 112. The first was
in Lancashire and Cheshire, where, as we already saw, the
existence of a Jarge Irish immigrant population had caused a
Protestant anti-Irish reaction even in 1865 against the party which
seemed more closely identified with the Irish, The extension of
the fx’anchx'se to working class householders, together with Glad-
stone’s policy of disestablishment, greatly strengthened this trend.
In x8§g the Conservatives won 15 out of the 36 seats in the two
‘é’“’mﬁs- In 1865 the figures had risen to 18, and in 1868 the
t}:::n:::'r\mnves.won no less than 31 out of the 46 seats allocated to
i }: (:vcountms by th? new Reform Act, The second movement,
i ;’:i even more significant for the future, was that of middle
Wi Ps m?trl: I?ﬁ the south. It was shown in Westminster where
Palmc.rstom'a;: 3mscél§ a symbol of the change, for he had been a
where LordGeorn eIH iﬂdﬁfeated J. 5 Mill, and in Middlesex
only the b ge Hamilton ousted Henry Labouchere, although
Scrvativc);;card E ;fore the seat had seemed 5o hopeless that no Con-
oF2 slon, x::v 1 ?“i could be found to ight it. It was the beginning
vlladomaen ;: [20 n:’tt:e%iebwoxild of business and that of suburban
bute much to the Conserva.t?ra B e movewhichwas to contri-

wveascendancy at the end of the century.
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3

But however significant these developments may seem in retro-
spect, at the time they seemed a very thin lining to a very large
black cloud. Gladstone was at the head of a triumphant majority.
For the moment there was nothing much to do and Disraeli very
sensibly decided to do nothing much. He played it cool and sestled
down to write a satirical novel, Lothair, in which he could at least
get his own back on Manning. Of course there were the usual
complaints from those who wanted ‘instant’ opposition. Disraeli’s
stock sank low during the next three years. Although the attempt
to make Salisbury Ieader of the House of Lords as a lever to dis-
lodge him failed and the Duke of Richmond, an amiable non-
entity, was elected instead, it was a serious matter that the attempt
should have been made at all,

In 1871 there was a strong move to persuade Disracli to resign in
favour of Derby’s son, who succeeded his father as 1 5th Earl in
1869. The new earl, an addict of the Blue Book and Mechanics’
Institutes rather than the Stud Book and the turf, was a totally
different character from the old carl. He was at heart a Liberal,
b'ut he was paralysed by his frightening father who seems to have
viewed his son with a curious mixture of affection and contempt,
and who disliked his close relationship with Disraeli. The son
once paid an unexpected visit to Knowsley where he found Lord
Derby in the middie of 2 game of billiards, ‘What brings you here,
ii‘::zj"’ \\;las t]ljxe carl’s genial grecti’ng, *Are you going to get
Stanloy : \:; ; ;Sh 151‘:4(:.11 SIdltP his throat?' It is more than likely that
He wap offoned a;;ti‘. JOlgle X almex:ston if he had been a free agent.
angons o ; : office by Russell in 1865 but refused. More than
fusion In 186t };Ce;l'ngd the possible leader of a government of
than Diseach a . :{: h ad a muf:h greater appcal_ to the floating vote
{0 the Tary f;;.ith(u[ t1;51 status in society m'adc h‘xm more acceptable
be unti) Lo e anan adventurer like DlSrilCl{ could hope to

1e justified himself by that success which in politics
t‘Z\l:;lfantces the forgiveness of all other sins, Gerard Noel, the Chief
Dc?}?” stold some of the shadow Cabinet in February 1872 that
¥'s hame alone would be worth forty or fifty seats. But no one
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dared tell Disraeli this, and ncither he nor Derby made any move,

Then quite suddenly Disracli decided to assert himself. He had
been by no means as inactive as he had scemed, even before this,
The party organisation, on his initiative, was to some extcnt over-
hauled by J. E. Gorst. To what extent is open to argument,
But the Central Office with Gorst as Principal Agent and a
forgotten but very able figure, the Hon. C. K. Keith-Falconer as
secretary, was undoubtedly a more cfficient instrument than
Disracli’s personal firm of solicitors which had becn originally
chosen to deal with its client’s finances rather than with the
clectoral management of a great political party.! Gorst and Keith-
Falconer succeeded in fielding far more candidates in the 1874
clection than ever before. In 1868 and 1874 about half the 650 or
so seats in parliament were virtually uncontested in the sense that
onc of the two major partics was not in the battle at all. But,
whereas in 1868 the Liberals had nearly twice as many walkovers
as the Conservatives (213 compared with 116), in 1874 the pro-
portions had sharply changed. Uncontested Conservativescatsrose
from 116 to 178; uncontested Liberal scats declined from 213 to
150. Altogether the Conscrvatives seem to have put between 40
and 50 more candidates in the ficld in 1874, whercas the Liberals
had some %o fewer.

The other important organisational change was the crcation of
the National Union of Conscrvative and Constitutional Asso-
ciations in 1867. This was designed originally as a means of organ-
ising the newly enfranchised working class men in the boroughs.
At the time its significance did not seem very great. It was only
one of a number of similar movements and organisations, and it
got off to a poor start. The first annual conference was fixed with
remarkable fatuity to take place four days after Christmas 1868.
Not surprisingly only six members, apart from the chairman,
Lord Dartmouth, turned up. It was Disraeli who put the National
Union on the map. He made it his audience on two important
occasions in 1872. The first of these was his spcech on May 3 to 2
gathering of the Lancashire associations at the Free Trade Hall,
Manchester. The desirability of Disracli making some major pro-
nouncement in this electorally promising area had long been can-

1 Tor a fuller discussion of party organisation, sce below, pp. 137-49.
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vassed. It is a measure of his unpopularity that the invitation
had not been issued much earlier, as Disraeli had hoped. In the
event the delay may well have been beneficial. It resulted in
Disraeli striking at just the right psychological moment when
Gladstone was running out of steam and into trouble. He followed
up his first blow with 2 second only seven weeks later, on June 24,
when he addressed the London Conference of the National Union
at the Crystal Palace.

The nature and effect of these two pronouncements have been
to some extent distorted in retrospect. They do not constitute
some kind of political charter like the Labour party’s in 1 918, nor
even a positive programme, like the Liberals’ Wewcastle pro-
gramme of 18g1. Disraeli devoted most of his time to an essentially
destructive theme; the ineptitude of the government, the harrass-
ing and unsettling nature of its legislation, the dangerous attitude
of its Ieft wing. For Gladstone since 1868 had been engaged in 2
major programme of what would nowadays be calicd ‘modernisa~
tion’. It was the overdue process of removing from the nation’s
institutions some of the ancient dust and cobwebs which had lain
undisturbed for generations past. The army, the universities, the
civil service, the judiciary, the Irish Church, the Irish land law,
the conduct of elections, had all been reformed, Disraeli had been
careful not to associate himself with the defence of really flagrant
abuses, but he was fully prepared to take advaniage of the mood
of discontent, injured interests, and vague uneasiness about the
future, which Liberal reforming zeal had created. And the ex-
treme Left, then as always, provided an excellent target. In
particular, the republicanism of some Radicals was a constant
cmbarrassment to Gladstone, Here was a chance such as Palmer-
su;n never afforded for the Conservatives to be a voice and not an
echo.

If this was true in home affairs it was even truer in external
policy. To a great many people Gladstone here was an unwel-
come contrast with Palmerston. He accepted the award of the
arbitrators in the case of the Alabama, a southern warship which
hz}d escaped from Liverpool in the American Civil War and in-
flicted great damage on northern shipping. To many people the

damages paid to the American government scemed grossly
1
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excessive. There was also Russia’s decision in 1870 to abrogate the
clauses of the Treaty of Paris of 1856 which after the Crimean War
forbade a Russian navy in the Black Sea. Britain could and did
do nothing, but Gladstone’s popularity was not enhanced. Finally
there was Britain’s palpable impotence during the Franco-
Prussian War. All these episodes seemed signs of either feebleness
or of the postponement of British interests to some sort of higher
moral and international law. Many Liberals, moreover, appeared
to dispfay a certain shamefacedness, if not positive guilt, towards
the overseas Empire. In all these fields Disracli was an instinctive
Palmerstonian, He had the intense alien patriotism not infre-
quently found among people whose country is in a sense adopted
and not really their own; and with it went an acute dislike of
those genuinely British figures who seemed to be letting down the
side and who ought to have known better. This was largely what
prompted Disracli’s emphasis on empire in both his speeches, and
his attacks on Gladstone’s foreign policy right up to the general
election.

Disraeli did not say very much about empire to the National
Union and what he said was vague. He said little more about
social reform — the other question in which he is usually supposed
to have made a major initiative; and here too he was equally
unspecific. Not that vagueness should be regarded as a reproach.
Disracli had heeded the warning of his old chicf against what
Derby considered Bentinck’s besetting sin ‘of starting detailed
projects when in opposition”.? But Disracli did sound a new note
when he declared that the English people would be idiots if they
had not ‘long perceived that the time had arrived when social and
not political improvement is the object which they ought to
pursue’,

_ This was a perfectly sensible bid for working class support. But
;;gzrig{::r:n;rlie tio sup'posci1 that Gladstone hfad wholly neg_lectcd
field, Trgely ’en;c(:ettlr‘i;;g;%c t aat ;11; Cé)nservatlvc measures in that
of principle from kot 75 an 79, represented any departure
o bII) om wha w:.ls'regarded as acceptable by orthodox

nably enlightened opinion on hoth sides, This is not to decry

* Derby to Disracli, September 22, 1849, quoted

Buckle, The life of Benjamin Disraeli Eorl , W. F. Monypenny and G. E.

of Beaconsfield, 6 vols (1910-20), I}, 215-16.
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their value, merely to put them into perspective. Electorally
Disraeli’s move can be seen as designed to conciliate the newly
enfranchised borough voter. Moreover, some of Gladstone’s
reforms, being characteristically actuated by what he considered
good for the lower classes rather than what they wanted, were far
from popular. His Education Act had stirred up a sectarian
hornets’ nest. His Trades Union legislation dissatisfied the leaders
of organised labour. His Licensing Act, though it did not, as
Professor Hanham shows, have the cataclysmic electoral effectattri-
buted to it by Sir Robert Ensor, was anything but a vote winner.!

To sum up, in 1872 and 1873 Disraeli was able to do something
that no Conservative leader had done since Peel: to present his
party as having not only a distinctive colour and style, but also a
broad-based appeal on the one hand to the working class, on the
other — and this was much more important — to the forces of
property everywhere, not simply the landed interest, as a bulwark
against the harassing, disturbing, restless legislation of the Liberals.
At the same time — and perhaps this was even more significant ~
he boldly staked the claim of the Conservatives to be ‘the
patriotic party’, something that could never be established while
Palmerston lived.

It would be rash to say that this was why he won the election of
1874. Improved Conservative organisation and poor Liberal
organisation must have played their part together with Glad-
stone’s singularly inept timing of the dissolution. Divisions and
dissatisfaction within the Liberal fold also contributed to the
disaster, though it is fair to say that Disraeli exploited them to the
full. Whatever the cause, the result was a complete reversal of
1868. The Conservatives swept the English counties where the
Liberals only held 27 seats out of 180. They made striking gains
in the bigger boroughs all over the U.K. If we define these as hav-
ing a population of over 50,000 in 1871, there were 114. The
Conservative share rose from 25 to 44. The party had a majority in

*H. J. Hanham, Elections and party management: politics in the time of Disracli and
Gladstone (1959), 222-5, demolishes the theory of R. C. K. Ensor, England 1870-1914
(1936), 21-2, that a great movement by the publicans swung the results of the 18_74-
election and that henceforth the liquor interest was the principal source of Conservative
funds. Long after 1874 the landed aristocracy continued to be the main suppliers of the
Conservative sinews of war. See below, p. 143.



DISRAELIAN REVIVAL 1866-81 119

England of 110; in Scotland the Conservatives rose from 7 to 1 9
and they profited from the success of the new Home Rule party in
Ireland, whose 51 seats were mostly won from the Liberals, In the
whole UK. the Conservatives had a majority of 50 over Liberals
and Home Rulers added together, There were 352 Conservatives,
243 Liberals and 57 Home Rulers. The previous election had
returned 279 Conservatives and g79 Liberals.?

This is not the place to describe the details of Disraeli’s ministry.
From the point of view of party history it is enough to say that,
though he established no Palmerstonian or Baldwinian ascen-
dancy, he confirmed the verdict of 1866-8 that the Conservatives
were an alternative party of government. His Cabinet, man for
man, was quite as able as Gladstone’s. If he did not possess
Gladstone’s genius for legislation or his volcanic energy, these
qualities were less necessary in a party brought to power largely by
a reaction against exuberant activity. In the field of social reform
valuable work was done, though, owing to Disraeli’s unreadiness
for victory and his propensity to leave initiative to his ministers,
scarcely anything happened during the first session. It was in
foreign policy that he achieved most, but it was here too that he
pravaked the hitterest hostility,

Disraeli had no sympathy with the notion that political
questions are basically ones of morality. Gladstone took the oppo-
site view, and the conflict has coloured the struggle between Left
and Right from that day to this. Unluckily for Disraeli, he lived
at a time when great moral explosions were liable to convulse the
country. Gladstone could seem on occasions the very embodiment
of moral fervour. It is hard to overestimate the formidable, indeed
terrifying effect as of some Old Testament prophet that he had on
those who met him. The Bulgarian atrocity campaign of 1846,
prompted by Turkish massacres of their Christian subjects in what
is now i%ulgan'a, was the greatest of all expressions of the ‘Non-
COHfOl:lmst Conscience’, and it created a confrontation as bitter as
a.nyﬁnng in recent history; Gladstone standing for what he be-
lieved to be the higher moral law, Disraeli for what he considered
to be the ‘permanent and abiding interests of England’, which he

* The difference in the total number of seats is explai 5 .
. explained by the disfranchi
of Beverley (2), Bridgwater (a), Sligo (1) and Cashel (1) in 18)(;9. ¢ Canchisement
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equated with the preservation of Turkey as a bulwark against
Russian expansion.

Being tough and in office with a majority (‘the best repartee’ as
he once described it) Disraeli got his way and brought back ‘peace
with honour’ from Berlin. But it is the way of the world that those
who defend the cause of realpolitik against moral arguments may,
if they are careless or if their opponents are skilful, appear to be
positively condoning immorality. Gladstone managed to equate
in many people’s minds the cause of empire with the cause of evil,
and when two expensive and initially disastrous campaigns (the
Afghan and Zulu wars of 1879) had to be fought on the confines of
empire largely because of the ‘prancing proconsuls’ on the spot
disobeying orders, he had the further charges of waste and
incompetence to add to that of wickedness. Hence the apparent
success of the two Midlothian campaigns at the end of 1879 and
at the election of 1880, when Gladstone successfully challenged
the sitting member for Midlothian, the Earl of Dalkeith, son of the
greatest Conservative landowner in Scotland, the Duke of Buc-
cleugh, and used the occasion for a whirlwind denunciation of
Disraeli’s foreign and imperial policy.

Yet, although Gladstone may well have projected a picture of
Disraeli’s extravagance, gaudiness and lack of principle, he
would not have been so successful in 1880 but for the industrial
and agricultural depression which had been growing deeper dur-
ing the last two years of the ministry. ‘Hard times’ Disraeli believed
to be the cause of his downfall. He may have been right. The
agricultural depression raised the whole question of re-enacting
protection. Disraeli wisely rejected it. The urban working class
suffering from unemployment and finding its only consolation in
cheaper food would never have tolerated measures which made it
dearer. Roughly 70 per cent of working class budgets went on
food and drink, and these items accounted for as much as 45 per
cent even of middle class budgets. By enfranchising the urban
working class houscholder in 1867 Disraeli, the defender of
protection in 1846, had made its revival electorally impossible.
But by refusing he weakened the party’s position in its traditional
stronghold — the English counties where the Conservatives lost
no less than 27 seats. The party’s organisation was badly run down
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too for reasons which will be discussed in the next chapter. Nor
was Disraeli’s election address very inspiring. It contained noth-
ing about social reform on which he could legitimately have
congratulated himself, and was principally concerned with cryptic
warnings about the danger of Irish separatism. Although the
warning was to come true remarkably soon, it seemed a mere
chimera to most people in 1880 and only served to alienate even
further the Irish vote in England. These factors, along with the set-
backs in India and Africa, are quite enough to explain the disaster
that followed. Even Lancashire let down the Tory cause, and things
went well only in south-east England. The Liberals made a net
gain of 103 seats which gave them 333 to the Conservatives’ 238,
while the Home Rulers rose from 51 to 61.

Un-English though he was, Disracli had one quality on which
Englishmen pride themselves. He was 2 good loser.He did not
repine or recriminate, or throw up the leadership in a huff, as
Gladstone seemed to the public to have done in 1875. Old and i1,

he accepted the unanimous request of a party conclave to con-
tinue.

The situation {he wrote to Lord Lytton] requires youth and
encrgy. When they are found ~ and they will be found - I shall
make my bow. In the meantime I must act as if T were still
young and vigorous and take all steps in my power to sustain the
spi_rit and restore the discipline of the Tory party. They have
existed for more than a century and a half as an organized
political connexion & having survived the loss of the American
colonies, the first Napoleon & Lord Grey’s Reform Act, they
must not be snuffed out,

I prophesy [he ended] as becomes one in the sunset of life —
orrather [ should say the twilight of existence.

But }u: did not behave like this at all, He completed a newnovel
E.mbmzon, for which he received the largest publisher’s advanc:z
hitherto recorded, and he began another ~ a Jampoon on Glad-
stone, very funny but, alas, never completed. He gave confident
fmq totally misleading advice to the Queen on her constitutional
position {luckily she did not act on it). He led his party in the

* Blake, Dirreeli, 7212, quoting Knebworth Papers,
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House of Lords with vigour and aplomb. He attended a series of
fashionable routs in London. It could not last. The winter and
spring were among the coldest in the century. Returning from a
dinner party he caught a chill, and died of bronchitis a month
later on April 21, 1881. The true significance of his career has been
and will be endlessly debated. At least there must be agreement
that he remains the most extraordinary, incongruous, fascinating,
fresh and timeless figure ever to have led the Conservative party,

What had Disraeli achieved for his party? It is a measure of the
enigma of his career that there is no agreed answer to this ques-
tion. One can certainly say that, if he wrecked the party in 1846,
he had gone a long way towards rebuilding it by the end of his life.
The Conservatives were a party of government between the second
and third Reform Acts, whereas they had not been one in the
twenty years after the repeal of the corn laws. The change cannot
be attributed to the ability of a single individual. There was an
clement of chance in personalities; the replacement of Palmerston
by Gladstone gave an opening which might not otherwise have
come. There were, moreover, deep social currents moving
favourably for the Conservatives, and these were largely outside
the control of any single person.

Disraeli had a measure of luck, but the test of a political leader is
his ability to exploit his luck, and on this test Disraeli comes out
well. He carried the Reform Act of 1867 without splitting his
party. Could Peel have done it ? If Disraeli lost the ensuing general
election the reason was that the cards were so heavily stacked
against him that he could have done nothing else. He had at any
rate the good sense to keep calm after defeat, wait on events and
hit back at the right moment. He also showed that he had learned
not to snatch, His refusal to take office in 1873 was an act of notable
sagacity, the more remarkable because it was by no means in
keeping with his previous character. The victory of 1874 owed as
much to his prudence and patience as to his capacity to dazzle
with new ideas and fresh proposals.

His achievement in office has been exaggerated by some writers.
Dr Paul Smith,? however, has analysed his social legislation more

1 Disraelian Conservatism and social reform.
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clearly and convincingly than any previous ?istorian. Without
belittling the Conservative performance in this field, “{hmh was
undoubtedly very considerable, he shows that it had little con-
nection with Disraeli’s carly Tory philosophy, and that it was
neither a rebellion against conventional wisdom, nor a revival of
Tory paternalism, nor a precursor of redistributive state inter-
vention in the interest of the have-nots. In fact one has only to
word the suggestion like this to see its essential improbability.
Apart from anything else, collectivism of that sort would have
clashed with a far deeper conviction of Disraeli - his detestation of
centralisation, bureaucracy and the whole of that side of Bentham-
ism which is associated with the name of Sir Edwin Chadwick, the
great civil servant and health reformer. Disraeli believed strongly
and quite consistently throughout his life in a Burkean concept of
diversity, multiplicity of centres of power, the importance of
independent institutions like the Church, the universities, the
county Bench, etc. Indeed those who seck a lesson from Disraeli
to the modern Conservative party in the sphere of domestic
policy are better advised to look at that side of his philosophy than
at his social legislation,

The principal Conservative measures — the Sale of Food and
Drugs Act, the Public Health Act, the Artisans’ Dwellings Act,
the Rivers' Pollution Act, the Factory Acts of 1874 and 1875, the
Iabour legislation of 1875 ~ did not differ very greatly from the
type of legislation which a Liberal government might have carried.
‘They added Up 1o a substantial instalment of social reform, but
1ot to 2 major new departure, Disraeli took up the social cry in
Oppasition fargely becaunse there was a general movement in that
direction and partly because it was likely to divide the Liberals.
ii,:uzfzf}isﬁ :i::a c\zvas boulnd to do.s?mething. about 1t The electoral
. ¢ complete negatmsr? a recipe for disaster. But there

daf no Question of a Tory-working class alliance of the mode
:);?sjgicb); fta;ﬂer nearly half a century earlier. The working
nion s Pz1 o l:Ims Ifc;gth. In the clect.xon of 188.0 the National
which under Jose ; ghi;ﬂ‘ ;Or]n}?a’red o the L}beml naus
the dog. P mberiam’s rule was a tail that wagged

The truth was that a really vigorous policy of paternalistic
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collectivism on behalf of the working class ran into direct conflict
with another great clectoral force which was moving, almost
without the need for any special Conservative cffort, into the
Conservative party. The middle classes began to be frightened
by Gladstonian liberalism, as Gladstone’s ministry approached
its end. This may secm surprising in view of the number of
measurcs which he carried in their interest — reforms of the
judicature, the universities, the civil service and the army, for
example. But gratitude is not a characteristic of voters. Having
got much of what they wanted from the Liberals, the middle class
began to be alarmed at working class militancy, Joseph Chamber-
lain’s radicalism, Sir Charles Dilke’s republicanism, and other
manifestations which a Conservative government under Disracli
seemed more likely to check than Gladstone, however much he
personally disapproved. Disraeli knew what he was doing when he
revived all the traditional Conservative slogans about the mon-
archy, Church and constitution. It was vital to avoid doing any-
thing which would frighten away these new allics. A quiet, low
temperature clection is nearly always better for the Conservatives
than their opponents. Gladstone was able to raise the temperature
highin 1868 and to fever pitch in 1880, buthe could notdoitin 1874.
The middle class was susceptible to one appeal which also
affected the working class. The patriotic card which Palmerston
had played with such eflect was played no less effectively by
Disracli. It had the great advantage over social questions that it
involved no conflict of interest, and fitted into the whole concept
of ‘one nation’, that repudiation of class warfare which was one of
Disracli’s great themes. No one can prove it for certain, but, apart
from straight conservatism — and we should never underestimate
its strength in all classes — this was probably the most effective
vote-winner for Disracli and perhaps his most notable long term
contribution to the future success of the Conservative party. It did
not always work. Gladstone persuaded the electorate in 1880 that
it was immoral. Campbell-Bannerman and his colleagues man-
aged to do much the same in 1906, although in both cascs there
were other reasons also for the Conservative defeat. But those
elections were abnormal, ‘Patriotism’ since the late 1860s has
usually been a valuable weapon in the Conservative armoury.
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This had not always been the case. At times in opposition to
Palmerston, the Conscrvative leaders had taken almost a “Little
Englander’ line. Disraeli was in favour of 2 pacific policy towards
the end of the Crimean War, though he was overruled by Derby.
Derby himself attacked Palmerston’s high-handed attitude
towards China in 185%. It is true that Disraeli on that occasion was
more wary. He remembered how Palmerston had extricated him-
self when hewas attacked for throwing Britain’sweight behind the
dubious cause of Don Pacifico seven years before, Nevertheless, he
put his doubts aside and joined with Gladstone and all the leading
statesmen of the day in attacking and defeating the government in
the House of Commons. It was a Pyrrhic victory, for Palmerston
at once dissolved on the patriotic cry and casily won the ensuing
election. A few months later the boot was on the other foot and
Palmerston was ousted for being insufficiently John Bullish over
the Orsini affair, But he did not make that mistake again and for
the six years of his last ministry the Conservatives once again
found themselves out-trumped by “the most English minister’, as
Palmerston was once described.

Ifthe Conservatives could lay no special claim to be the patriotic
?arty while Palmerston lived, still fess could they be described as
the party of Empire’. No doubt there was a sense in which no
party could claim that description in the first haif of Queen
Victoria’s .reign. Apart from India, which was considered to be a
necessary if troublesome buttress of British strength and therefore
%zad to l?e kept at all costs, the colonies were jn general regarded
in the light of the ‘ripe fruit’ theory. It was assumed that they
Wfould dltop off the trec in due course. This was the logical corollary
(t’h ﬂg tlnufnph of the Manchester school, and the main object of
m‘;;ﬂzgfal Cd)f?ice was to ensure that, when the white depend-
oo leved inevitable se?tlgovernment, their departure should

T I an atmosphere of friendliness and goodwill, not bitterness
"m;;e"on: as with the American Colonies.? ’
e ; ; :
neek’ on one occasion, ang ot ; cod:)mes rmllstones Jound our
these colonjal deadwei’ghts wlgcim :I:r poked Wha’t y the vse of
A B vk \'ve 0 not govern?’ And he went
" homton, Tht inperial ides and its enemies (1959), .
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on in the same letter to Derby, ‘Leave the Canadians to defend
themselves; recall the African squadron; give up the settlements
on the west coast of Africa; and we shall make a saving which will
at the same time enable us to build ships and have a good budget.’?
These highly Gladstonian sentiments expressed as late as 1866
read oddly in the light of subsequent attitudes, Even India did not
seem such a bright jewel as she was to become later. In 1858 it fell
to a Conservative government to legislate for the future govern-
ance of India after the mutiny, but the party leaders showed no
particular relish in bringing that most strange and exotic of all
British possessions under the direct rule of the Crown. It was a very
different matter cighteen years later when Disracli made the
Queen empress of India.

The emergence of the Conservatives as the party of England and
empire can be dated, in so far as one can ever date these things
precisely, from Disraeli’s famous speeches in 1872. At the Man-
chester Free Trade Hall on April 3 he condemned Gladstone for
his dealings with Russia over the Black Sea clauses of the Treaty of
Paris and with America over the Alabama arbitration. He repudi-
ated any propensity on his own part to ‘a turbulent and aggressive
diplomacy’. England’s policy towards Europe, he said,

. . should be a policy of reserve but proud reserve; and in
answer to those statesmen, those mistaken statesmen, who have
intimated the decay of England and the decline of her resources
I express here my conviction that there never was a moment in
our history when the power of England was so great and her
resources so vast and inexhaustible. And yet, gentlemen, it is
not merely our fleets and armies, our powerful artillery, our
accumulated cajital, and our unlimited credit on which I so
much depend, as npon the unbroken spirit of her people, which
I believe was never prouder of the Imperial country to which
they belong.

He took up the imperial theme much more strongly at the
Crystal Palace on June 24.

If you look at the history of this country since the advent of
1 Monypenny and Buckle, Disraeli, IV, 478,
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Liberalism ~forty years ago ~youwill find that there has been no
effort so continuous, so subtle, supp'ortcd by so much energy,
and carried on with so much ability and _acumien, as t.he
atterapts of Liberalism to effect the disinfegratlon of thfz E.mplrc
of England, And, gentlemen, of all its efforts this is the
one which has been the nearest ta success. . ... ‘When those Subfle
views were adopted of granting sclf-government to the Colonies
T confess that T myself thought that the tie was broken. Not that
1 for one object to self-government: I cannot conceive how our
distant Colonics can have their affairs administered except by
self-government.

But self-government, in my opinion, when it was conceded
ought to have been conceded as part of a great policy of
Imperial consolidation.

And Disracli went on to adumbrate in a famous passage ideas
to which Joseph Chamberlain was to give a more precise ~ indeed
in electoral terms disastrously precise — articulation thirty years
later: an imperial tariff, ‘a representative council in the metropolis’
and a military code of mutual defence, under which not only

could the colonies call on the mother country for aid but vice
versa,

All this, however, was omitted because those who advised that
policy ~ and I believe their convictions were sincere — looked
upon the Colonies of England, looked even upon our con-
nection with India as a burden upon this country; viewing
everything in a financial aspect and totally passing by those
moral and political considerations which make nations great,
and by the influence of which alone men are distinguished from
animals,

Wftll what has been the result of this attempt during the reign
of Liberalism for the disintegration of the Empire? It has
entirely failed. But how has it failed ? Through the sympathy of
the Colox}ies for the Mother Country. They have decided that
the Empire shall not be destroyed; and in wmy opinion no

Minister ‘in this country will do his duty who neglects any
Opportunity of reconstructing as much as possible our Colonial
Empire, and of respondin

g to those distant sympathies which
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may become the source of incalculable strength and happiness
to this land.

Disraeli was sounding quite a new note — one that no English
statesman of the top rank had ever struck before. True, he did
little to implement these shadowy proposals after he had achieved
power. But here, for whatever reason, he may have been right,
When a concrete programme of imperial unity with its attendant
drawbacks and sacrifices was put to the British public, it fell flat.
Although Joseph Chamberlain’s campaign for tariff reform may
not have been the only cause of the landslide of 1906, it was
certainly a cause. But Disraeli by being less specific was more
successful. He managed, with remarkable prescience and no small
degree of adaptability, to acquire for the Conservatives a mono-
poly in the partisan expression of a new Zeifgeist — the inchoate,
half-romantic, half-predatory emotions and ideas inspired by the
idea of empire during the last quarter of the nineteenth century.
While these ideas remained vague and almost mystical they had
an appeal to the imagination, which constituted one of the party’s
great assets. For a whole political generation the ‘spirit of the
time’ had been puffing in the wake of the Liberal party. Now for
the first time it was giving a fair wind to the Tories.

It was a very easy step from the claim that the Conservative
party was the guardian of patriotism and of national and imperial
unity to the claim that the Liberals were consciously pursuing the
opposite policy, and that they were, as Professor McKenzie puts
it in his fascinating study of working class Toryism ‘in some sense
a deliberately divisive force in the national community, the
champions of sectional rather than national interests, and utterly
to be distrusted where the fate of the nation’s institutions and its
imperial interests are concerned’.? Professor McKenzie’s analysis
of the popular polemical literature put out by the National Union
shows how quickly the Conservatives made this argument one of
the principal points in their propaganda.? The controversy
aroused by the eastern crisis of 1876-8 gave an excelient oppor-

* Robert McKenzie and Allan Silver, Angels in marble, working class Consercatives in
urban England (1968), 48.
2 ibid., 51~73.
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tunity to charge Gladstone and that element of the Liberal party,
which supported him, with pro-Russianism, cowardice and Jack of
patriotism. When the same issue under another guise came up ten
years later in the form of Irish Home Rule, the word ‘traitor’ was
freely bandied about and applied even to Gladstone himself.

It goes without saying that these charges in their crude popular
propagandist form had no substance. This is of course equally
true of the counter-allegations made by the Liberals against
Disraeli. Gladstone did not aim at the disintegration of the British
Empire any more than Disracli opposed the ‘Atrocitarians’
because of his Judaic detestation of Christian liberty. In fact the
cause of imperialism was powerfully supported by some Liberals.
Sir Charles Dilke’s Greater Brifain, published in 1868, was one of
the first expositions of the imperial creed and he stood well to the
left of the Liberal party, Lord Milner and Joseph Chamberlain,
the two greatest imperialists of their day, began their careers as
Radical-Liberals,

Nevertheless, the Liberal party under Gladstone was vulnerable
to a less crude accusation by the supporters of empire. Granted
that he did not wish to abandon it, in fact for a host of practical
reasons could not do so even if he had wished, there remained
the danger that he would pursue the imperial canse in a lukewarm,
grudging spirit. Liberal imperialists were exceptions to a general
rule of unenthusiastic, half-guilty acquiescence in the burden of
crflpirc. Nor should it be forgotten that a vociferous section of the
Liberal party, though not the leaders, had long regarded with the
profoundest suspicion almost any actions overseas by any govern-
ment. Cobden and Bright, in the words of N. McCord, all too
ofuzn ‘scemed to start from the prejudice that anything done by
their fellow countrymen abroad was likely to be evil, while con-
versely they were ever ready to accord to headhunters in Borneo
or }o a Burmese King the attributes of the noble savage’,? Their
atmudc.dun'ng the Crimean War brought them to the nadir of
POPulfmty. With Palmerston at its head the Liberal party was in
;o serious danger of being tarred by the brush of anti-nationalism.

wenty years Jater when Gladstone was thundering denunciations

' N. McCord, ‘Cobden and Bri i
AN d, “C na right, 1846-1857', in Robert Robson (ed.), Ide d
wstitutions of Victorign Britgin, essays in honour of George Kitson Glask (1967(). )y s an
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of a Tory policy which seemed on the verge of producing a second
Crimean War, the picture was rather different.

That, then, is Disraeli’s most lasting contribution to the success
of his party. He made it the ‘national party’. It cannot be said that
this was an inevitable development. The most plausible alternative
leader to Disraeli in the 1870s had been the 15th Earl of Derby.
He certainly would not have led the party in that direction, even
if Disraeli was a trifle unfair when, after Derby’s departure to the
Liberals, he rounded on his old friend and declared, ‘I do not
know that there is anything that would excite enthusiasm in him
except when he contemplates the surrender of some national
possession.’? But Disraeli set a tradition from which the party has
never deviated. Again and again in the years to come the Con-
servatives were to try to pin the label of spiritual treason upon first
their Liberal then their Labour opponents, and if they did not
always succeed, they managed to do it often enough to make this
one of their most profitable moves in the party game. The Home
Rulers, the pro-Boers, the pro-Russians exposed by the Zinoviev
Letter, the Labour ‘weaklings’ denounced by Winston Churchill
in 1951 for surrendering to Iran and Egypt ~ one can multiply
examples. Nor was it simply a trick or a gimmick. If the ‘Left’ has
so often found itself pilloried as the anti-national party, this is be-
cause it has so often contained members who behaved as if they
were the friends of every country except their own. It is only a
superficial paradox that Disraeli, the least English of Englishmen,
should have been the person to ram the lesson home.

* Inaspeech in the House of Lords, March 1, 1881. Quoted, Monypenny and Buckle,
Disraeli, VI, 604,
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CHAPTER V

Tory democracy and the rule of
Lord Salisbury 1881-1902

I

The dominant figure of the next twenty-one years was Lord
Salisbury.! He was the most successful of all the Conservative
leaders in the period covered by this book, if we regard success as
measured by the electoral performance of the party he led. He
fought five general elections and won three of them easily. OF his
two defeats, onc — that of 1892 ~ was only marginal and profited
his opponents little, whilc the other — that of 1885 — was reversed
within seven months. Lord Salisbury led the Conservative peers
for twenty-onc years, the party as a whole for seventeen, He was
Prime Minister for thirteen and a half years, and for just over
cleven of these held the Forcign Office as well. It was a remark-
able record. Only Baldwin, who also won three out of five elec-
tions, approaches it. But he had nothing like so long a tenure of the
premiership.

Yet, although a major break-through occurred under his lead,
Salisbury never scems to have had quite the place in the Con-
servative panthcon which one would have expected. Perhaps this
is because he is so difficult to fit into any kind of stereotype. Peel
is the middle-of-the-road reformer, Derby the dashing patrician,
Disracli the romantic adventurer, Balfour the intellectual in

‘.Onc of the great gaps in nineteenth century political biography is the lack of 2
uu.t_faclory life of him. This is not to disparage his daughter’s work ~Lady Gwendolen
Ccc"’. Z%e dife of Rodert Marquis of Salisbury, vols 1, 11 (1921), 1IL, IV (1g31) ~ which

ocs indeed give a wonderful personal portrait such as we rarely have of any major
statesman. But her four volumes end in 1892, and neither in their account of foreign

policy nor in their account of Salisbury’s refations with his part can th
as wholly satisfactory, " Party SR they be regarded

x
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politics, Bonar Law thc new man representing in Tory terms a
new political class, Baldwin the liberal conciliator, Churchill the
war leader and the Chatham of his age. No doubt these stereotypes
arc far from fitting satisfactorily and nced many modifications if
they are to correspond with reality. The problem with Salisbury is
to think of any stereotype at all. Perhaps the nearest we can reach
is that of the aloof, sceptical inheritor of a great name and a
famous housc, standing rock-like in the advancing tide of demo-
cracy, cmblem of a vanishing world and, though a great Foreign
Minister, esscntially negative, indeed reactionary in home affairs.

Certainly Salisbury took a sombre, almost fatalistic, view of the
secular world. He was decply religious in his outlook and it was
this which gave him much of his strength. There is a memorable
passage in his daughter’s biography which describes how he told
his family one day that he simply did not understand what his
recent guests meant when they condoled with him on ‘the burden
of responsibility’ that he had to bear.

There were exclamations of protest from members of the family
and he proceeded to explain further. He was about to start upon
a walk and was standing at the moment at the open door, look-
ing out upon the threatening clouds of an autumn afternoon. ‘I
don’t understand,” he repeated, ‘what peoplec mean when they
talk of the burden of responsibility. I should understand if they
spoke of the burden of decision — I feel it now, trying to make
up my mind whether or no to take a great coat with me. I feel
it in exactly the same way, but no more, when I am writing a
despatch upon which war or peace may depend. Its degree
depends upon the materials for decision that are available and
not in the least upon the magnitude of the results which may
follow.” Then, after 2 moment’s pause and in a lower tone, he
added, ‘With the results I have nothing to do.’?

It was a very different attitude from his predecessor’s although
one could perhaps imagine Gladstone sharing it, but one cannot
scc even Gladstone writing the following passage - in 1872
apropos of the Irish question,

* Lady G. Cecil, Salisbury, 1, 118-19.
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The optimist view of politics assumes that there must be some
remedy for every political ill, and rather than not find it, will
make two hardships to cure one. If all equitable remedies have
failed its votaries take it as proved without argument that the
one-sided remedies, which alone are left, must needs succeed.
But is not the other view barely possible? Is it not just con-
ceivable that there is no remedy that we can apply to the Irish
hatred of ourselves? that other loves or hates may possibly seme
day clbow it out of the Irish peasant’s mind, that nothing we
can do by any contrivance will hasten the advent of that period ?
May it not, on the contrary, be our incessant doctoring and
meddling, awaking the passions now of this party, now of that,
Taising at every step a fresh crop of resentments by the side of
the old growth, that puts off the day when these feelings will
decay quietly away and be forgotten? Onc thing we know we
can do in Ireland, for we have done it in India and elsewhere
with populations more unmanageable and more bitter, We can
keep the peace and we can root out organised crime. But there
is no precedent in our history or any other, to teach us that
political measures can conjure away hereditary antipathies
which are fed by constant agitation. The free institutions which
sustain the life of a free and united people, sustain also the
hatreds of a divided people.t

It is doubtlul whether Salisbury can be categorised at all. To
analyse his character would require a lengthy digression. It is
cnough for the purposes of this study to observe that a man can be
personally sceptical about the trends of his time, pessimistic about
the prospect ahead, dubious about the stock panaceas of intellec~
tual (:ashion - and yet by no means ready to opt out, by no means
convinced that the effort to delay what others call ‘progress’ is not
wortlf making. Such a man may be far from neglectful of the
rfmf:txcal problems of political technique, and quite ready to make
hm}tcd tactical concessions to ‘the spirit of the age’ without feeling
gb:{gl;:d t? bow down to it, still less to believe in it, What Lord
S:ll;bﬁg ssﬁg‘vcmmcnts did is too often judged by what Lord

tibid., II, 8-g.
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Salisbury did not at once succeed to the full inheritance from
Disraeli. The latter’s death vacated the leadership in the House of
Lords, but, as we saw carlier, when a party was in opposition and
possessed no cx-Prime Minister still active in politics, it did not
normally have a single lcader for the party as a whole. The leader
in the House of Commons was Sir Stafford Northcote, Chancellor
of the Exchequer throughout Disracli’s administration. He had
been clected at Disraeli’s behest in 1876 when the Prime Minister
took his earldom. The alternative candidate had been Gathorne
Hardy, the Sccretary of State for War, He was a tough debater and
in many ways a stronger character, but Disraeli disapproved of his
tendency to neglect the House in order to dine at home with his
wife. Subsequently Disraeli regretted his decision to pass over him
and on at lcast onc occasion declared that he would not have
selected Northcote if he had anticipated Gladstone’s return to
politics later that very year. He perceived Northcote’s defects ~ a
lack of vigour and an excessive respect for Gladstone whose private
secretary he had in distant days once been. He would have liked
to hand on both his own posts, i.e. the leadership of the whole
party as well as the Lords, to Salisbury. Had he lived, he might
have managed it.

His death, however, came too soon, There was no doubt about
Salisbury succeeding him in the Lords, but Salisbury’s friends
who were anxious to canvass his claims to the greater post were
frustrated. Salisbury himself believed it unwise, and the leading
figures in the House of Commons were not disposed to accept
subordination to a member of the upper House without a struggle.
Indeed, if it had come to a showdown, Northcote would probably
have been the victor. The Queen wrote privately to him in May
that

.« . she will Jook on Sir Stafford Northcote as the Leader of the
Great Conservative Party, though it may not be necessary to
announce this now, and she wished that Sir Stafford, who is so
old and kind a friend, should know this . . .2

Northcote, therefore, knew at that time that if Gladstone’s govern-

! G. E. Buckle {cd.), The letters of Queen Victoria, Second Series 1862-86, 3 vols (1926),
I11, 219, May 15, 1881.
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ment was defeated he would be Prime Minister. It is impossible
to say for how long afterwards he belicved this, nor exactly when
the Queen changed her mind. She seems to have had no hesitation
in preferring Salisbury when Gladstone resigned in June 1885, but
by then the combination of Lord Randolph Churchill’s attacks
and Northcote’s own failings had altered the whole picture.

Northeote was an ineffective leader, too ‘responsible’, tao
courteous, too prosy — and it must be added too ill, for he had a
grave affliction of the heart ~ to satisfy the more ardent Tories.
The story of the way Lord Randolph Churchill undermined him
is famous. He and the rest of the ‘Fourth Party’ made a point of
treating their leader with public mockery — Lord Randolph had a
particularly irritating high pitched laugh which he used with
much effect when Northeote spoke — and with private contempt
which soon buzzed round the clubs. To his friends he described
Northeote as ‘the Grand Old Woman®, or alternatively as ‘the
Goat’. This was not for the reason which inspired people to give
that soubriquet to Lloyd George — Sir Stafford’s private life was
impeccable - but because of the shape of his beard.

A word should be said about the Fourth party.? It consisted of
four clever frondeurs, Lord Randolph Churchill, Arthur Balfour,
Sir Henry Drummond Wolff and J. E. Gorst (of whom more
below). The first two need no introduction. Drummond Wolff,
who was descended from Sir Robert Walpole on his mother’s side,
had been 2 diplomat and financier before entering parliament. He
Was more casy-going and older than the rest, being Jjust on fifty.
Not that any of them was as young as one tends to imagine. Lord
Randolph, a younger son of the Duke of Marlborough and father
of Winston Churchill, was thirty-one, Much of life was behind
him when he first appeared as the very type of political jeunesse
ffore'e. Arthur Balfour was a year older, Urbane, inscrutable, iron-
ical, he remains 2 puzzle to posterity. He was Salisbury’s nephew
and hc'ncver quite entered into the spirit of the others, Churchill,
an addict of nicknames, gaily dubbing him “Postlethwaite’, could
not have guessed the strength of those tenuous spider threads which

3The reason for the name emerges from an exch:
Winston S: C.’{mrc.hﬂl, Lord Randolph Churchill, new edn,
great parties in the State,’ said 2 member one night.
RANDOLPH CHSURCHILL, ‘Four, {Laughter.)

ange in parliament, quoted,
. (1951), 122: ‘There are two
MR PARNELL: “Three. Lorp
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bound Balfour to his uncle, or the cffect of the sub-acid com-
mentaries with which as time went on he enlivened the private
correspondence of the future Prime Minister.

It is hard to avoid the impression that the Fourth party began
in fun rather than carnestness. Not that this is any reason for
condemnation. Public life would be a dull affair if fun were to be
banished from it altogether. But it would be wrong to take them
too scriously. In many ways the Fourth party resembled Young
England. There was the same half-conspiratorial approach, the
same witty irreverence, the same desire to score off the seemingly
stuffy and pompous figures on the front bench. A similar ideology
can be discerned. Just as Disracli, Smythe and Manners advo-
cated some sort of vague Tory-radicalism, so too Lord Randolph
and Gorst tried to outflank Gladstonian measures by amending
them not in a more conservative but a more ‘democratic’ direction.
Both groups had the same common aversion ~ consensus politics,
embodied by Peel in the 1840s and, forty years later, by Northcote
whose policy was very much cast in the Peelite mould.

Of coursc there were differences. For one thing the Conserva-
tives were in opposition under Northcote whereas they were in
power under Pcel. Moreover, Peel was a far more formidable
opponent, and even in those days it was much harder to shake the
party leader when he was Prime Minister than when he was
merely lcader of the opposition; in the case of Northcote not even
the sole leader but partner in a condominium. This may partly
cxplain the differing degree of success. Young England caused
quite a sensation but it never got near to overthrowing Peel. He
fell for quite different reasons, on a question which had nothing
to do with Young England, and on which they were not even
united among themsclves. But Northcote was genuinely driven
out by the Fourth party. Their campaign was indirect. Their
effectiveness depended on their cffectivencss in attacking Glad-
stone. Lord Randolph would not have endangered Northcote’s
position as he did, if he had not appeared to a demoralised party
as a far more formidable opponent of the government than their
own front bench could ever hope to be. Had it not been for the
Fourth party’s hard, brilliant, unrelenting campaign of ridicule
and obstruction {rom the Bradlaugh casc onwards, the issue
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between Northcote and Salisbury would have been far more
doubtful. As it was the Queen when she chose Salisbury in 1885
only ratified an opinion already well established in the Conserva-
tive ranks. It was a wonderful example of what sheer parliamen-
tary skill could do in circumstances which, though favourable,
by no means guaranteed success,

2

Much of the struggle between the rebels and the Establishment
centred round points of party organisation. To explain the
situation it is necessary to take a brief glance at past developments.

The years between 1832 and 1867 had scen the heyday of
‘club government’. The Conservative party’s effective head-
quarters had been the Garlton Club. After an abortive effort in
1831, it came formally into existence in March 1832, and, partly
because it was the first specifically Tory club, its birth was not
attended by the same internecine controversy which afflicted
that of its rival, the Reform Club, four years later. The Reform
had to compete with the great Whig citadel of Brookes’s, whereas
White’s the nearest equivalent of Broaks’s on the ather side, had
long ceased to display any obvious political colour. The Carlton’s
first premises were at No. 2 Carlton House Terrace — hence no
doubt the name. In 1835 it moved to a specially designed
building by Sir Robert Smirke in Patl Mall. This was replaced in
1854 by a new building on the same site, which survived till the
bombs of 1940.2

:l“hc minutes of the club’s political committce, if they ever
existed, have not survived. But there is ample evidence to show
that fo.r a .who[c gencration the club was the centre of such political
organisation as the party possessed. It was there that F. R, Bon-
ham, Pecl’s faithful henchman, had his desk, arranged for candi-
dates, sought subscriptions, organised clections, and reported the

1 e e
Sce Gash, Politics in the Age of Peel, 393~40%, and A. Aspinall, Politics and the press

{1949}, 336-49, for the house or ‘offieer 5 i

3 in Charles Street from which the Carlton
*Prang. Sir Charles Petrie, The Carlton Clup (105 i ier in dis-
missing this part of the sn,)ry as A rayth, (1953) 3941, i rather too cavalierin dis

# The Carlton Club is now housed in 69 St James's Street,

Arthurs, the former abode of
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gossip of the day to his master. To join it was for neophytes the first
step in the rung, for eminent converts the outward and visible
sign of grace.! Whips, election committees, provincial grandees,
Tadpoles and Tapers — all the principals, stage hands, prompters,
designers of the great party political drama congregated in its
precincts.

The Carlton was very much more than merely a social focal
point for those whose political opinions were broadly Conserva-
tive. It was a centre of power. When therefore a new club, the
Conservative, was founded in 1840 with the ostensible purpose of
catering for those who were excluded from the Carlton owing to
the long waiting list, the party leaders and managers looked at it
with a frosty eye. They did not wish to sce a rival body interfering
with the Carlton’s monopoly of clectoral arrangements. But in
practice the Conservative Club, whatever the purpose of its
founders, does not seem to have constituted any such threat.

Twenty years later the party leadership took quite a different
line with the third Conservative London club to be founded, the
Junior Carlton. On August 14, 1863 Disraeli wrote to Derby:

The Carlton & Cons® Clubs are filled to overflowing and hun-
dreds of candidates are waiting their turn for a ballot, wh. wiil
not in most cases come on for years,

They are also necessarily so cxclusive that the working corpus
of our party never can be admitted. The Carlton will rarely
admit a professional candidate & the Conservative a small-
percentage only.

Our strength is great in country attorneys and agents who
want a political and social focus in London. As Henry Drum-
mond used to say, ‘of all powers in the 19th century the power
of attorney is the greatest’,

They want to form a new political club to be called the Junior
Conservative or something of the sort, but to effect the purpose
aimed at, it must be started under powerful and unmistakeable
auspices. Taylor? says it will organise, strengthen & encourage

1 Cf. Disracli’s successful, though feverish, intrigues 1o get clected in 1836, and
Graham’s and Stanley’s decorous adherence in 1841.
% Colonel T, E. Taylor, Junior Whip, 1855-9, Chief Whip, 1859-68.
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the party greatly & has written to me very strongly on the
matter, with an unreasonable desire that I should communicate
with you anent. What he wishes is that the five trustees of the
new Club shd be yr Lordship, Ld Malmesbury, Ld Colville,
Colonel Taylor and myself.

1 believe the affair has been long maturing, is needed & will
be useful - but of course I await your wishes & opinion, on wh:
all must depend.!

No doubt the position of the Carlton as a party headquarters was
beginning to decline by then, and so the danger of divided coun-
sels in management was less. The Junior Carlton was founded the
following year and its relations with the older club appear to have
been entirely cordial from the start.

In the 1830s and early 18405 the Conservative party organisa-
tion consisted of a loosely bound triple alliance: there was the
Chief Whip; there was Bonham who would have been called the
Principal Agent if such a title had existed ; and there was the
Election Committee set up ad Ao for the election of 1835, butappar-
ently continuing thereafter with a responsibility for co-ordinating
arrangements for registration. In effect Bonham was the key figure
m'thc extra-parliamentary organisation, He was a barrister of
private means educated at Corpus Christi College, Ozxford, and he
was sacially a cut above his opposite numbers on the Whig side,
wh? were two middle class attorneys thrust into their positions by
radical pressure.2 He was through his mother a relation of Sidney
‘Herbert. He held strong Tory views and once declared that from
fnfancy‘ he entertained a ‘dread of any proposed reforms’ 3 He sat
in pnrhitment 1830-1 and 1835-7. He was an Assistant Whip in
the parliament of 1835. He was Storekeeper to the Ordnance in
both Pecls administrations,
wh'g‘: j;;:r!}iast:;!;noi; the pa;tlslr over the corn laws destroyed the
ded ooy e Scen: :larc ully I;:on'structed after 1832. Bonham
Club was ftself bitterk: d'm']g i A foown Pt.:e!. e Canlton

! y divided. An unknown individual scratched

. g::*g Papers, 1461,

sk, Politee w e Age of Peel, 41227, and appendix K, for an excellent

actount of
3ihid, 4?§nlmm, and alto of Parkes and Cappack, the Whig agents



140 CONSERVATIVE PARTY—PEEL TO CHURCHILL

Pcel’s name off the printed list of members and wrote against it
‘withdrawn’ after Peel brought forward his fiscal proposals in
February 1846. The committee, anxious to avoid heresy hunting,
recorded gravely that ‘such a proceeding is unwarrantable and
should it occur again will require public notice’.? In the event Sir
James Graham appears to have been the only figure of importance
who resigned from the club during the crisis. Passions rose even
higher when the Peelites joined the Whigs in turning out Derby
and Disraeli over the budget of 1852. Lord Downshire, com-
plaining that the committee had failed to prevent the club
becoming ‘a mixed society of Peelites, Radicals, Whigs and
Torics’, asked to have his name taken off the books. Gladstone
while reading a newspaper after dinner was insulted by some
angry (and one may suspect tipsy) Tory MPs who, so we are told,
informed him that ‘he ought to be pitched out of the window in the
direction of the Reform Club. Mr Gladstone addressed the parties
in the most courteous terms but they repeated their insulting
language, ordered candles in another room, and then left Mr
Gladstone alone.”? In fact Gladstone did not resign from the
Carlton till 1860.

The elections of 1847 and 1852 were managed by the Chief
Whip, Beresford, and the Assistant Whip, Newdegate. The
situation was chaotic and unsatisfactory. But after the fall of the
Derby administration at the end of 1852 Disraeli tock up the ques-
tion of the party’s extra-parliamentary organisation. The new
Chief Whip, Sir William Joliffe, was a much better manager than
his predecessor and also much better disposed to Disraeli. At the
same time the position of Agent, left in abeyance since the days of
Bonham, was revived. Disraeli’s solicitor and Buckinghamshire
neighbour, Philip Rose, who was a partner in the London firm of
Baxter, Rose, Norton & Co., took on the post. Thus in the 1850s
and 1860s the pattern has but slightly changed. The whips re-
main as always key figures, the Carlton Club is still very impor-
tant. It is there that the county magnates meet and arrange
candidatures with little regard to the embryonic central organs
of the party. Their writ was largely confined to the countics

1 Petrie, Carlton Club, 79.
2 ibid., 82, quoting Sunday Times, December 26, 1852,
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and the smaller boroughs which reflected agrarian interests but
these of course accounted for the great majority of Tory
scats.

On the other hand in the less rural boroughs the rudiments of a
newer form of organisation were beginning to appear. Up and
down the country in the boroughs there were a number of solicitors
acting as what were called ‘parliamentary agents’ whose income
was largely made out of the legal expenses of parliamentary
clections and the trial of election petitions. Hence Disraeli’s jest
about ‘the power of attorney’. This was a highly lucrative form of
business and it was worth while doing the purely agency work for
the party in return for the fees to be gained from electoral litigation
Baxter, Rose, Norton & Co. had a big practice in this field at the
London end and employed at one time as many as two hundred
clerks. When in 1853 Disracli looked for someone to be in charge
of extra-parliamentary party organisation it was natural to choose
a solicitor in this line of business especially if he happened to be a
friend. It was natural too that Rosc should have been widely
though informally described as “Principal Agent’, to distinguish
him from the ordinary run of Conservative parliamentary agents
with whom he dealt and coresponded.

Rose personally acted in this capacity for only six years. In 18 50
he was rewarded with a County Court treasurership and Markham
Spofforth, a partner in the same firm, who had been acting as his
assistant, became Principal Agent. He in his turn was assisted by
Dudley Baxter, a statistician of some distinction.! Later he had
another assistant to actassecretary to the Conservative Registration
Association which was set up in 1863. Apart from their position as
members of a firm of solicitors, the functions of Rose and Spofforth
did not differ much if at all from those of Bonham. All three acted
in a co-ordinate rather than subordinate role vis-a-vis the whips.
Bonham dealt dircetly with Peel. Rose and Spofforth had direct
access to Disraeli, though not apparently to Derby, for there are no
Ietters from Spofforth and only three from Rose in the whole of
Derby's political correspondence. This presumably was because
Derby as a peer left clectoral management to the Leader of the
House of Commons, though subsequently Salisbury did not

* Hanham, Elections and party management, 357 and n,
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take this line; on the contrary hic kept a close liaison with ‘Captain’
Middlcton, the Principal Agent from 1885 onwards.

In the 1860s thercfore parly organisation was much as it had
heen in Peel’s time. There were the whips who decided on the
expenditure of the party fund and dealt with the sclection of
candidates. They were assisted by Spoflorth who appears to have
heen an enthusiastic and loyal worker but not always tactful or
discreet. Getting him at long last a reward for his labours - as
"Taxing Master in Ghancery at [1,500 p.a. — Disracli wrote to the
Lord Chancellor, Cairns, on January 13, 1875, ‘Mr Spofforth
served us for years, and years of adversity ~ i not always with
perfect judgement, with great talent, honor and devotion. He was
not well used by us but has never murmured.’? At general clections
there would be an ad loc committee formed consisting of the whips
and suitable people intercsted in party management. In the
clection of 1868 Corry, Disvacli’s private sceretary, was a member,
So was Lord Nevill, Iuter Marquess of Abergavenny and destined
to be one of the most powerf(ul figures behind the scenes in Tory
politics. ITe was a trustee of the party fund and, along with the
whips played an important part in collecting and disbursing it.
Lady Dorothy Nevill described him as ‘the Tory Blood-
hound’*

A word should be said about the party fund. The existence of a
central fund can be traced back to the general clectionof 1835.% Its
trustees appear to have been Peel and the Duke of Wellington
while Lord Rosslyn acted on their behalfin the matter of expendi-
tare, Disracli, though nominally an independent radical, was onc
of the beneficiaries, recciving £500 towards his expenses in his
unsuccessful struggle for igh Wycombe that year. This fund
naturally yemained in Peel’s control after 1846, and some of it was
used by the Peelite whip, Siv John Young, to help Lord Lincoln
for his election in 1847, The Protectionists also had a fund of their
own by then. It appears to have been under the control of the
whips, for in December 1847 Bentinck had accused Beresford the

[t Chnitns Papers, quoted, Feuchtwanger, Disraeli, democragy and the Conservative parly,
10t-7,

2 ]‘{ulph Nevill (e}, The reminiscences of Lady Dorothy Nevill (1906), 70. .

“lSN Gash, Polities in the Age of Peel, appendix C, for detailed discussion of the
problem,
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Chief Whip of diverting it to an irregular use.? Little is known
about the central fund during the next twenty years. It seems to
have represented in Peel’s day only a tiny proportion of t%xe total
amount spent at elections, and one can reasonably surmise that
the same was true in the period of Derby’s leadership. Moz;t
candidates paid their own expenses or had them paid on their
behalf by personal and private arrangements.?

The principal contributors to the central fund were peers. They
had no election expenses, and, at least till the agricultural
depression of the Jate 1870s, they were by far the richest class in
society. But as they were also expected to give help directly to
candidates in their own counties, they were often reluctant to
support the central fund. The Chief Whip in the House of Lords
who normally had the job of raising the money often found it hard
work, For the election of 1868 Disracli set a target of £100,000 and
cajoled the Cabinet into producing £10,000. Despite this good
example there is nothing to suggest that the target was reached.®
The other source of supply only available when the party held
office was the Secret Service money — £10,000 2 year which was at
the disposal of the Patronage Secretary, an office always held by
the Chief Whip. The aholition of the Secret Service money in
1886 by Lord Randolph Churchill and the increasing tendency
towards the end of the century to fight even the most unpromising
seats made it still more important to raise money for the central
fund. But the incomes of the peerage, unless they stemmed from
hon-agricultural sources, were on the decline. By the 18g0s the
Conservative party had been obliged to broaden the whole basis
of its contributions. Tt was greatly helped by the move of the
business and industrial classes into its ranks, and these became
more and more the principal sources of supply. From 1886 on-
wards the Conservatives were in general far better placed to raise
funds than the Liberals. Tt is not accidental that the Liberals
should have been the first party to engage in the sale of honours as

?8ee abav:, D, 78‘9.

P *In the election of 188_0, the returned expenses of Conservative candidates was ¢,
F\?:?i,‘b::’t; almost certainly a lower figure than the true expenses, The ‘Carlton
fgurcs e dispasal of the Central Office was sajd to be only £24,000. See for these
g\:m revor Lloyd, The general election of 1880 (1968), 74-6.
H v, Elections and party manag L 371,
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a source of their funds, though the Conservatives soon followed
suit,

Meanwhile circumstances had brought about a major change in
the organisational pattern of the 1860s. An alteration of elcectoral
law in 1868 resulted in petitions being tried locally by a specially
appointed judge instead of by a parliamentary committee in
London. Baxter, Rose, Norton & Co. no longer had this valuable
source of income and did not have the same interest in retaining
the party agency. The Liberals had alrcady changed or been
obliged to change their arrangements. Their Principal Agent
from 1857 to 1867 had been William Drake, a prominent city
solicitor, but when he retired after the election of that year, no
replacement was made. The work fell on the shoulders of successive
Chief Whips who soon found themselves hopelessly overburdened.
Yet it was not till 1886 that the party again appointed a Principal
Agent.

The history of the Conservatives was different. Spofforth ran
the election of 1868, but this was his last. Increasing friction
between him and some of the principal figures in the party, a row
over the election of the secretary to the Junior Carlton, and
possibly his past associations with corrupt practices resulted in his
either resigning or being asked to resign early in 1870.1 But unlike
the Liberals the Conservative whips did not intend to take on
the job themselves, and in April 1870 Gerard Noel, the Chief Whip
offered the post to J. E. Gorst, a barrister aged thirty-five who sat
in parliament for Cambridge City from 1866 to 1868 but had lost
his seat in the general election. Gorst’s social and political standing
was clearly above that of Spofforth, or even Rose. In fact it was
more like Bonham’s, though with the difference that Bonham
seems to have regarded the position of agent as an end in itsell
whereas Gorst, a pushing, ambitious and prickly character,
regarded it as a means of political advancement,

The leadership does not seem to have envisaged any startling
change in the task of agent. Gorst was chosen because he was
recognised as able and competent, above all perhaps because he
had already shown a keen interest in the problems of urban
Conservatism. It was against the solid strength of the Liberals in

1 Feuchtwanger, op. cit., 111-12.



TORY DEMOCRAGCY—RULE OF LORD SALISBURY 145

the big boroughs that the Conscrvativc_s had to make some %n—
roads, if they were ever to escape from being apermanen-t minority
party. Gorst, who had been chairman in the first mectx.ng' of tl_n:
National Union of Conservative and Constitution Associations in
November 1867, scemed well qualified to deal with the problem
and indecd his performance justified these expectations. He was a
genuine believer in working class Conservatism which, not
perhaps cntirely correctly, he understood to be the essence of
Disraeli’s creed. He was methodical, clear-headed, hard working
and cfficient.

His new office in 53 Parliament Street was not at first known as
the Central Office but by the end of 1871 the name was in general
use. The mass organisation of the party was constituted by the
National Union which had not at first counted for much (see
page 114). No members of the government attended its inaugural
mecting on November 12, 1869 at the Freemusons’ Tavern. It was
overshadowed by the Metropolitan Conservative Alliance and the
Central Conservative Registration Association. The idea of form-
ing a federation of the numerous Conservative Working Men’s
Associations which had come into being just before the passing of
the second Reform Bill was by no means universally welcomed
even by the Associations themselves. The Manchester Association
for example disliked it as a possible threat to its own independence.
Although the Union took credit for a big part in the electoral
successes of the party in Lancashire in 1868, the claim was bogus.
The Natioral Union as such did little or nothing.

‘thn i.n 1870 Gorst became secretary of the Metropolitan
lioqscn'atwc‘AIliancc as well as party agent the position of the
ational Union scemed even more shaky. But in the following
Year the whole situation changed. Leonard Sedgwick, the
sceretary of the National Union, retired, and Gorst, together with
;'.{Bgolr Cgarlcs Keith-Falconer, replaced him as Jjoint secretaries.
¢ Geadquarters of the Union was moved to 53 Parliament
Street, Henceforth, apart from the split so nearly fe)jlgincered by
Lor.d Randolph Churchill in 1884, the Central Office and Nationsl
;;’ég:e:;c(cddm complete harmony,' and fron} that day to this have
(0 whidh ﬁgnmt one rgof, Thf, N.auonal Umon‘ became the body
stituency organisations were affiliated, though such
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organisations were by no means universal then, being largely
confined to boroughs and not even covering all of them. However,
as we saw carlier, the seal of respectability was set on it by
Disraeli’s decision to make it the sounding board for his great
oration at the Crystal Palace in June 1872. From then onwards it
was, in Feuchtwanger’s words, ‘an integral part of the Central
Office organisation and was used by the party leaders as a mouth-
piece and as an organisational front for popular demonstrations’,!

The party organisation in the 1870s was thus a threefold one
even as it had been in the days of Derby and of Peel. But there was
a difference. The Carlton Club had faded out as a political
headquarters. The party agency was no longer in its precincts as
it had been under Bonham, nor in the offices of a solicitors’ firm
as it had been under Rosc and Spofforth. It was in the Central
Office at 53 Parliament Street. The second vital organ of the
party, as has been the case all down its history, was of course the
position of Chief Whip. The exact relations of the whips with
Gorst were not clearly defined. They probably controlled the
funds hut Gorst certainly had a big say in the choice of candidates,
and as the principal source of electoral information his advice
was crucial. The third organ, quite new, was the National Union
which can be regarded as in many ways the propaganda aspect
of the Central Office. The Central Office was at this stage chiefly
important for the big boroughs. The smaller ones were largely
controlled by local influences. As for the counties, Disraeli in 1873
set up a special committec of persons with suitable social status to
deal with elections.

Gorst’s problem was to satisfy and harness urban conservatism
to a party which still remained predominantly landed and whose
funds still derived almost wholly from the purses of the great
territorial magnates. This did not mean a programme specifically
designed to appeal to the working class. The most profitable area
for Conservative exploitation was in fact the professional and
business classes frightened by Gladstonism. They were not only
shaken by his policies, they were beginning to lose their old
dissenting roots. They tended more and more in the 1870s and
1880s to send their sons to Anglican public schools. They were

1 Feuchtwanger, 130,
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moving out of city centres away from the world of counting house
and chapel to that of prosperous suburbia. The era of the com-
muter had begun. The middie class provincial Tory Ieaders who
controlled the associations of the National Union saw the party
dominated by a ‘magic circle’ of landed proprictors whose methods
were the traditional ones of ‘influence’, bribery and corruption.
Those who exploited these techniques, described by Gorst as ‘the
Old Identity’, could still claim success for them in the counties
and pocket boroughs. But the traditional methods were increasing-
ingly irrelevant in the urban areas, and this was true whether the
appeal was to the anti-Irish, anti-employer working class in
Lancashire or to the suburban commuters of Middlesex, Surrey
and Kent. And as time went on ‘the Old Identity’ became even
more irrelevant. The Ballot Act of 1872, the Corrupt Practices Act
of 1883 and finally the Reform Act of 1884 which extended the
urban suffrage to that Jast stronghold of landed Toryism, the
counties, all contributed to the change.

One has to remember the social exclusiveness of the day. A
country squire with one or two thousand acres could move on
terms far nearer to social equality with, say, Lord Derby or Lord
Safisbury than a rich sdlf-made manufacturer could move with
the same country squire, even though he could buy him out several
times over. It was another matter if a prosperous merchant or
financier actually purchased an estate and set up as a country
gentleman. The ‘County’ was remarkably unspobbish and un-
prejudiced in that respect. Few people refused an invitation to a
Rothschild ball. But the provincial business man who remained as
such - and this applicd a fortiori to the less wealthy ~ found himself
separated by a great gulf from the traditional governing class. This
gap was reflected in the Conservative party’s internal politics, The
urban Tory Jeaders were excluded from the world of the great
country houses, and the grand London parties, in which Disraeli
moved, alike incongruously and cffortlessly, and where party
a{ﬁ:urs were _sctﬂed over the port. What they sought was recog-
mtion and a J}Jst share of influence in the councils of the party, and
they sought it through the Na_tional Union which was the only
organisation capabie of expressing their aspirations. “Tory demo-

']
cracy’ thercfore had a dual meaning. It could signify a more
L
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democratic control over the party machine, which in practice
meant a greater say for the urban middle class; or it could mean a
policy designed to appeal to the working class. The two notions did
not nccessarily conflict, but they were not the same. Tory demo-
cracy was about party organisation just as much as sanitary legis-
lation for the lower orders.

If we look at the matter in this light we can sce that the career of
Gorst has a significance comparable with that of Lord Randolph
Churchill, for he was involved in the question from the very out-
set. He saw his task as onc of building up Conservative organisa-
tion in the towns. It was clearly a very different job from that of
Spofforth, Rose and the old fashioned parliamentary agents.
Propaganda and persuasion were beginning to replace ‘influence’.
The question of suiting the constituency to the candidate became
far more important than hitherto. Gorst kept closely in touch with
this aspect of his trade. The 1874 election with its notable advance
in the fortunes of borough Conservatism seemed a vindication of
the new arrangements.

Precisely what went wrong thereafter is not wholly clear, for our
only source is Gorst himself, and he undoubtedly had a personal
grievance about his own lack of reward. His formal engagement as
Principal Agent ended with the election. He took up his legal
practice, and in 1875 got into parliament at a by-clection. He
seems, however, to have kept some sort of watching brief on the
Central Office which was now much weakened, for Keith-
Falconer had also left. In 1876 a new Principal Agent, W. B.
Skene, a barrister and Scottish landowner, was appointed. He
was not a success but, even before there was any means of knowing
this, Gorst in 1877 severed his own relations with the Central
Office and wrote a well known letter of protest to Disraeli.!

His own personal feelings may have coloured his views but they
sound plausible. His main complaint was that the Chief Whip had
interfered too much in matters which should have been the
province of the Principal Agent, often by-passing him altogether.
There was a new Chief Whip, Sir William Hart-Dyke, and the fact
that the Conservatives were in office may have made a difference.

1See Feuchtwanger, op. cit., 137-8, for the full text, quoted from Hughenden
P g P 7 q
apers.
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The Chief Whip was customarily the Patronage Secretary to the
Treasury and the mere occupation of the post probably led him to
do what Gorst regarded as ‘the chief cause of all the mischief . . .
the system . . . of managing elections at the Treasury’. The
Liberal whip had done the same thing, and this, so Gorst alleged,
was a factor in the previous government’s defeat. He ended by
adjuring Disracli ‘to separate entirely and for ever the clectoral
management of the Party from the Government Department of
the Treasury’. But nothing secms to have been done.

Gorst may have exaggerated the contribution of organisational
defects to defeat. It is the endemic malady of politicians to do this
for they find it hard to believe that the electorate could have
rejected them on their merits. But organisation undoubtedly
makes some difference, and Gorst was right in prophesying disaster
at the next election. As Ieader Disraeli must bear his share of the
blame. After 1874 he showed little interest in the party machine,
and his attitude was inevitably coloured by the preconceptions of
his Jong past experience. After all he had been a county member
since 1847, and had rarely been opposed. There was a sense in
which he was himself a part of ‘the Old Identity’. He had only
sporadic appreciation of the importance of urban conservatism.
True, he used the fact that W. H. Smith was M.P. for West-
minster as an argument to Queen Victoria for giving him high
Cabinet office in 1877, pointing out that the monopoly of House
of Commons ministers which the county members had hitherto
enjoyed was resented by the Conservative borough members. But
he was probably using this as a justification for a promotion which
he favoured on other grounds. He knew that the Qucen would
need some persuasion to accept 2 middle class man as First Lord
of the Admiralty. In matters of honours and awards to the Tory
bourgeoisic Disracli was anything but generous. Nor did he make
any cffort to act on Gorst's warnings. The new Principal Agent,
W. B. Skene, was of little use and hastily retired in 1880. After
mismanaging the affairs of the Conservative party he departed to
manngf: the estates of Christ Church whose dean, Liddell, was his
father-in-faw. The Chief Whip fell il at the end of 1879 through
overwork. The clection of 1880 was conducted amidst the maxi-
mum of incoherence and confusion,
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There was widespread discontent at the débacle which ensued,
especially among the associations of the National Union. Disraeli
appointed a central committee under W. H. Smith to examine the
whole party machinc and it soon became permanent. Its principal
members were W, H. Smith as chairman, Edward Stanhope as
vice-chairman and Earl Percy who was chairman of the National
Union. This was a sop to check a revolt on the part of that body.
Gorst was brought back again to act as the committee’s executive
officer. He was as prickly and ‘crotchety’ as ever, and in no time
found himself at daggers drawn with Smith. What was more he
became almost at once involved with the Fourth party. It was
obvious that in the long run Gorst could not join Lord Randolph
and the frondeurs against Northcote within the House of Commons
while at the same time loyally serving a committee which was
responsible to the official leadership for party affairs outside the
House. The situation was just tolerable while Disraeli was un-
disputed leader. It could not continue when the leadership became
a duumvirate in which Northcote was, to start with, the senior
partner.

Disraeli, indeed, treated the Fourth party with consummate tact
entering sympathetically into their feelings about Northcote but
strongely advising against any open breach. ‘Lord B. was in his
talk anything but goaty,’! wrote Gorst to Lord Randolph in
November 1880, and in the same autumn Disraeli told Wolff how
much he regretted having passed the Ieadership of the lower
House to Northcote, in the light of Gladstone’s return to politics.
But to both of them he firmly counselled public deference to their
leader, ‘. . . you must stick to Northcote,” he told Drummond
Wolff, ‘he represents the respectability of the party. I wholly
sympathize with you all because I was never respectable my-
self. . . . Don’t on any account break with Northcote.”?

Nor did’ they while Disraeli lived. But the situation became
impossible after his death. Gorst resigned in 1882. The Fourth
party was not his only reason. He had also quarrelled with the

1 Churchill, Lord Randolph Churchill, new edn,, op. cit., 129. 2 ibid,, 131,
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whips over their alleged encouragement of corrupt practices ~
the struggle again with the ‘Old Identity’. His successor, G. G. T.
Bartley, fared no better, but he seems to have been as prickly as
Gorst. He complained that he was never consulted about policy,
although no other agent, not even Gorst, aspired to this status.?
He resigned in November 1884, publishing his reasons in the press,
and denouncing the leadership in the Fortnightly Review — a
Radical organ. He sat as a Conservative MP from 1885 to 1906
but ~ not surprisingly — was excluded from office, and, to quote
Professor Hanham, ‘eventually brought his political career to a
suitable climax by declaiming against the number of Lord
Salisbury’s relations in the government’.?

From 1882 ‘Tory Democracy’, the affairs of the Fourth party,
the story of the National Union, and Lord Randolph’s bid for
leadership are so closely connected that they have often been
blurred by historians. In fact they are separate, and it is necessary
to disentangle them.

‘The National Union had been founded as a propagandist body,
with a suitable gaggle of peers as vice-presidents, designed to
attract working class support. The injtiative had come from
London, not the provinces, and the founders, Henry Raikes and a
group of young Conservatives, were supported and encouraged by
such central organisation as the party had in 186y. To encourage
local feaders in the boroughs it was decided to hold annual meet-
ings to which the constituencies could send delegates. As the
18705 wore on, the character of the associations composing the
union changed. They became more middle class in composition
and less pliable. But the governing body of the Union known as the
counc:.il was largely co-optative and unrepresentative, being in
practice dominated by the Central Office. Moreover, as we saw
carlier, Conservative associations were far from universal even in
the bor?nglx constituencies, and not all of them were affiliated to
fhe Natxona% Union though the proportion was much higher than
iré tf;;: ::I):rnues. W’ha.t the'morc militant'spirits aimed at in the late
P S b e e 3
choosing candidates and . e voters., making propagar.xda,

conducting clections; these associations
* Hanbam, op, cit,, 564. 7 ibid.
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to be linked in provincial unions, and the provincial unions to be
properly represented on the council where they could make effec-
tive representations to the leadership about organisational
matters.

Professor J. Cornford, in an article in Victorian Studies,! makes
two important points: first, that though this movement had a lot
to do with Gorst, it originally had nothing to do with Lord
Randolph Churchill. It began before he was ever even heard of,
Secondly, it was at no time a bid to control policy or to interfere
with the political functions of the leadership. It was essentially a
move on the part of the provincial Tory leaders to have their
voice heard in matters of organisation which they regarded as
essential in the new circumstances. They felt this more strongly
than ever after the election of 1880.

There was, as was seen at the time, good reason for urban
Conservatism to feel itself to be on the upgrade in spite of the
losses in the boroughs compared with 1874. In the twenty-nine
largest boroughs — those with an electorate of over 17,500 — the
Conservative share of the poll since 1868 had gone up from 375
per cent to 44°3 — a rise of nearly % per cent in twelve years.
Whatever the reason for this change, it was an encouraging sign,
especially if one remembers that the electorate of these same towns
had gone up from 460,000 to 655,000 — which was bound to mean
a big increase in representation whenever redistribution took
place. It also goes far to explain the determination with which, to
Gladstone’s surprise, Salisbury pressed for the seemingly radical
proposal for single member constituencies in 1884. The Liberals
had in these big cities a share of MPs altogether disproportionate
to their poll ~ 45 against 17 in 1868, 43 against 19 in 1880. This
was largely because in these two or three member constituencies
villa Toryism was outvoted by the Radical masses. After 1885
the situation was transformed. As Cornford puts it, “Where
Conservative supporters had formerly been swamped in huge con-
stituencies, they were now high and dry on islands of their own.’

In 1885 for the first time since 1832 Conservatives had a majority
in the English boroughs; also for the first time a minority in the

1 J. Cornford, ‘The Transformation of Conservatism in the late 19th century’,
Victorian Studies (September 1963).
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English counties though they recovered soon enough. Urban
Toryism had come strikingly into its own. Indeed the Conservatives
were to win the English boroughs with numbers varying from
132 to 177 at the next four clections.! It is not surprising that the
remaining demands of the National Union were met in 1886.
They had largely been met already in 1884 partly as a by-
product of Lord Randolph’s campaign.

1f the satisfaction of those demands can be regarded as a by-
product of that campaign a question remains to be answered:
What was the main object of Lord Randolph’s campaign? In spite
of two outstanding biographies,? this is still not at all an easy
question to answer. The more one examines what he said and did
in parliament, on the platform, in the councilof theNational Union
or as a minister, the less easy it Is to discern any consistent thread.

It is clear that from 1880 onwards he was trying to sabotage
Northcote’s leadership in the House of Commons, Itis clear thatin
1883-4 he was endeavouring to capture the council of the National
Union and destroy the central committee. It is clear that in 1886
he was secking to force Salisbury’s hand over the estimates and
that he never expected a half-proffered resignation to be gladly
accepted. But what were the forces he was enlisting, the cause he
was supporting, the changes he wished to achieve? Or wasitall a
restless, feverish zigzag towards supreme power? Did he merely
aim to be Prime Minister? What did he really mean by Tory
democracy ?

By far the most convincing answer to this last guestion was his
own given in a cynical moment — ‘mostly opportunism, I think’.
And the answer to the previous two is simply, yes, It is easy to sec
the psychological reason that drove him on. He had an intense
resentment of what would now be called the Establishment
because he had been socially ostracised, indced driven for a

! Conservative MPs in England:

Boroughs {226)  Counties {23g)

1385 114 105
1886 165 174
18g2 132 136
1895 175 184

o 1900 177 162
* Winston S. Churchill, T#e life of Lord Randolph Churckill (ori)
urchill . edn), 2 vol ;
Rabert Rhodes James, Lord Randolph Churchill (:p959). i orig: edn), 2 vols (1905);
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time into exile, as a result of the mortal offence that he had given
to the Prince of Wales over the Aylesford affair in 1876 - ap
episode in which it is hard to decide who comes out worst, Lord
Randolph or the prince.! If this explains what Bentham called
‘the springs of action’ in his case, it is also not difficult to find an
explanation of his impetuous, erratic, at times outrageous be-
haviour. One can surmise that his excitability, his violent language
and his growing lack of judgment, indeed of mental balance,
stemmed, insofar as they were not inborn defects of temperament,
from the premonitory symptoms of the disease of the brain which
eventually killed him. In May 1884 Salisbury wrote to Lady John
Manners:

Randolph and the Mahdi have occupied my thoughts about
equally. The Mahdi pretends to be half mad, but is very sane in
reality. Randolph occupies exactly the converse position,?

The truth is that Churchill had no real policy. He talked about
Tory democracy and the importance of the working class Tories,
but he showed no sign of having any programme for them. The
demands of the provincial notables of the National Union which
Churchill used as a vehicle for his own bid for power in the
organisation had little to do with Tory democracy in that sense,
though they could be regarded as a sort of Tory democracy in
another sense. In fact their need for local autonomy, co-ordinated
activity and more efficient organisation was better understood by
Salisbury whose early hostility to Disraeli and whose intransigence
in 1867 to parliamentary reform has caused him to be regarded asa
much more hide-bound figure than he really was. He saw the
changing pattern of Conservative support more clearly than most.
‘T believe there is a great deal in Villa Toryism which requires
organisation,” he wrote to Northcote in 1882.3 Under Richard
Middleton, an ex-naval officer, always known (erroneously) as
‘Captain’ Middleton, ‘the skipper’, and under Aretas Akers-
Douglas, the Chief Whip,* both appointed in 1885, the party
organisation was in far better hands than ever before. When all is

! Philip Magnus, King Edward the seventh (1964), 140-50, gives the fullest account of
this scandal which rocked London society.

2 Lady G. Cecil, Salisbury, 111, 88.

3 Quoted, Cornford, op. cit., 52.

4 One of the ablest holders of the office, Created Viscount Chilston, 1911.
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¢aid and done the party organisation had only been mode'rfﬁsed
10 a very limited degree under Disraeli. It is one of the oddities of
party history that an alien middle clas§ ac?venturcr shou]q have
headed a party which to the end of hls time was more Iike an
cighteenth~century aristocratic ‘connection’ than anything else,
whereas the owner of Hatfield, no doubt under pressure from
below, found himself adopting the techniques, if embryonic, of
modern mass electoral organisation. And we can compare what
he said two years ecarlier to the Duke of Richmond, ‘Before this
Parliament is over the country gentlemen will have as much to do
with the govermment of the country as the rich people in America
have’? — an exaggerated prophecy of their decline but a not
unreasonable estimate of the trend.

The settlement which he made with Lord Randolph and the
National Union is too often represented as a surrender. In fact
Salisbury gave away nothing that mattered. Gorst himself re-
garded Churchill as the man who had surrendered, In so far as
Lord Randolph and Gorst were hoping to ape the Liberal Caucns
they lost all along the line. Tt is true that Salisbury wound up the
central committee, but the real charge against that body, the
charge which the majority of the union levelled, was not, as Lord
Randolph alleged, that it was undemocratic but that it was in-
efficient. All that the leadership had done constitutionally was to
delegate some of their own powers to it. Powers that they could
delegate they could resume, and this was just what Salisbury, now
palpably in command, proceeded to do. What he did not do was to
gbzmdon a single jot or tittle of the powers that the Ieadership
inherently possessed.

Nor did most members of the National Union wish him to do
sa. Ghurchill may have talked sometimes in terms of imitating
tti:c tf;utchues,u:]hioug.h it is an c.xagigeration to Tcgard him as trying
o e o 7 A
Caucus. But the great d;se ﬂf“;ﬁa et o o from ﬂ-le
not exist in the \?r 3 finguishing feature of the Caucus did

National Union. The Cancus was a grass roots

affair whi : . .
ffair which grew up in the provinces without any fostering or
3 Quoted, T,

since then » Feuchtianger,

ap. ¢it., from Richmond Papers. Amerien has changed
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encouragement {rom the Liberal leadership at the centre, and its
object was not only to reform the Liberal organisation but to
impose a particular policy. The National Liberal Federation
constituted a strong Radical pressure group in favour of the poli-
cies of Chamberlain and Dilke. The National Union began the
other way round; it grew under the aegis of the Central Office, and
it was the leadership which encouraged the associations to send
delegates to an annual conference.

Whatever Gorst and Churchill wanted, the great majority of
the associations were content with what they got in 1884, recogni-
tion and a voice in organisational matters, to which was added the
creation of provincial unions in 1886. Therecafter the National
Union went quietly to sleep till 1903. In fact Gorst wanted
something more than this and f{elt himself let down by the com-
promise to which Churchill agreed. Exactly what Churchill did
get out of Salisbury in return for dropping out of the National
Union controversy and handing the chairmanship to Hicks
Beach is none too clear. Indeed the whole dispute is highly
obscure if we simply look at the proposals and counter-proposals -
though less so if we look at the personalities. It was in the end
Lenin’s famous question — Who whom? And in this particular
battle the cards were stacked more favourably for Salishury than is
always appreciated.

Lord Randolph’s position really depended less on any policy or
programme than on brilliant opposition demagoguery. His role is
often compared with that of Joseph Chamberlain in the Liberal
party. Did not Chamberlain too fight against his equivalent of
what Lord Randolph called ‘the old men crooning round the fires
of the Carlton Club’? Did not Chamberlain battle with ‘the
goats’ of his party? Did not he stand for democracy against
oligarchy, for the new electorate against the old order? The
parallel seemed to be emphasised by the genuine respect and
friendship which grew up between the two men.

But in reality their situations were quite different, and, although
both were to be frustrated in their purposeswithin their respective
parties, it was for different reasons. Joseph Chamberlain really
could afford to attack the aristocratic clement in the Liberal
party. He genuinely believed that the Liberals would be stronger
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without the Whigs, and he rightly saw that men like Lord
Hartington, Lord Granville and Lord Spencer were only tied to
the party by family tradition, not by any real comman bond of
interest, The Liberal party was more likely to make a broad appeal
to the ‘outs’, to the dissenters, to the rural proletariat and the
urban working class, if the Whigs no longer constituted two-thirds
of the Cabinet and possessed an influence on policy wholly dis-
proportionate to their numbers. Joseph Chamberlain rightly saw
that democracy was on the march in England and he was ready
to put himself at its head with a programme that was radical in
content as well as being highly demagogic in its form of presenta-
tion. What wrecked him in the end was the fact that democracy
was also on the march in Ireland, and Gladstone put himself at
its head — not with a programme but a crusade.

Lord Randolph could not play the same part in the Tory party
if only because the aristocracy was inextricably tied up with it at
almast every level. To have pushed out the landed classes would
have meant the total disruption and collapse of the party. Lord
Randolph knew this well enough. He was a member of that class
himself, a younger scion of one of its grandest families. What is
more, the provincial middle class leaders in the associations of the
National Union knew it too. They merely wished to be consulted.
They did not wish to lead, althongh they did wish that those who
led should be efficient like Lord Salisbury, not incompetent like
Sir Stafford Northcote,

Randolph Churchill appealed to them not because he had a
popular democratic programme. If he had, he would not have
appealed at all. Indeed, as it was, some of his patrician gibes at the
middie class Conservatives must have been received with mixed

feclings. Smith and Cross, those pillars of the Tory bourgeoisie

whom Disraeli treated (apart from an occasional sccret sally
for the benefit of Lady Br.

adford) with unfailing respect, were to

Lord Rﬂando}ph ‘Marshall and Snelgrove’. %&ndP few people
forgot his famous reference to Smith as one of ‘the Lords of
surburban villas, the owners of pineries and vineries’. His appeal
}:as because !w had style, colour, panache, a great gift for plat-
mn;xi oratory in the heyday of that art, and a wonderlul capacity for
aking Gladstone appear ridiculous. One example out of many
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must suffice. Here is Lord Randolph addressing 2 mass meeting at
Blackpool in 1883.

The Prime Minister is the greatest living master of the art
of personal political advertisement. Every act of his, whether it
be for the purposes of health, or of recreation, or of religious
devotion, is spread before the eyes of every man, woman and
child in the U.K. on large and glaring placards. For the purpose
of an autumn holiday a large transatlantic steamer is specially
engaged. The Poet Laureate adorns the suite and receives a
peerage as his reward, and the incidents of the voyage are
luncheon with the Emperor of Russia and tea with the Queen of
Dcnmark. For the purpose of recreation he has selected the
felling of trees; and we may usefully remark that his amusements
like his politics are essentially destructive. Every afternoon the
whole world is invited to assist at the crashing fall of some beech,
elm or oak. The forest laments in order that Mr Gladstone may
perspire. . . . For the purpose of religious devotion theadvertise-
ments grow larger. The parish church at Hawarden isinsufficient
to contain the thronging multitudes who flock to hear Mr
Gladstone read the lessons of the day, and the humble parish-
ioners are banished to hospitable Nonconformist Tabernacles
in order that mankind may be present at the Prime Minister’s
rendering of Isaiah, Jeremiah or the Book of Job.

In many ways he was like Disraeli on whom of course he
modelled himself. He had the same wit, brilliance, invective, sheer
humour. But he was less professional, less serious; above all he was
less indispensable, and he was an intolerable colleague. The Tory
party could not do without Disraeli, but Disraeli would never
have dreamed of addressing Derby in the terms in which Randolph
Churchill addressed Salisbury. And the very success of Disraeli in
removing the once justified description of the Conservative as the
‘Stupid party’, meant that even as clever a figure as Lord Ran-
dolph could be jettisoned. When he forced a direct clash with the
Prime Minister on an issue of old fashioned Treasury economy
his defeat was total, humiliating and abject. Not only Salisbury
but the whole Cabinet breathed a sigh of relief. Lord Randolph’s
parliamentarystrugglehad onlyresulted in substituting a far more
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formidable barrier than Northcote to his own rise. His organisa-
tional campaign had merely consolidated the strength (3{' the
Marshalls and Snelgroves of the provinces. His campaign in the
Cabinet merely resulted in his own cjection. He was in the end,
as Lord Lyttelton said of George Smythe, ‘a splendid failure’.

4

The Conservative ascendancy was ushered in by the election of
July 1886. 1t is increasingly fashionable to minimise the import-
ance of the Irish guestion in the reversal of fortunes which occur-
red at this time. But it is hard to explain what happened without
some reference to it. In December 1885 the Liberalshad a majority
of 84 seats over the Conservatives (334 to 250), and the Con~
servatives secured only 47-3 percentofthe pollin Britain excluding
Ireland. Irish Home Rule was not on the political programme
of cither of the major parties. Seven months later, after Gladstone
had taken up the cause, had seen his party break up, had been
defeated on the second reading of his Home Rule Bill, and had
appealed to the country on it, he sustained a shattering defeat —
‘a drubbing’, as he termed it to his son, Herbert, The Con-~
servatives and Liberal Unionists combined had 537 per cent
of the vote winning 394 seats? to the Liberals’ 191, and although
one can add the 86 Irish Nationalist seats to that figure, the
Liberals remained heavily outnumbered.

) This rcr.narkable swing can scarcely have any other explana-~
tion, and it is surely not unreasonable to suppose that the Liberal
party must have been greatly weakened by the secession of the

Whigs under Hartington on the one hand, and a number of the

Radicals led by Jeseph Chamberlain on the other. No doubt there
was also a slower tide

L moving against the Liberals, viz, the trend
z\tr stuce x868_for the non-landed propertied classes to g0 over to
Lliz Conservative side. It is clear that the division hetween
: ca(;xt‘}a]ls and Conservatives ran increasingly on lines of class and
V::hcth to;:'iards the close of the century, but it is difficult to say
€r tiis was more important than i
e | p that created by the Irish

1 Of these, 48 were Liberal Unionists,
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Apart from anything else the Irish question was itself to some
extent a class question. It was a class question for two reasons,
The behaviour of the Irish extremists alarmed, by its implications,
those concerned with the rights of property in England as well as
Ireland. Moreover, those very remedial measures which the Libe-
rals took in Gladstone’s first and second administrations, involved
in themselves interference with the rights of property in Ireland,
which seemed a dangerous precedent for similar interventions
elsewhere for different reasons. These were powerful causes for
middle class hostility to Home Rule. Added to a growing sense of
English nationalistic pride, a desire for imperial unity, and deep
seated antipathy to Rome, they were quite enough to explain the
increasing alienation of villadom from a Liberal party committed
to the Irish cause.

Of course no one could argue that then any more than today
the sole dividing line between Left and Right was that of wealth.
If it had been, the Conservatives would never have won at all. In
addition to the lords of suburban villas, a substantial but more
volatile body of working class opinion must have voted for them
too. It is certain that a considerable section of the working class
was liable to be as much affected by the Irish question as the
middle class — especially in areas where there was a substantial
body of Irish immigrants. But working class opinion was concerned
with other things as well. Bread and butter politics were even more
important. Considerations of welfare and living standards were
bound to affect working class votes in a big way at the very first
moment that the policy of one of the major parties seemed more
likely than that of the other cither to improve or to lower those
standards.

But, during the late 1880s and for the whole of the 18gos ~
indeed beyond — it would be hard to argue that either of the major
parties had the edge on the other in this respect. The Liberals
lacked the ideas and energy in this field which might have been
supplied by Joseph Chamberlain, and so made no very special
appeal to the working class. Although they probably remained
the party which attracted most votes from that section of the
community, they had lost the predominance which Gladstone
possessed at the time of the election of 1880. As for the Conserva-
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tives the particular circumstances of the 1886 election m-ade it
jmpossible for them to pursue a totally static policy even if they
had wanted to.

The impression is sometimes given that Salisbury could afford ~
and did get away with ~ a long period of cautious negativism in
domestic affairs because the Irish question divided the opposition
and rendercd a reformist policy unnecessary. The opposite is true
of both parts of the proposition. Salishury could not afford to
ignore reform, hecause the new electorate would soon start voting
for Gladstone if he did — Home Rule or no Home Rule. Nor could
he afford to dispense with the support of the Liberal Unionists
who were certainly not going to acquiesce in a purely static
policy.! What is more the record shows that his government was
far from being static from 1886 to 18g2.

The truth has been obscured by the fall of Lord Randolph
and his own comments on his fall. He naturally tended to drama-
tise the episode and see in bis personal defeat the defeat of the
‘progressive cause’ in the Conservative party. But if Lord Ran-
dolph’s ideas are epitomised in the Dartford programme of
September 1886, then it is clear that his ‘cause’ survived him, for
most of the measures which he favoured were enacted after his
departure. No doubt something depends on what one regards as
(hch ‘progressive cause’. The Conservative government did not pass
?ilcfdcht:;:n };): lda‘ter t:e sort of measures which would have sat‘is-
Demoae :,d:;; t;coi tratl}ile I1jmons new and old, the .Socxal
during shetr bogep p or fe abour churches. B.ut the L1.berals
cither — it Rm lglgs ’0 18g2~5 showed no sign of doing so
i L ds: osebery’s reluctance to deal with one of the

L rfmands, Payment of members, even though it was

z[;n ttem in the Liberal Newecastle programme of 1891, Hence no
n?(;b‘; t‘*)‘; tfli:::rlt:'mergence of a Labo'ur party organised on the
rish party ay a parhamentary pressure group

d H . .
ctermined o extract in parliament benefits which pressure from

But in the Jate 18 i : : :

¥ See Michael Hyrst
this paint, st

o Josepk Chamberlain and Liberal reunion (1967), for a discussion of
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concerned not the urban but the rural working class. This was so
for two excellent reasons. First, the country labourer was the man
who had got the vote under the Act of 1884, and the Conserva-
tives as well as the Liberals were just as anxious to placate him as
they had been ten years earlier to placate the newly enfranchised
urban houscholder. Sccondly, there was far more economic dis-
tress in the country than in the towns. “The Great Depression’
which lasted from 1873 to 1896 did not hit the industrial working
class very badly. Indeed the fall in prices especially of food caused
a rise in real wages. But the agricultural slump really did hit the
land and all who carned or ‘unearned’ their incomes from it.
Not even a Conservative Prime Minister could reimpose straight
agricultural protection, although it was possible to deal with other
grievances. Hence the prominence in the Dartford programme,
and in Salisbury’s subsequent legislative record, of measures to
assist smallholders, alter the incidence of tithe, facilitate cheap
land transfer, change the agricultural rating system, reform the
local government of the counties.

The neutrality of the urban working class, the unpopularity of
Home Rule, concessions to the rural proletariat, an image of
cautious progressivism, alliance with the Liberal Unionists under
Chamberlain and Hartington, all these factors combined ‘to
make Salisbury’s government, like Palmerston’s a quarter of a
century earlier, a broad-based coalition seemingly in safc occupa-
tion of the middle ground of politics which Peel had held for a
few years but which had always evaded first Derby then Disraeli.
Home Rule cnabled Salisbury to play both the‘constitutional’ and
the ‘national’ cards. In the four clections which followed the
great Home Rule split he won overwhelming majorities in Eng-
land and clear majorities in Britain excluding Ireland. In only one,
that of 1892, did the Irish Nationalists give the Liberals a narrow
lead in the U.K. as a whole; and the disarray which followed
Gladstone’s second attempt to carry Home Rule, in particular
the damaging struggle for the succession between Lord Rosebery
and Sir William Harcourt in 1894, only seemed to confirm the
Conservatives as the natural party of government, strengthened
by the formal adherence of Chamberlain and Hartington in 1895.

Yet it is one of the fascinating features of historical study that
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appearances often, when closely examined, belie realities, and
sometimes do so even when they are not so very closely examined.
If we look at the actual course of events Lord Salisbury’s regime
does not seem quite so securely based as it has come to appear
when with hindsight we telescope sixteen years into a period of
‘Coonservative ascendancy’. The election of 1886 was certainly a
clear cut victory as long as the Liberal Unionist members voted
straight, which on the whole they did though much management
was needed. But, if by-elections are any test, the party’s stock in
the country went rapidly down in the late 1880s and although
there was something of that rally to the government which one
would expect in a general election, the Conservatives could not
hold their ground in 18g2.1

They certainly made a fine recovery in 1895, and, if there is a
case for the view that Liberal feuds and incompetence put them
in on an essentially negative vote, the answer is that this is just
what one would expect in a two party system when the electorate
is very often voting as much ‘against’ as ‘for’. But once again
the popularity of the party seems to have slumped rapidly,
and its by-election fortunes were uniformly unfavourable until
the outbreak of the Boer War when a national emergency rallied
support to the government of the day; the more so since the
Liberals appeared to be no less divided between pro-Boers and
Liberal Leaguers than they had been five years earlier on the
merits of Rosebery and Harcourt.

It is not obvious why the Conservatives lost ground in this way.
Various explanations have been given: the waning importance
of the Irish question; the lack of achievement in the field of
social reform, in particular failure to do anything about old age
pensions, It is impossible to give a single conclusive answer. What
does seem clear, however, is that the rising tide of imperialist
enthusiasm which is usually said to have reached high-water
mark in the late 18gos did not bring any noticeable electoral

g tis somr.tix.nu said that the Parnell divorce scandal which burst in November 18g0
hﬂ'_ﬂﬂscd the Liberals and caused the result to be much closer than it otherwise would
. ve been. If 50 one would have expected by-elections in 1891 and 1892 to have shown
3 o’gorc favourable - or less unfavourable ~ trend for the Canscrvatives. In fact this
xmis(ri‘;t appear to have heen the case, and no obvious change emerges from the

M
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dividends to the political party associated with the cause of
empire. Of course it may be the case that the Conservatives
would have lost even more by-elections and suffered even heavier
defeats but for their connection with imperialist movement,
Alternatively, it may be that public enthusiasm for the empire
was always much more limited than its supporters claimed; that it
was largely an affair of the City, the middle classes and the metro-
politan press; and that it never cut very much ice outside.
Whatever its significance there seems no reason to regard it as
anything more than a minor asset to the Conservatives, many of
whom regarded it with a good deal of suspicion anyway.

A possible hypothesis about electoral behaviour between 1885
and 1900 can be advanced, though tentatively and with a strong
awareness that it is an over-simplification. It is based on the
assumption that the most persistent factor in the choice made by
the enlarged electorate was the desire for collectivism, for social
reform in the interests of the newly enfranchised urban and rural
householders, but that this at moments of crisis, particularly when
some ‘national’ issue came to the fore, could be elbowed out.
After the Congress of Berlin and the Conservative failure to
carry any further instalment of the reforms passed in 1875-6,
it would be natural, in spite of Gladstone, to look to the Liberal
party, with Chamberlain and Dilke as its men of the future, for
this sortof legislation. Hence the Liberal victories of 1880 and 1885.
But the Irish crisis, arousing strong national emotions and break-
ing up the Liberals, pushes Gladstone out and gives Salisbury six
years of power. As the immediate crisis over Ireland recedes,
however, the elcctorate again thinks in terms of social reform,
and, although the Conservatives are by no mecans supine or
apathetic in this field, they do not do enough. The grass is always
greener on the other side of the fence. By-elections show the
electorate’s discontent, but Ireland is still an important question
and the general clection is bound to turn to some extent on Home
Rule, still the major plank in Gladstone’s platform. These two
conflicting trends explain the ambiguous and indecisive result of
1892.

From 18g2 to 1895 the Liberals make the worst of every
world. They do nothing about social reform. The fact that this is
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by no means their own fault is irrelevant. ‘Ploughing the sands’
as a way of exposing the obstructionism of the House of Lords
merely inspires contempt. They are defeated over Home Rule.
They are divided over personalities. When they break up in
disorder in 1895, a Conservative victory is assured. But the
Conservatives in their turn disappoint. There is the great failure
to do anything about old age pensions. The pendulum begins to
swing towards the Liberals, but more as a protest than anything
else. Increasingly, the leaders of the working class, in so far as
they can be defined, think in terms of an independent party.
The Boer War rallies opinion to the government. Lord Salisbury,
apparently the symbol of a vanished age, still conducting foreign
policy by private correspondence from Hatfield, yet, as so often
in his life, curiously modern in his approach to the democratic
politics which he regarded en principe with contempt, dissolves
parliament at the most favourable moment, and the Conservatives
emerge triumphant if slightly surprised from the election of
1goo — the first example in modern times of the electoral oppor-
tunism which is now taken for granted.

But the war that seemed to have been won lingers on for two
more years. Disillusionment sets in. Moral doubts about the
methods used begin to increase. The Boer War becomes almost as
divisive an element in Britain as the Vietnam War in modern
America. The old Queen dies in 1901, her death emphasising the
end of an era and the beginning of a new century. Salisbury’s
powers are failing but he stays in office for another year till the
coronation of the new monarch. As he hands over to his chilly,
brilliant, nonchalant, enigmatic nephew, Arthur Balfour, the
prospect for the Conservative party begins to darken.



CHAPTER VI

Defeat and recovery
1902-22

I

Balfour’s succession to the premiership was generally expected, in
spite of the presence of a more conspicuous figure in the Cabinet,
Joseph Chamberlain. At the time that Salisbury resigned
Chamberlain was in bed after a bad cab accident; he probably
never quite recovered from its effects. Tempting though it is to
suppose that Salisbury chose this moment to ease his nephew into
power, there is no evidence ta confirm the theory which is anyway
implausible. Joseph Chamberlain faid no claim to the supreme
office. He was not a Conservative even in name, for the Liberal
Unionists were still a separate party with their own funds, whips
and organisation. It would have been asking a great deal of the
Conservatives to accept as Prime Minister the non-Anglican
leader of a far smaller party, an ex-Radical whose earlier career
had been devoted to scathing attacks upon everything that they
stood for, This was the last period in Conservative party history
when Anglicanism was still important, and when politics turned
to any serious extent on the conflict between the Church of
England and the Nonconformists, Chamberlain, nothing if not a
realist, was fully conscious of his handicaps. Moreover, through-
out his carcer he wanted to do things rather than be someone. He
was ready to serve under Balfour, as long as he was given a
reasonably free hand; but he had no intention of being a door-
mat.

The new Prime Minister was a person of immense charm,
great intellectual power, and much political sagacity. Like his
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uncle, he took it for granted that parliamentary democracy
would only work — if it could work at all — as long as ‘the masses’
continued to elect their leaders from ‘the classes’. Not that he was
himself, any more than Salisbury, a typical member of the order to
which he belonged. He was too clever, too cool, too detached to be
thus categorised. The tragic death of the girl he hoped to marry
seems to have left a lasting scar upon his feelings. He remained a
bachelor — Britain’s first, though not her last, unmarried Prime
Minister since the younger Pitt — and he was happy to move to
the end of his days courteous, charming and self-contained in an
adoring circle of fcmale friends and relations. As a young man he
belonged to ‘the Souls’, that fascinating, aristocratic, intellectual
coterie whose history, like the history of all such groups, can never
now be written, for so much of it has vanished with the echoes of
their own brilliant talk. It was there that he met Curzon and per-
haps acquired the seeds of that lasting doubt about his character,
which was to deflect marginally yet decisively, the course of party
history in the early 1g20s.

There is no reason why a Prime Minister should be typical of
his fellow-countrymen. In fact few if any can be so described.
Yet there are probably limits beyond which remoteness from the
man in the street becomes a liability, Balfour was not only a
wealthy man and a member of the aristocracy, he was also an
intellectual. No doubt this could be said of his uncle, Salisbury,
and of his rival, Rosebery. But Salisbury, who was a younger son
brought up with no expectation of succeeding to a grand titleand a
splendid estate, had at one time been relatively hard up and had
actually worked for his living; and Rosebery was a devotee of the
turf which was not only the sport of kings but of the masses too.
Both men had at least some contact with the world of ordinary
people.

Balfour’s hobby was philosophy — a study in itself calculated to
inspire mistrust in the ‘plain man’. Nor was he helped by the title
of his first and best known book on that subject, 4 defence of
philosophic doubt. To most people — and of course most people
never read it — this suggested scepticism about religious creeds, or
even agnosticism. In fact Balfour was applying ‘doubt’ not to
religion but to that very process of scientific reasoning which
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constituted thegreatest challenge to religion. In effecthe wassaying
that, Jooked at from one point of view, everything is doubtful ~
religion not more so than the rest; therefore why not believe in
religion ? Whatever the merits of this argument it was unlikely to
get across to any but a tiny minority of his contemporaries. It was
the title that stuck in men’s minds and shaped Balfour’s ‘image’,
as a sceptical sitter on the fence incapable of giving a clear lead or
making 2 definite decision ~ ‘shivering in philosophic doubt on
the steps of a metaphysical bathing machine’, as the Tory Pall Mall
Gazette unkindly put it.

Balfour had a very clear mind. More than most statesmen of his
day he saw the new situation in which Britain found herself. He
was aware of the changing balance of world power, acutely con-
scious of the long term threat implicit in the rise of German
military strength and the growing economic preponderance of
the United States. It was a time when Britain’s ‘role in the world’
was the subject of much heart searching on the part of her leading
politicians, publicists and thinkers. In retrospect this period of
auxiety can be seen as beginning with the German victory of 1870,
Disracli’s shadowy, high flown, but none the less genuine appeal
to the causc of empire, made soon afterwards, was one of the first
Manifestations of anxiety about the indefinite continuance of the
Victorian high noon, an carly recognition that the shadows were
grotving longer and that something would have to be done if the
hation was to protect itsclf against the evening chill which might
not be so very far away.

But it took time and further changes for the situation to become
at all clear, Thirty years after Disracli’s Crystal Palace speech
when Balfour became Prime Minister in 1go2 there was a far
greater awareness of the altered position of Britain vis-2-vis her
(r)l;tr:rlls.t alzéilgxsg;;rggg;gso g::ftcr; z;.t the ;urn of . the century are
nothing of 1 perial complacency; they are in fact

o ng c: the sort as anyone who takes the trouble to read, The
l:u;::ck?r;ar; es:ulr}a;;::ag; t}ng), Re.cessiflnal (1897) or The dykes (1902) will
takon o . sccurity, her survival even, were no longer

granted,
llagl::oﬁoictr ?)Nl';':r h:lxd enhanced all these misgiYings. True, Britain
» but only after a prolonged campaign which reflected
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little credit cither on the army’s readiness for war or the com-
petence of its commanders. If Britain was to retain her place asa
great power, three important requirements had to be met: the
country nceded a new forcign policy to avoid isolation in a hostile
world; it nceded a new defence policy in order to cope with a war
which scemed more and more probable; it nceded a new educa-
tional policy to prevent its industry falling behind the tech-
nological standards of Germany and America. Salisbury, Balfour
and Chamberlain, the triumvirate which dominated the Tory
government from 1895 to 1902, were well aware of these needs.
Balfour’s clear brain, his personal interest in scientific and tech-
nological matters, his knowledge of defence problems made him in
many ways the statesman personally best suited to deal with the
situation. What is more, to the best of his ability and with the
limited means at his disposal he really did do something about it.

A new course in forcign policy began with the formation of
the Japanese Alliance (actually signed before Balfour became
Prime Minister) and the creation of the Enfente with France.
The Committee of Imperial Defence was sct up and a major
rcorganisation of both the army and navy was put in hand.
There is cvidence that Balfour’s much criticised decision to hang
on to office long afier by-clections had shown a massive swing to
the other side was caused less by hope that it would swing back than
by his anxiety to place some of those changes beyond the power
of the Liberals to reverse, Nor did he neglect education. The Act
of 1go2 which he personally piloted through the House while his
uncle was still Prime Minister remaincd the basis of secondary
cducation till the Butler Act of 1944.

Yet the Education Act also showed Balfour’s great limitation:
his rangc of vision excluded what might be called the middle dis-
tance in politics. He could discern what was happening far away
and he had an eye for the signs of new trends and developments.
He was, for examplc, quick to sce that the real significance of the
landslide clection of 1906 was not the huge number of Liberal
gains but the clection of 29 members of an Independent Labour
Party. At the other end of politics no one threaded his way morce
skilfully than he through those complicated personal and political
mazes of Cabinet or shadow Cabinet, which so often bewilder
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Jesser men. He always behaved with formal correctitude, though
not always with generosity. The charges levelled a'gfunst him over
his treatment of the Free Trade ministers in the crisis of 1503, or of
jettisoning his frish Secretary, GeorgeWyudhaEm, inrgo 5,ha§rebecn
shown ashaseless. Hehad every reason to dismiss a group which was
caballing against him; and far from throwing Wyndham to the
wolves he did alf he could to dissvade him from resigning. But
he could also behave with much ruthlessness, The preservation of
the nnity of the Conservative party was in his eyes a trust for
which as leader he was personally responsible. He had no intention
of letting others manceuvre him out of it until the moment came,
as it eventually did come in 1911, when he conciuded that his
continuation as leader was a greater danger to that trust than his
resignation. Meanwhile, as Winston Churchill puts it, who knew
his formidable powers only too well, ‘Had his life been cast amid
the fabyrinthine intrigues of the Italian Renaissance, he would
not have required to study the works of Machiavelli,”t

Where Balfour went astray was neither in his dealings with
cabinet colleagues, nor in his perception of the altered balance of
power in the world, nor in his awareness of social changes in
Britain, It was when he surveyed the middle distance bounded by
the limits of the British electorate that his vision became hazy, his
touch unsure. The truth was that he was too rational and that he
made insufficicnt allowance for the unreason of the masses. He
could t{nderstand what he regarded as a reasonable cause for
Complzynt. Yor example, he rightly saw that Joseph Chamberlagn’s
tampaign for imperial preference would never be accepted if it

involved food taxes. “The prejudice against a small tax on food is

not the fad‘ of a few imperfectly informed theorists,’ he wrote to
Chan}beﬂmn on February 18, rgos, ‘tis a deep rooted prejudice
fzfi‘z:?ung a large mass of voters, especially the poorest class, which
1t will be & matter of extreme difficulty to overcome.? i&a&i‘our

:;‘:Ls right, and the association of Chamberlain’s proposals with
: gezgcr food was almost certainly a major element in the defeat of

But it was not the only one,

* Winston S. Churchill Great i
. - N contemporaries {1937}, 242,
Quoted, Kenneth Young, drikur James Bolfour zlgf%, 220,

and on at least two other matters
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Balfour’s blind spots were responsible for trouble. One of these
was the Education Act which greatly irritated Nonconformist
opinion by putting Anglican Church schools ‘on the rates’.
Exactly how much support this cost the Conservatives is a moot
point but it cannot have done them any good. In a sense the out-
cry was illogical. For years past the Treasury had subsidized
Church schools, and it is hard to see any difference of principle
between provision from central funds and provision from local
taxation. But the fact was that people felt differently about the two
methods, however illogically. This was something that Balfour
with his cool, dispassionate mind failed to foresee — unlike Joseph
Chamberlain who might be unsound on food taxes but knew all
about nonconformity, and predicted clearly the unpopularity
which would accrue to the government.

The second reproach which took Balfour by surprise, and mostof
his colleagues too, was ‘Chinese slavery’, the decision to allow the
mine-owners of the Rand to import indentured Chinese coolies
in order to fill the labour shortage which followed the end of the
South African War. To the High Commissioner, Lord Milner, who
reconmended it, the policy seemed a sensible way of speeding up
post-war reconstruction. Alfred Milner, a former Liberal partly
German in ancestry, was at this time one of the heroes of the
imperialist movement. He had great prestige and he regarded
parliamentary democracy with contempt. It was not for him to
consider the repercussions of his policy in Britain. The Prime
Minister ought to have seen its implications, but Balfour was
singularly insensitive to any save the most predictable reactions of
the working class. This had already been shown by his unwilling-
ness to press parliament to reverse the new and far more restrictive
interpretation put by the judges in Quinn v. Leathem and the Taff
Vale case on the trade union legislation of 1871-6 — legislation
for which the Conservatives themselves could claim much of the
original credit. Quinn v. Leathem greatly extended the liability of 2
strike organiser to civil actions by employers, and the Taff Vale
case removed the protection which the law had hitherto been
believed to give to trade union funds. Few things contributed more
than Conservative inaction in this field to the rise of the Labour
party and the alienation of the working class which had such
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disastrous effects on the Conservative party in the 1906 election,
It is hard to believe that Disraeli would have made a similar
error.

Nor is it likely that he would have agreed to ‘Chinese slavery’,
Thepolicyasked for trouble from the working class for tworeasons;
it excluded a field of potential emigration, and it implied a com-
modity view of labour which was likely to be anathema to articu-
late trade unionists; if capitalists in South Africa were to be
allowed to deal with shortage of Iabour by importing foreigners,
the precedent might be extended to Britain and be invoked to
undermine the unions whenever they found themselves in u
favourable bargaining position. The policy also invited trouble
from the ‘Nonconformist Conscience’ of a section of the middle
class already affronted by the Education Act, The Nonconformist
Gouscience was not only highly sensitive about slavery, but also
highly sensitive about sexual irregularities. What would happen,
it was asked, if great numbers of young men for reasons of security
were horded in ‘compounds’ for long periods of time without
their wives or women ? The answer was all too clear - in the jargon
o.f the day “nameless practices’s and although today we are readier
give them 2 name, even then everyone knew what was meant.

The Cabinet did indeed have some misgivings about Milner's
proposal. Joseph Chamberlain when he made his prolonged
Visit to South Africa in the winter of 1902~3 vetoed it for the time
being, declaring that he would only consent if there was incon-
trovertible evidence that the Europeans in South Africa wanted it.
But he was out of office by the time the real crisis of labour
shortage on the Rand came to a head late in 1gog3. His successor.
M{'ﬂ:d Lyttelton, did not have the political stature to cope wu};
M{fnﬂ who appears to have been determined to get hiswayon this
%omt at almost any cost. Milner visited London in the autumn,
Lizc‘;;}l?\’cd that he had persuaded Asquith and the leading
e Cabg’nrt)en}llists to remain at-lcast neutral, and he convinced
Legishati : (;;';tncgoggil}: ceonomic arguments. Early in 1go4 the
ordinance sancu’onio ;Tr.ansvaal l?y 22 VO'tCS to 4 asked ﬁ.)r an
coolies, The ordinang e portaton of mdenmff:d C}}mese
2 storm b 1ce was promptly .mad:: and immediately

urst upon the heads of the Cabinet in London.
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This is not the place to discuss the rights and wrongs of the
measure except to observe that, although ‘slavery’ was a gross
exaggeration which the Liberal leader, Campbell-Bannerman,?
himself virtually withdrew later, and although the Chinese
labourers earned wages some fifteen times as high as they could
ever get in their native land, and although Milner’s economic
objective was undoubtedly achieved, nonectheless there were
fcatures about the conditions of work which could legitimately
arouse humanitarian indignation. Even more to the point, the
ordinance did alienate organised labour in Britain. The humani-
tarian ‘do-gooders’ tended to be Liberals anyway, but in 18gs
and 1900 a substantial measure of working class support must have
gone to the Conservatives., It was this which Taff Valcand Chinese
slavery were to whittle away. As Balfour put it in a letter on June
15, 1904, to the Governor-General of Australia, Lord Northcote, a
son of Sir Stafford Northcote, ‘. ...our chief difficulty is the
misrepresentation over Chinese labour . . . which is opposed on the
prepostcrous ground that it is slavery but is really unpopular
because it is erroneously supposed to substitute yellow for white
labour.’® Balfour was not allowing for justifiable objcctions which
scemed fully confirmed later when it became known that Milner
with incredible folly had actually sanctioned illegal flogging of the
coolies; but he had a genuine point when he said that the outery
was not wholly altruistic, However, this did not make it any less
damaging to the Conservatives. Rather the contrary.

2

Balfour had many good qualitics and his government achieved
much success in the fields of foreign policy, defence and education.
To thesc should be added the Licensing Act of 1904, a notable
cffort to bring scnse and order into the jungle-like obscurity of the
British laws on drink, and the Irish Land Purchase Act of 1903

* Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman had been clected leader in succession to Harcourt,
who gave up in a huff in 1898, Harcourt himself had led the party for only two years
having succceded Rosebery who resigned out of pique in 1896. The Liberal party
suffered much at that time from prima donna leadership, Campbell-Bannerman, a
cautious Scot, was a welcome contrast.

® Balfour Papers, quoted, Dennis Judd, Balfour and the British Empire (1968), 201.
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which produced a lasting settlement of the Irish land problem. It
was alto the culmination of the policy of ‘killing Home Rule by
kindness’. Here it failed but that merely illustrates the truth which
escaped the Conservatives though not Gladstone, viz, that nations,
rightly or wrongly struggling to be free, are not going to be stopped
by economic palliatives. To solve the Irish land problem was
worth doing for its own sake; it was not an answer to Irish
nationalism.,

Balfour, however, had his blind spots, and their effects on the
electoral fortunes of his party were considerable. It is fair to say
that this myapia was shared by nearly all his colleagues, although
Joseph Chamberlain, heir to another political tradition, was more
percipient. The religious clauses of the Education Act with their
effect on the Nonconformists, and the Chinese labour ordinance
with its effect upon the conscience of the middle class and the fears
of the working class were measures which Chamberlain regarded
with much misgiving. But Joseph Chamberlain was as blind as
anyone else in failing to see the need to do something about the
Judicial decisions reversing the interpretation of legislation
believed for a quarter of a century to safeguard the position of the
trade unions.

This neglect of working class interests gave a notable impetus to
the newly founded Labour Representation Committee, Along with
hOSl.lhtY to the Boer War and objection to the Education Act, it was
an important factor in bringing about a secret agreement con-
cluficd early in 1903 between Herbert Gladstone, the Liberal
Chief }Nhip, and Ramsay MacDonald, the secretary of the LRC.
tfhc gist of it was that, in return for a free run for LRG, candidates
1nsome thirty-five seats, the LRC would not attempt to split the
Z?U-Conservative vote elsewhere in England and Wales {the deal

id not :.zpply to Scotland). Despite the difficulties involved in
encroaching upon local constituency autonomy the arrangement
:;orked-\?nh Temarkable smoothness. It was tobe a vital feature of
Sc;:v sglftxcal scene for the‘next fifteen years. No doubt the Con-
morts ‘O?S tht.ﬂd have fost in 1906, whatever the electoral arrange-
many scat.ts er opponents; but they would not have lost by so
1010 1F 1 and they might have won the next election in January

81030 there had been no coordination between Liberals}and
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Labour. It is hard to belicve that the termination of the Liberal-
Labour pact in 1918 and the simultaneous revival of Conservative
fortuncs were cntirely coincidental. The clection of 1922 where
the Conservatives, with 5-5 million votes against the combined
Liberal and Labour total of nearly 8-5 million, nevertheless won
344 scats out of 615 shows how well they could do when their
opponents were cutting cach others’ throats.!

The desirability of reaching an agreement was enhanced by an
important new development in May 19og. To explain it we must
go back a year to the budget of 1902 when Hicks Beach, Chancellor
of the Exchequer, with some hesitation reimposed after a lapse of
thirty-three years the registration duty on imported corn. Hicks
Beach was a rigorous frce trader, and he had consented to thig
measure purely for revenue purposes. But at the Colonial Con-
ference in the summer of 1go2 the suggestion was made by Sir
Wilfrid Lauricer, the Prime Minister of Ganada, that a reciprocal
arrangement could be achieved if in return for a rebate on the
tariff on British manufactured goods entering Canada, the British
government were to remit the duty on colonial wheat cntering
Britain,

The notion of imperial preference had been in the air at least
since the last Ciolonial Conference in 1897, and Joseph Chamber-
lain had long been intrigued by its possibilities; but the snag
hitherto had been the non-cxistence of any British duties whose
remission could be expected to make the slightest difference.
Salishury resigned in July, and Hicks Beach took the opportunity
of rctiring along with his old chief. The Cabinet discussed the
matter during the autumn, and an interim decision was taken
in favour of a rcbate at the next budget. The new Chancellor,
C. T. Ritchie, however, made it clear that he objected and that he
reserved the right to argue the matter again nearer the day.

Chamberlain departed to South Africa, aware that Ritchie was
hostile, but legitimately confident that the Prime Minister and the
great majority of the Cabinet were on the other side. There is
something about the veld, its thin air, its glittering sky by night,

21t is fair {o point out that in this clection there was also a division within the
Liberal party itself between the Asquithians and the National Liberals who supported
Lloyd George, but I can only find five seats which can be said to have been won by the
Conservatives hecause of this split,
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its vast horizons by day, which goes to the head and makes t.he
problems of damp misty Britain appear small, remote and easily
soluble. In South Aftica Ghamberlain became even more con-
vinced that imperial preference was the only way in which the
empire could be welded into a closer unity and thus constitute 2
counter-balancing force to the great new continental powers, the
USA and Germany, which threatened the economic and military
security of the British seaborne empire. Moreover he saw in the
revenue to be obtained from the new duties a valuable source of
finance for social reform.

Political unity in the form of imperial federation, economic
unity in the form of a customs union, military unity in the form of
the integration of the colonial forces — Staatsverein, Zollverein,
Kricgsverein, to borrow the terms much in use at the time and
symbolic of the prestige of post-Bismarckian Germany — these
were the goals to be aimed at, Chamberlain was under no delusions
about the difficulties which would confront anyone who attempted
to reach them in a single stride, but he believed that a system of
reciprocal preferences would be an important step in the right
direction, and that a rebate on the corn duty would provide an
Opportunity to start such a system, What is more he believed that
the Cabinet had agreed to this step; that it would create a
precedent when similar requests came, as they surely would,
from other colonies; and that in this way without there being
atany single moment a clear confrontation between free trade and
protection, reciprocal colonial prefercnces would silently come
Into existence. The system once established would be for practical
purposes impossible to repeal, and the Liberals when they came
back into office would have to accept it.

A series of intrigues, misunderstandings and accidents frust-
rated this plan. The ahsence of any Cabinet minutes or written
record of its decisions compounded the confusion. Stiffencd
by the Treasury officials, Ritchie, who had ironically in earlier
dan been a sympathiser with the ‘fair trade’ movement,* became
an implacable opponent. Joseph Chamberlain’s absence from
England vwas disastrous, His son Austen, who represented him,

1 3 .
soo:f}}’é;;“:u‘; movement in the t8os for the introduction of retaliatory tariffs. Tt
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was a member of the Gabinet but felt himself too junior to make
trouble. Ritchie threatencd to resign if the Cabinet persisted in
remitting the duty on Canadian wheat. Balfour hesitated. Free
trade opposition in the Cabinet hardened. By the time joseph
Chamberlain returned, budget day was less than six weeks away.
To press the issue now meant a show-down. It would be for cither
him or Ritchie to resign. He thought the issue of the corn duty by
itself insufficient to resign on, and he was exhausted after his
visit to South Africa. His biographer, Julian Amery, quotes a letter
from Balfour to the Duke of Devonshire, describing Chamberlain
as ‘rather ill, rather irritable and very tired’. Amery goes on, ‘He
lacked the energy to mobilize his friends in the Cabinet. Accord-
ingly he declined Ritchie’s challenge. It may have been a fatal
mistake.’?

One can but echo Amery’s words. Confronted with a choice
between Ritchie and Chamberlain Balfour must have opted for
the latter. Chamberlain could have forced Ritchie’s resignation on
what might well have secemed to the public a narrow question. He
might thus have rallied the Cabinet behind him and committed
them to a policy of imperial preference. As it was, events went less
favourably. Ritchie presented his budget in a highly anti-pro-
tectionist tone of voice. On May 15 Chamberlain made a memor-
able speech at Birmingham, in which he challenged the whole of
the prevailing fiscal orthodoxy and posed the question of pre-
ference as a means of consolidating a great empire. He ended by
urging his audience ‘to consolidate an Empire which can only be
maintained by relations of interest as well as by relations of senti-
ment’. He went on:

And, for my own part, I believe in a British Empire, in an
Empire which, although it should be one of its first duties to
cultivate friendship with all the nations of the world, should yet,
even if alone, be self-sustaining and self-sufficient, able to main-
tain itself against the competition of all its rivals. And I do not
believe in a Little England which shall be separated from all
those to whom it should in the natural course look for support
and affection - a Little England which shall thus be dependent
1 Julian Amery, Life of Joseph Chamberlain (1969), V, 161.
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absolutely on the merey of those who envy its present prosperity,
and who have shown they are ready to do all in their power to
prevent its future union with the British race throughout the
world [loud and continued cheers].?

The speech produced a great sensation. At once it gained ?hc
support of two clements in the Unionist party: the antediluvian
figures who saw it as an attempt to reverse the repeal of the corn
faws — men like Henry Chaplin, ‘the Squire’, and the aged Lord
Halsbury; and, more welcome to Chamberlain, the younger
generation sceptical about free trade and imbued with imperial
enthusiasm. L. S. Amery, later to be a prominent Conservative
minister in the inter-war years, describes how the morning after
the speech he was as usual working in the offices of The Times on his
history of the South African War when Leo Maxse, the combative
owner and ecditor of the right wing National Review, burst in.
‘Seizing both my hands in his he waltzed me round the room as he
poured forth a pacan of jubilation at the thought that, at last,
there was a cause to work for in politics.” People took these things
more scriously than they do now. It is hard to imagine anything
which would provoke similar excitement today. “The Birmingham
speech,” wrote L. §. Amery, ‘was a challenge to free trade as
dircct and provocative as the theses which Luther nailed to the
church door at Wittenberg.’®

This was true, but it was also the key to the difficulties that
followed. There was no longer any hope now of sliding preference
in by the back door as a minor gloss on free trade orthodoxy.
Instead there was a confrontation, If the Birmingham specch
rallicd some sections of the Unionist party, it also infuriated others,
and it Jed straight to a complicated Cabinet crisis in September,
the cause of much subsequent controversy which needs no analysis
hered The upshot was that Chamberlain retired to campaign, with
anlfoxfr‘s blessing, for tariff reform from outside the Cabinet, while
Ritchic and the free traders® whom Balfour regarded as having

ibid, V, 29. L. S. Amery, My political life (1953), 1, 238, 3 ibi ,
At;z;’;’t vr;osctxt‘:u\t!}:o;}?-u&cs .account which xupcéeég 52\312 p;cv?ous onéb:':l'i::?ulian

% The others were Lord Balfour of Burleigh (no relation of i ini
Lord Gearge Hamitton amd Artar Ellice " ¢ on of the Prime Minister),

N
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intrigued against him were in effect dismissed. Balfour hoped to
retain the Duke of Devonshire in spite of his free trade predilec-
tions. He thought hc had succeeded, and when Devonshire
resigned two wecks later on a hair-splitting interpretation of one of
Balfour’s specches but really under pressure from the other free
traders, he was not only very angry but, unusually for him, dis-
played his anger? in a withering letter to the unfortunate duke.

Balfour had wanted to get rid of Ritchie and his group. He
would ideally have retained both Chamberlain and the duke. But
he saw that he could not kecp both, and he had agreed to let
Chamberlain go on the assumption that the duke would stay. He
had now lost the duke too and his reconstructed Cabinet seemed
light in weight compared with the ministry he had inherited the
year before. What was more the fiscal debate had become a
wider one. Tariffs could be used for other purposes than preference.
Therc was the possibility of retaliatory tarifls which Balfour
himself favoured and which raised no question of dear food.
Joseph Chamberlain himself conceded publicly that food taxes
were not a practicable proposition for the moment. His object
in resigning was to have a frce hand for a great campaign to
convert the electorate to the need for them. Thus the Unionist party
spoke discordantly and with many voices.

All this was grist to the Liberal mill. The party began to close its
ranks, and Labour, alarmed at the prospect of the ‘little loaf’, was
determined to implement their bargain with the Liberal managers.
All the evidence suggests that nothing was more disastrous to his
party than Joseph Chamberlain’s campaign for tariff reform.
The attack on free trade alienated Whitchell, for the whole
weight of Treasury orthodoxy was against protection in any
form. It alienated the economists—only four of any standing were
in favour of it. Far morc important it frightened a great section of
the working class to whom cheap food had becn a much cherished
boon for the last quarter of a century and it annoyed the middle
class rentiers who saw the prospect of a reduction in the purchasing
power of their fixed incomes. It split the Conservative party from

1 The only other occasion that I can find was during the Parliament Act crisis of
1911 when he considered that he had been seriously misled by Lord Knollys, one of the
king’s private sccretarics. Sce Kenncth Young, Arthur James Balfour, 301-8.
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top to bottom, creating a disastrous appearance of vacillation
and dissension. Finally, it united the Liberals .who. had bee.n
hitherto hopelessly divided on all the main political issues. This
is quite an achievement for any campaign.

Moreover, it did not stop at the election of 1906. At the be-
ginning of the controversy in June-July 1go3, the Chamber-
lainites numbered about 130 MPs, and their all-out opponents, the
Unionist Free Traders, were about 6o, But the Tariff Reform
League was in every way a more effective body than. the Free
Food League which tried to combat it. The latter was little more
than a parliamentary group. The former operated on the grass
roots of politics ~ and with great ruthlessness; by the time of. the
1906 election it had some 300 Unionist constituency organisations
under its control. The tariff reformers lost the election but trium-
phed in the party. Of the 157 Conservatives returned 109 were
out and out tariff reformers and only 16 were Free Traders. The
remainder adhered to a subtle Balfourian compromise which
however, leaned far nearer to protection than free trade. Balfour
in the new parliament moved rapidly closer to tariff reform. By
1910 the tarifl reformers had completely captured the party, and
Lord Hugh Cecil, appropriately elected for ‘the home of lost
causes’, Oxford University, was almost the only Unionist Free
Trader in the House.

The historian should frankly admit when he is baffied. The
success of tariff reform within the party is something of a puzzle,
given its total failure outside. One can see the reasoning behind it —
ultimately uneasiness at Britain’s world role; fear of the rise of the
great land-based continental powers, America and Germany;
helief that an imperial economic union would lead to an imperial
federal union like the German Rollverein; a conviction that Britain
as a small island (or, rather, two islands) must fall behind in “the
race’ — a race whose goal then as today was never exactly specified
~ whereas Britain at the head of a great politically united empire
could hold her own, Tt was certainly not an ignoble ideal, though
its proponents gravely underestimated the obstacles they would
have had to face even it they had managed to convert the British
clectorate. Forexample tarifl reform ignored India and, even in the
White Commonwealth for which it was essentially designed, cut
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far less ice than Joseph Chamberlain supposed. Indeed the trend
in the empirc was centrifugal not centripetal: first, its white
European settlers, later its brown Asians, finally its black Africans
sought nothing so much as the creation of nation states virtually
independent of Britain though perhaps not unfriendly to her.
That was the lesson they learned from Europe, not imperial
federation.

One can also see the force which a new and clear policy hadina
party which from 1902 was tired and running out of ideas -
especially if that policy was championed by the most dynamic
figure on the political scene. Joseph Chamberlain more than most
politicians loved power rather than status. Hence his taking the
Colonial Office in 1895. Hence his ready acceptance of the impos-
sibility of his succeeding Salisbury as Prime Minister. Hence too
too his ruthless determination, his harsh methods, the whiff of
sulphur which hangs about so many of his actions. It is easier tobe
unscrupulous for a cause than for oneself.

But what baffles one is the persistence of the party in a cause
that was politically so calamitous. True, it began well. The first
by-elections in which ardent tariff reformers put the matter to the
test were held at the end of 1903. At Dulwich Rutherfoord Harris,
one of the shadiest of Rhodes’s coadjutors over the Jameson Raid
and a man who had been censured for electoral malpractices in
1900, came head of the poll. If tariff reform could get someone
like that into the House it looked at any rate electorally promising.
But in 1904 the tariff reformers fared disastrously at by-elections.
Morcover, the question was dividing the party far more seriously
than the feuds over the pro-Boers and the Liberal League had ever
divided the Liberal party.

The old guard, the traditional landed classes, were split. Some
detested protectionism, seeing in it not only economic disaster but
an unsavoury attitude to life. Lord Robert Cecil told Balfour that
he objected to the tariff reformers’ ‘whole way of looking at things.
It appears to me utterly sordid and materialistic, not yet corrupt
but on the high road to corruption.’! Others, with a certain
nostalgia for the old high protectionism before 1846, supported
tariff reform. If the driving force came from the representatives

1 Brit. Mus. Add. MS. 49737 (Balfour Papers), Cecil to Balfour, January 25, !906-
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of heavy industry the fact remains that Chamberlain did notlack
patrician allies, But his movement alienated some of the oldest' and
most respectable Unionists, Hicks Beach, Lord George Hamilton
and the Duke of Devonshire. It also drove out some of the bright
young men, ‘the Hughligans’ as they were called after Lord Hugh
Cecil, a sort of Fourth party. The most famous of them was Winston
Churchill who crossed the floor of the House in 1904. The Cecils
remained ~ but were frustrated and discontented.

In spite of these palpable snags the persistence of the tariff
reformers is perhaps explicable till 1go8. After all, no one could
really tell what would happen at the election. After 1906 it
becomes harder and harder to understand. The cause had surely
been an obvious vote-Joser and yet it gained ground steadily even
after its high priest had been paralysed by a stroke. Tariff reform
was a major factor in pushing the party into rejecting the 1909
budget in the House of Lords, Thus, just at the moment when the
record of the Liberals was producing a strong pro-Conservative
swing, the party played into the enemy’s hands. The elections of
1910 did, it is true, improve the Conservative position and were 2
disappointment to the Liberals. But this owed nothing to tariff
reform, as Balfour seems to have seen, for he undertook, if returned
at the December ejection, 1o submit tariffs to a referendum before
bringing in legislation. And, although after the loss of the election
the undertaking could be argued to have lapsed, his successor,
Bonar Law, a far keener tariff reformer, felt obliged to renew the
promisc in 1913 (though in the form of a second clection rather
than a referendum).

Yet tariff reform remained an article of fajth in the party. Like
Clause 4 in the Labour Constitution it scemed irremovable, in
spitc of its obvious unpopularity with the public. When in 1922
Bonar Law renewed his pledge of 1913 the Conservatives won their
first election since 1900, When in 1923 Baldwin asked for a man-
date for tariffs he lost. In 1924 the party abandoned tariffs and
won. In 1930 a row about tarff nearly drove Baldwin out of the
leadership. When at last in 1932 their huge majority enabled
them to carry a moderate tanfl which Neville Chamberlain
prol:csscd to regard as the fulfilment of his father’s ideals, it was in
reality not tariff reform in the old sense at all, Imperial federation
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had long been as dead as the proverbial dodo. Seldom has a party
persisted so Jong in such an unpromising cause. It almost gives
credibility to the notion that there can be such a thing as a
political death wish, improbable though that must seem amidst
the normal wholesome pragmatism of British politicians,

3

The general clection of 1906 was the most disastrous defeat that
the Conservative party sustained in the whole of our period -
worsc even than 1832 when they only held 185 seats. In 1906 the
Unionists sank to 157.1 In Britain excluding Ireland they only
secured 44 per cent of the popular vote.* If we look at Henry
Pelling’s ‘regions’ which, counting Wales and Scotland but not
Ireland, amount to fifteen, the extent of the defeat is no less
striking. In 1885 when the Conservatives did badly they had a
majority of the popular vote in four out of the fifteen, in 1895
eleven, and in 19oo ten including Scotland. But in 1906 they were
in a minority in all but one, the West Midlands. They were even
out-voted in such normally impregnable fortresses as South-East
England (114 secats), London (57) and Lancastria (76), in all of
which they had a majority of the popular vote in 1885.

Until more workis done — and it is being done — on psephological
history, one cannot be at all sure about the causes of this collapse.
Indeed, even when it has been done, we may still be uncertain, for
one cannot conduct political market research into the opinions of
the dead. One can analyse the programmes of the parties, investi-
gate their lines of attack and defence, read the newspapers — the
Harmsworths and the ‘heavies’ ~ ascertain what the whips, the
party managers and even the local constituency agents believed to
be the causes of success or failure, but one cannot be sure just
what swayed the voters. It is hard enough to understand con-
temporary elections — with all the devices of opinion polling at our
disposal. How much harder to discover the truth about elections
long vanished into the dusty archives of the past.

1 Conservatives 132, Liberal Unionists 25 or on another mode of analysis, Chamber-
lainite tariff reformers 109, Balfourians g2, Unionist Free Traders 16.

% As calculated in Henry Pelling, Social geography of English elections 1885-1910
(1967), 415. The book is a mine of information.
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Statistically the way in which the Conservatives lost is clear
enough. They were swamped by a big rise in the number of
Liberal or Labour voters. Their own vote per opposed candidate,
¢. 4,300 was much the same as in the 1goo election, but the Liberal
vote shot up by over 25 per cent from ¢. 4,100 to ¢. 5,200, This
suggests, though it does not prove conclusively, that the turnover
of seats was not caused by a mass conversion from Conservatism
to Liberalism but because a large number of people who had
abstained in 1900 were stirred to vote for the Liberals or — if one
prefers it — against the Conservatives five and a half years later,
The result was all the more devastating in terms of seats owing to
the bargain between Liberals and Labour,

We can at least make some plausible guesses at the causes of
the landslide. It is clear, if only from the collapse of Conserva-
tive support in Lancashire and in the poorer districts of London,
that a great number of working class voters declared against the
Conservatives, and that their effect was particularly potent
because of the Lib~Lab pact. It is reasonable to surmise some of
the causes that were operating: the trade unions’ grievance over
the decisions in the Taff Vale case and the case of Quinn v.
Leathem; *Chinese slavery’ with all that it implied; ‘the big loaf and
the little loal’ — the fear that tariff reform would lead to dearer
food; party discord on the fiscal question; general exhaustion after
fcn years in office, which was perhaps reflected in a lower quality
in public debate compared with the Liberal leaders — especially
after the departure of Chamberlain.

i Itis a moot point how far these or other issues cost the Conserva-
tives t.hc loss of middle class support too. The ‘Nonconformist
Conscience’ which characterised a section of both the middle and
the working class was certainly affronted by ‘Chinese slavery’ for
reasons besides emigration and the commedity view of Iabour,
Itis a]s? true that the Nonconformists were incensed by Balfour's
iil;c:;?{l, ‘:At:t;i 'I;hc theory has been z}dvanced that from 1886
JURden, tlcr;c ri tu:lg ﬁfvay from the Liberal party, and t'hat the
otlin dg) n)(’) t sversc t }115 trc}nd. Yet the researches of .Pellmg and
Britain sorpn xr;x(;grgest tkatd Im 1906 th}z Nonc'onformlst areas of
et o indccdgth ¢ markedly to the Liberal side than anywhere

¢ Contrary is true; nor for that matter does there
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seem any clear evidence that there had ever been a major move
away from the Liberals in 1886. The electoral consequences of the
Education Act were perhaps exaggerated by tariff reformers in
search of a scapegoat. The place where the Act provoked greatest
wrath was Wales, and it was difficult for Wales to be much more
Liberal than it already was.

Nevertheless, setting aside nonconformity which was anyway
on the decline, we can still discern a considerable middle class
swing away from the Tories. It was nearly 15 per cent in the richer
London constituencies, and these figures could be matched
elsewhere. To what extent was the swing the signal of an intellec-
tual revolt by what are sometimes called the opinion-forming
class against current orthodoxies? Of course the middle class is not
coterminous with the intellectuals. Far from it. But it includes
them, and one or two figures may suggest that something of the
sort was happening.

For instance, the universities which in both Scotland and
England normally returned Conservatives or Liberal Unionists
unopposed showed at least signs of a move in the other direction.
True, even in 1906 no contest took place in Oxford University;
and in Cambridge the battle was between different sorts of Con-
servative. But a Liberal nearly won London - only losing by 26
votes; and in both Glasgow and Edinburgh there were contests
for the first time since 1880, though the Liberals did not win, or
indeed do as well as their forbears a quarter of a century earlier.

A rebellion by the intellectuals usually accompanies and prob-
ably in some measure causes a great political shift, a major loss of
central ground, such as evidently occurred at this time. One can
compare the anti~-Conservatism of the intelligentsia in the 1930s
and early 1940s, the swing the otherway in the late 1940s and early
1950s, and the reversal in its turn of that trend in the early 1960s.
If a party is to have a broad base of political power it needs the
support of at least a section of the intellectuals, It is clear that from
the fall of Pecl to the early 1870s their predominant sentiment was
Liberal, but it was beginning to change in the late 1870s. In his
analysis of the ‘Atrocitarians’ -in 1876-7 Dr Shannon! shows
how the intelligentsia divided, and lists the formidable figures who

1R, T. Shannon, Gladstone and the Bulgarian agitation 1876 (1963), 211-20.
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were sceptical or positively hostile to the agita'tion - Fitzjafnes
Stephen, Frederic Harrison, Matthew Arnold, Sir Henry Maine,
George Eliot, and Richard Congreve, the apostle of Comte.

IF this Joss of intellectual support for Gladstonian Liberalism
was apparent as early as that, it was even more obyious ten years
Jater. J. L. Hammond shows® the extent to which Gladstone
stood alone in the intellectual world in his attitude to the Irish
question, The tide was going in the Conservative direction from
then onwards, OF course it was not a smoothly flowing surface,
There were many eddies and cross-currents, But throughout the
18gos the ‘pational idea’, the concept of empire linked with
sociat reform, the decline of nonconformity, and much else, com-
hined to give the Conservatives a preponderance, though not of
course a monopoly, in the world of thought and literature. Even
the Webbs believed around the turn of the century that they had
more chance of getting their ideas accepted by gradual permeation
of the Couservative establishment than by converting a Liberal
party still haunted by the ghost of Gladstone.

Yet all this changed quite suddenly, No doubt many things
combined to do it. One of them was the temporary disappearance
of the Trish question. This was bound to be a good thing for the
Liberals. Home Rule was always unpopular in England. True, it
had not been an issue in rgoo either, but the Conservatives thenhad
all the assets of the ‘patriotic cry’ in wartime. These had vanished
long before 1906, and in so far as they were remembered had
become positive labilities. Fear of Home Rule might have been a
cz}rd to‘ playnow. Indeed, Balfour played it by resigning rather than
dissolving, in the hope that Campbell-Bannerman would find that
g‘;‘;;cnlztﬂfzrf;cztei such divisions 1:n the Liberal party that he
Liberals relomot %r Vergr;u;nt. Nothing of‘ the sort ccc.urred. The
any casé , om Gla stonc: were sick of the subject, and in

John Redmond, Parnell’s successor as leader of the Trish
Pag}’, undertook not to press it in the next parliament.
stemmed from the Jams Rn}ent with the 1mpet_~1a1 idea’. This
outraged thr e ameson md‘ and.tbc S?uth African War., Both
g ! onscience of the intelligentsia, and in the not very
In that great historical work, Gladstone and the Irish nation {1938).
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long run affected a much wider range of public opinion. The
Jameson Raid in particular looked fishy from the start. It was
widely suspected to be a conspiracy — and rightly, though it was
to be many years before the full facts emerged. What is more it
was a conspiracy that did not come off. Perhaps the British politico-
administrative system is naturally unreceptive to conspiratorial
methods. Sixty years later ‘Suez’ emphasised the point, and had
something of the same immediate effect on the moral sensibilities
of the intellectuals and the same delayed effect on the political
fortunes of the party then in power. We can perhaps compare the
election of 1goo with that of 1959: the patriotic idea prevailed over
the ‘Nonconformist conscience’. But the adverse delayed effects
upon the Conservative party were seen in 19o6 even as they were
to be seen sixty years later in the elections of 1964 and 1966.

4

The Conservative party machine had worked without any serious
criticism under Salisbury, but this halcyon period came to an end
soon after 1go2. There was a new Chief Whip, Acland Hood, who
seems to have lacked the drive of his predecessors, and in 1gog
Middleton retired. It is a moot point whether organisational
trouble is a symptom or a cause of party decline — perhaps a bit of
both. At all events it is often an accompaniment. From 1876 to
1885, when the Conservatives lost two successive clections, the
machine was working stiffly and erratically. In the next seventeen
years the party won four out of five elections, and all seemed
smooth and harmonious. But the ensuing decade which saw the
loss of three elections running was marked by acute dissension,
much recrimination and a major reorganisation.

The trouble basically stemmed from Joseph Chamberlain’s
tariff reform crusade. He determined to capture the National
Union and his bid to do so was much more formidable than Lord
Randolph’s twenty years earlier. Chamberlain had a clear cut
policy which everyone could understand; Churchill had not.
Morcover, Chamberlain from long experience of the Liberal
Caucus, was a past master at the art of mass organisation — a real
professional; whereas Churchill for all his genius on the platform
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was a mere amateur at the game. Chamberlain’s path was perhaps
eased by the decision of Middleton’s successor, Perceval Hughes,
not to take on the honorary secretaryship of the National Union.
By the autumn of 1905, the tariff reformers had captured that body
cntirely, but they did not control the Central Office which remained
a bastion of Balfourism.

The débicle of 1906 led to a move towards intra-party demo-
cracy which alarmed Balfour. Chamberlain in February insisted
on a meeting of peers, MPs and candidates to decide the party
line on tariffs. Balfour reluctantly gave way. "If you desire it a Party
Meeting must he held,” he wrote. But he revealingly continued:

There is no case in history, as far as I am aware, in which a
YParty Mecting has been summoned except to give emphasis and
authority to a decision at which the Party have informally
already arrived; still less is there an example of a vote being
taken at such a meeting,

Rather than risk such a perilous democratic precedent he decided
to move towards Chamberfain’s position. Hence the correspon-~
dence known as ‘the Valentine Letters,” which, thoughitmarked a
major concession to Chamberlain, at least obviated the need for a
vate,

Chamberlain genuinely disclaimed any ambition for the leader-
ship; he was seventy, and he was well aware that the same ob-
stacles stood in his way which had barred his path to 10 Downing
Street in 1902. Nevertheless no one can be sure what would have
happened but for the stroke which reduced him to a semi-
parAaIyScd and incoherent wreck of his former self. It is hard to
bchc.\'c that there was not in this personal tragedy an element of
reprieve for Balfour, even although both tariff reform and the
demand for mare democracy in the party continued to go ahead.
The National Union successfully staked a claim to control pro-
paganda and speakers, and to give its constituency branches com-
plete autonomy in the chojce of candidates. Balfour preferred to
Concentrate on opposition to Liberal legislation but against his
Wll.l was forced into a more and more acquiescent attitude to
tanﬁ: reform which its supporters boosted as a positive’ policy.
Tacticalty Balfour was entirely right. Modern party history
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strongly suggests that clectorates vote against the government
not for the opposition, and that the fewer the hostages it gives to
fortune the better. But this did not inhibit the ardent tariff
reformers in the least.

The consequences of the insanc decision to reject the budget of
190g in the Lords added new discords to the party. Balfour
cannot be acquitted of blame here. There is nothing to suggest
that he doubted its wisdom or tried to restrain the backwoods-
men. At first the budget had a healing effect, for both the tariff
reformers who might in some ways be regarded as the left wing of
the party — one should not forget the connection of fiscal policy
and social reform — and the old guard who disliked what they
called ‘confiscatory’ legislation were united in their indignation
with Lloyd George. But the repercussions of their rejection of the
budget had a more divisive effect than ever, and the struggle
between the Hedgers and the Ditchers over the Parliament Act
was to unseat Balfour himself and produce a major convulsion in
the party.

Why did such a balanced man as Balfour see nothing objec-
tionable in this use of the House of Lords ? Deep in the subconscious
mind of the party was a sense of prescriptive right to rule, incul-
cated by twenty ycars of domination after 1886. This was an
crror that neither Disraeli nor Derby would have committed.
The most revealing remark of all was made by Balfour just after
his personal defeat in Manchester in January 1906. It is the duty of
everyone, he said, to ensure that ‘the great Unionist party should
still control, whether in power or.whether in opposition, the
destinies of this great Empire’. If this proposition is taken litcrally
it is a denial of parliamentary democracy. Indeed many Con-
servatives behaved as if the verdict of 1906 was some freak aber-
ration on the part of the electorate and that it was their duty,
through the House of Lords, to preserve the public from the con-
sequences of its own folly till it came to its senses.

It is worth noting en passant that the whole parliamentary process
was beginning to be questioned to a degree unparalleled for two
centuries. This was especially so on the Right. For the public did
not ‘come to its senses’ in 1g910. Indeed the elections left 2 classic



DEFEAT AND RECOVERY 190222 191

sitnation of the sort which discredits the system. The two great
parties were virtually equal, but the Irish Nationalists, holding the
balance of power, were in a position to bargain with the govern-
mment. In return for swatlowing their own distaste for the budgetand
thus keeping in office Asquith who had succeeded Campbell-
Bannerman in 1908, the followers of Redmond, so the Tories
argued, insisted on a constitutional revolution for which there was
no mandate. With the powers of the House of Lords clipped, they
could blackmail the government into passing a Home Rule Bill
which would have been decisively rejected by the popular vote on
a referendum, the more certainly since it involved the coercion of
the Protestant loyalists of Ulster. Now indeed was the moment
for the Conservatives to play the Orange card, and, under their
new leader Bonar Law, himself an Ulsterman, they played it for
all it was worth, straining the constitution to the uttermost limits.
There are many signs in the years before the First World War
that parliamentary democracy was in trouble. Basically the reasons
were the same as in the 19305 and 1g6os. The nation was con-
fronted with problems and uncertainties that seemed incapable of
resolution: in the 1960s the balarice of payments and the decline of
empire; thirty years eaclier unemployment and a resurgent Ger-
many; fity years earlier Ireland, defence, the suffragettes,
mﬂ}tant trade unionism. There was a hankering for Caesarism,
which goes far to explain the extraordinary adulation in some
quarters of Milner as a ‘strong man’ who could somehow put
things right,
There was also a hankering for coalition, another symptom of
breakdown. In March 1910 Lioyd George was flirting with the
idea of a ‘Government of Business Men® under his leadership — the
}hcn equivalent, presumably, of Lord Robens’s soon forgotten
Great Britain Ltd? The idea of coalition was further stimulated
by the inter-party truce following the death of King Edward and
the a?ortive efforts to reach agreement over constitutional reform.
:'?st?;zilti};i:;:itoicily allowed Llc:yd George to discuss with Balfour
Lords, tadiis anfiry com;.)ro.rmse px:optfsal.s on Home Rule, the
Auste;x Char;xberlaizonfs‘cngngn" It is significant t.hat Churchill,
tined to e Tnos 41 s Y. B, Smith and Balfour himself, all des-
¢ last ditch supporters of the 1918-22 coalition, took
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this improbable proposal quite seriously. But Balfour in the end
vetoed it, observing with his hand on his head, ‘I cannot become
another Robert Peel in my party.’

These were also the years of Belloc and the Chestertons with
their ceaseless hammering of ‘the system’ and their disagreeable
streak of anti-semitism — partly a French importation, partly a
reaction to the great break-through of the rich Jewish financiers
into society and politics under the ecarlier patronage of Edward
VII. The Marconi scandal in 1913 gave it a notable impetus, and
seemed a demonstration of corruption in high places. This was a
gross exaggeration. Nevertheless, the indiscretions of which Lloyd
George and Rufus Isaacs were guilty would undoubtedly have
resulted in their political extinction today.! Asquith’s decision to
make Isaacs Lord Chief Justice only six months later still remains
scarcely credible. It inspired one of the greatest hate poems ever
written — Kipling’s Gehazi, and those who wish to catch the
envenomed flavour of the period cannot do better than read it.

The Conservative party did not, however, become an authori-
tarian party of the Right on the continental model. Its parlia-
mentary tradition was too strong. Yet it did undergo something of
an upheaval. On the organisational side Balfour felt obliged, after
losing two elections, to set up a committee under Akers-Douglas to
investigate the trouble. The result was the resignation of the Chief
Whip, Acland Hood, and the creation of a new office, that of
Chairman of the Party Organisation. The whip’s job of organising
the party both in and out of parliament was too much. In future he
would confine himself to the House, and the Principal Agentwould
be responsible to the leader through the chairman who would be
appointed by the leader and would be a member of parliament,
The first chairman, Sir Arthur Steel-Maitland, presented to
Bonar Law when he became leader in 1911 an alarming picture

1 The rumour was that Sir Herbert Samuel, Postmaster-General, Lloyd George,
Chaneellor of the Exchequer, and Sir Rufus Isaacs, Attorney-General, had corruptly
used information available to them as ministers to speculate in the shares of the Mar-
coni Company whose tender to build a chain of wireless stations over the empire had
been provisionally accepted by Samuel. Samuel was wholly innocent. Lloyd George
and Isaacs were cleared of corruption but the Conservative minority on the Select

Coramittee which investigated the affair stigmatised their conduct as ‘a grave impro-
priety’,
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of the incompetence and financial chaos which prevailed at the
Central Office — overlapping of functions, absence of records,
irregular accounts. ‘I was prepared for a lack of system but not
for what I found,” he wrote. The only consolation was that by
dint of mortgaging a year’s peerages in advance Acland Hood had
built up a ‘nest egg of over £300,000".1

Clearly reform was needed, and it was achieved. The National
Union and the Central Office were put into much closer harmony.
Even more important, the Liberal Unionist organisation was
amalgamated with the Conservatives. The National Union was
now known by the remarkably clumsy title of the National
Unionist Association of Conservative and Liberal-Unionist
Organisations. But despite this drawback the new system was
more cfficient than the old.

Meanwhile, a more important change occurred. Balfour
tesigned in November 1911, ostensibly on grounds of health,
really because his leadership, lang the subject of fierce criticism,
was being openly challenged by the formation of the Halsbury
Club which was clearly intended to perpetuate the split between
the die-hards and the moderates. In fact if not in form he was
pushed out, His resignation left vacant only the leadership of the
Commons, for, in accordance with usage, that of the whole party
now went into commission between the leaders of the two Houses,
as it had in 1881 after Disracli’s death. There was no exact pre-
cedent for the situation. The last time that the Conservative MPs
had independently clected a leader had been in 1846, and there
ltad been no opposition to Lord George Bentinck. All subsequent
leaders in the Housc of Commons began as virtual nominees of
2 peer who was the recognised leader of the whole party. Thus
Gfimby was chosen in 1848, Disraeli in 1849, Northcote in 1876,
ch.ks Beach in 1885, Lord Randolph Churchill in 1886, W. H,
Smith in 188y, and Balfour himself in 18g1.

Tl}c new Chief Whip, Lord Balcarres, had to manage the
election without the guidance of any written procedure. In the
event of more than two candidates standing, it was not clear
whether the winner would be the man who got a plurality or
“'{‘Clhcr there would be a second hallot with all but the top two

RobertBlake, The unknoten Prime Minister: the life of Andrew Bonar Law (1955), 100,
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climinated. It would not have mattered had there been an obvious
winner; but, far from this being so, there was evidently going to be
a close and bitter struggle between Austen Chamberlain and
Walter Long. Austen Chamberlain, son of Joseph, and Balfour’s last
Chancellor of the Exchequer, stood for the ‘progressive’ wing
of the party. Walter Long, a country squire of ancient lincage
though of sadly diminished estate, Chief Secretary for Ireland in
1905, represented the right wing and seemed to symbolise the old
‘Country Party’. The two men were personally on very bad
terms at this time. Matters were further complicated by Bonar
Law allowing his name to go forward, though no onc expected
him to get anywhecre near to the votes of the others. It was an
awkward situation for the time servers. One at least, Sir Samucl
Hoare, later Lord Templewood, solved the problem by pledging
support in advance to both Long and Chamberlain. But with the
best will in the world one cannot always get these things right.
He did not think it worth while to write to Bonar Law. In the end
the two principal contestants withdrew rather than face a battle
which would have shattered party unity even further, and the dark
horse, Bonar Law, whose campaign had been skilfully managed
by his friend, Max Aitken, was elected nem con.

Of course he was not such a dark horse as all that or he would
not have been a runner at all. He already had a name as a keen
tariff reformer and a hard-hitting debater. His social orgins, born
in New Brunswick son of a Presbyterian minister of Ulster origin,
cducated at Glasgow High School, in business as a merchant in the
Glasgow iron market, made him at first sight an incongruous
leader of the Tory party, perhaps not more incongruous than
Disracli, though for different reasons. He was morcover quite
indifferent to society, he had a Scottish accent, and his favourite
dict was chicken followed by milk pudding, which he washed
down with ginger ale. This melancholy tectotal widower must have
scemed a strange figure at a ducal dinner or at one of Lady
Londonderry’s grand receptions, but he met the needs of a demora-
lised party better than Balfour. It was a matter of style not policy -
bluntness, vigour and-invective, instead of dialectic, urbanity
and subtlety. Bonar Law also had the advantage of batting on a
better wicket. Irish Home Rule was disliked and the coercion of
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Ulster was indefensible on its merits. The party for the first tir{le
since 1900 could identify itself with the ‘national cause’, and its
greatest liability, tariffs, dropped into the background. Nor did
Bonar Law’s atavistic extremism over Ulster do him any harm.
In the prevailing atmosphere of violence and ill feeling it was
prohably respected rather than otherwise, and if the Conserva-
tives could have engincered an election in 1914 or 1914 on the
straight question of Ulster they would probably have won it.

Yet, whatever the errors of the Liberals, the fact remains that
the Conservatives were launched on a very perilous course. They
could not force an election. If the First World War had not broken
out in 1914, something like a unilateral declaration of indepen-
dence would have heen made in Ulster ~ and made, moreover
{unlike the case of Rhodesia) with the full backing of the leader of
the Conservative party and the vast majority of his followers. Tt is
hard to imagine a greater strain upon the tacit usages and con-
ventions which alone make possible the smooth working of the
British Constitution; an election fought, not on the merits of Home
Rule but on the constitutionality of the Conservatives’ behaviour
might well have gone against them,

5

The war was in some respects a boon politically to Asquith. The
government now had the asset of the ‘national’ cause. ‘Patriotic
opposition’ hamstrung the Conservatives. If the war had been
over quickly, i most of the fighting had been done by continental
ammies, if Britain’s role had been mainly naval, the Liberals
would have gained ground - and one should remember that many
people expected the war to be just like this. But when it became
?bwous that the war was not only going to be long but also to be
total’ - i, involve the mobilisation of all the resources of the
nation ~ fhc Liberals were fatally handicapped.
fasT'hcr? 15 no need to say much about war politics, despite their
£ Gnating dramas ax}d intrigues, because for the purposes of this
ccount of the changing fortunes of a political party, what hap-
pened can be stated fairly simply. On almost every issue that came

up Conservative tradition and ideology was better suited thar,
0
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Liberal to meet the needs of the hour. Conscription, ‘defence of
the realm’, Ireland, indeed all the necessities of a prolonged
war, tended to create doubts and divisions in the Liberals. After
all they were the party of liberty, and liberty is the first casualty of
war. They were the party of moral conscience — and that is another
casualty of war. They were the party of legalism, parliamentary
forms, constitutional propriety — and these also are casualties of
war. Then there was sheer pacifism and its watered down ver-
sion — belief in the evil of war and of any British government that
waged it. True, the pro-Boers had no analogy. There were no
Liberal pro-Germans. But the scruples, doubts, misgivings were
there. It was the Conservatives who before the war had been
anti-German, who had pressed for conscription, for greater
armaments, for a tougher foreign policy, for the French and later
the Russian alliance.

Asquith was far from being an extreme representative of Liberal
tendencies. But he was a quintessential Liberal deeply imbued with
the party traditions, leader of the party since 1908 — a position he
could have had ten years earlier — and in a sense guardian of its
conscience. His whole way of thought was one that found war in
its new, unprecedented and terrifying form profoundly distasteful.
He thus came to symbolise to the impatient men of action every-
thing that led to sloth and procrastination. It was inevitable that
he should be elbowed out. The 1915 coalition was the first step;
the Conservatives were now in office again but Asquith’s chilly
and jealous treatment of his former opponents Hoded no good for
the government lasting long. The convulsion of December 1916
and the emergence of Lloyd George cracked the Liberal party in
half. It was another step forward politically for the Conservatives,
who dominated the new coalition; but if Lloyd George had not
been prepared to act, the Liberals would have ceased altogether
to be a party of wartime government. There was no room now for
the ‘doves’. The ‘hawks’ were in the ascendant.

With Lloyd George the Caesarism, craved before the war by
some, really came into being. The business men and tycoons, the
Geddeses, Harmsworths, Beaverbrooks, Weirs poured in. It was
‘Great Britain Ltd’ with a managing director of formidable
power. Lloyd George was the nearest thing to a popular dictator
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since Cromwell and at times he treated parliament almost as
contemptuously. It was wholly appropriate that Milner, the
Cacsar mangué of the Right, should have been a member of the
new small war Cabinet to which in theory all power was now
given. The leading Conservatives, however sus.piciops, were
prepared to serve under a Prime Minister who, in spite of his
defects, was an indubitable fighter and who cared nothing for the
traditional Liberal shibboleths if they interfered with the remorse-
less prosecution of the war.

The continuation of the wartime coalition into peace has often
been criticised by historians ~ usually of Asquithian Liberal
persuasion. But at the time it scems to have been expected, and by
most people taken for granted, that the man who won the war
should try to win the peace. There is no sign among Bonar Law’s
papers of prolonged discussions or doubts among the top Tories
about the advisability of carrying on under Lloyd George’s
leadership. If the Conservatives had reason to do so from a party
point of view, it is also true that they had good reason to expect
that they would win an election on their own. The Liberals were
already decply divided. The Labour party had decided to strike
out as an independent force and cut loose from their alliance with
the Liberals maintained during the last three elections. The anti-
Conservative vote in the country was bound to be weakened by
these divisions. Even if the coalition had broken up, it is likely that
Conservatives would have won on their own, as they did in 1922
when the ‘Left’ was divided in this way.

Of course, with Lloyd George at their head, they were even
more certain to win in a landslide, and this was what happened at
the celebrated ‘coupon’ election? of 1918. But the motive behind
the continuance of the coalition genuinely seems to have been a
desire for national solidarity in the post-war years rather than
party calculation. The alliance with Lloyd George came near to
crystallising into permanency. In 1920 there was a serious move-
ment towards ‘fusion’, as it was called, between the national
{i.c. coalition) Liberals and the Conservatives. It came to a head

* 8o called becauwse Asquith thus described the Jjoint letter of Lloyd George and

Bonar Law endorsing coalition candidates. Tt was an ironical reference to the coupons
in war-time ration hooks,
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in March. Bonar Law was not enthusiastic but he would not have
blocked it. Lloyd George would have been the beneficiary. It
would have given him a real base, a party machine and party
funds. At the moment he had neither, for the Asquithians retained
control over what remained of the old Liberal organisation. But
he ran into opposition from some of the Coalition Liberal members
of the Cabinet, and he did not push the matter very hard.

It was a fateful decision or lack of decision. The chance did not
recur. The g5 Conservative back-benchers who had in March 1920
petitioned Lloyd George and Bonar Law would probably not have
done so even one year later, certainly not two. Disenchantment
with the Prime Minister began to set in almost at once. In the
grass roots of the Conservative party the coalition was unpopular
from the start, and was particularly disliked by the agents. Many
Conservatives had never trusted Lloyd George very far, and his
highly untraditional conduct of the premiership enhanced their
doubts. No one had ever in peace time behaved in a more ‘pre-
sidential’ manner. The Cabinet was habitually by-passed. At the
beginning of 1919 Lloyd George told Austen Chamberlain that,
because of their need to be present at the Paris Peace Conference,
he and Bonar Law were thinking of doing without the Cabinet
altogether. This may have been a joke; a sense of humour was not
Austen’s strong point. Nevertheless, Lloyd George behaved more
like 2 one man band than anyone else in the period, and when
things began to go wrong he was naturally the target for attack
to an even greater extent than a Prime Minister normally is.

Most governments drift into trouble after two or three years,
though they can often recover. But the adjustment of Britain to the
stresses of the post~war situation was bound to be particularly
difficult and to make the government particularly unpopular -
and this odium was bound to stick on Lloyd George whose
personal role was so conspicuous. Normally a Prime Minister can
rely on the loyalty of his party to counteract these trends. The
party has every reason to support its leader, to gloss over his errors,
defend his failings. Party members cannot turn against him while
he is in office without admitting a major error in having ever
chosen him. This is why it can be hard to remove a Prime Minister
even though he has become a palpable electoral liability.
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But the situation is quite different where the Prime Minister,
though heading a coalition, is not the leader of the majority
party in it. Then, success becomes the only criterion, and when
once success disappears, the majority party has every reason to look
clsewhere - to its own leader, or if he will not gratify them, to the
clection of a new one and the break up of an arrangement which is
no longer an asset. By the beginning of 1922 more and more
Conscrvatives were coming to think in just this way about Lloyd
George,
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Note

Regional strength of the parties

The general elections of 1910 are of some interest in assessing the geo-
graphical strength of the parties. Broadly speaking Liberals and
Conservatives scored roughly the same totals in England, Wales,
Scotland and Northern Ireland if these four countries are lumped
together. Asquith was enabled to carry on because he could rely on the
votes of some 40 Labour MPs and over 8o Irish Nationalists from the
south. But it is worth pursuing this analysis rather further. We can
concentrate on the election of January 1gro, for the figures of the
Deccember clection are almost identical. If we exclude Ireland, north
as well as south, the Conservatives won 254 seats, the Liberals
274, Labour 40. The Conservative strength lay in London (33 outofsg),
the rest of the south of England (107 out of 155), and the Midlands,
defined for this purpose as Hercford, Worcester, Warwick,
Northants, Lincs, Notts, Leicester, Stafford, Shropshire, Derby (49
out of 88). These arcas along with nine university scats account
for 198 out of 254, i.c., four-fifths of their total.

The Liberal strength was rather less concentrated than the Con-
servative, but there is a marked regional bias all the same. Of their
274 non-Irish seats they had 86 out of 154 in the north of England, 27
out of 34 in Wales, and 59 out of 70 in Scotland. These areas therefore
account for 172 out of 274 — just over three-fifths; and if we remember
that 29 out of the 40 Labour seats were also in these areas and that there
was as in 1906 a Lib-Lab anti-Conservative pact which at any rate in
England minimised the numbers of three-cornered contests, the weak-
ness of the Conservative party in northern England and the ‘Celtic
fringe’ becomes clear enough.

It is interesting to notice how this pattern has become crystallised in
the twenticth century. Whenever the Conservatives and their oppon-
ents, whether Liberal or Labour, are fairly near to equality it re-
appears. In 1929 the Conservatives won 111 out of 164 seats in southern
England (excluding London) and only 51 out of 171 in northern
England. In 1950, the corresponding figures were 144 out of 199 and
61 out of 169; in 1964, 157 out of 206, and 53 out of 167. The clections
of 1906 and 1945 are the only ones during this century where the
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Conservatives were out-voted in southern England.? The elections of
1900, 1924, 1935 were the only ones where they were not out-voted in
northern England.? Wales too has followed the pattern of 1g10. In a
close election the Conservatives have always been heavily beaten
there. In 1950 they only won 4 out of 36 seats, and in 1964 only 6.

The areas where change has occurred are Scotland where the
Conservatives never again did so badly as in December 1910 for, al-
though they rarely got a majority they managed much better than in
Wales; London where after a goodish run in the inter-war years their
fortunes have slumped since 1945 — only 12 out of 43 in 1950 and in
1964, 10 out of 42; and the Midlands where, again after flourishing in
the inter-war years, their numbers have fallen, 1959 being the only post-
war election in which they won a majority of seats there, 49 out of g6.

. * There have been ni
including that of rg70.

* I have excluded th Y
mal for obvious rcasomofc of 1918 and 1931 which must be regarded as highly abnor-

ncteen general elections in the twentieth century up to and



CHAPTER VII

The age of Baldwin
192240

I

In his study, The downfall of the Liberal pariy (1966), Dr Trevor
Wilson denies that the cause of the break-up of the coalition is to
be found in any of the usual episodes cited: the alleged sale of
honours by Lloyd George; the Irish Treaty of 1921 the failures
of the international conferences at Cannes and Genoa; or the
Chanak incident of September 1922 when Britain seemed to be on
the verge of an unnecessary war with Turkey. It s, he says, rather
to be sought further back in a basic lack of sincerity in the
alliance of the Conservatives with Lloyd George. In 1922 the
trouble was ‘not that by then the Prime Minister had become
a liability; he had simply ceased to fulfil any essential purpose’.
Perhaps Dr Wilson is right about Chanak. It was a last
straw, rather than a heavy piece of baggage. The crucial
moment when the guardians of the Conservative party’s
conscience — or at any rate of its independence which is perhaps
not always the same thing — declared themselves was in January
1922, nine months earlier. This was Sir George Younger’s public
denunciation of the idea of an early general election to be fought
on a coalition basis. His action was prompted by a report from
Sir Malcom Fraser, the Principal Agent, to Austen Chamberlain
who had been leader for nearly a year, owing to Bonar Law’s
resignation in March 1921 on grounds of health. Fraser reckoned
that the coalition would lose 100 seats and the Conservative
party would be split from top to bottom, if an immediate election
was held on a coalition basis, A month later Younger made
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another statement in reply to a speech of Chamberlain’s and
urged ‘a bill of divorcement’ to end the coalition.

The coalition was henceforth doomed. Such public dissension
between the party leader and the party chairman is unexampled
before or since. Moreover, there was no suggestion of Younger’s
resignation. It was clear that the party leader did not feel himsclf
in a position to force the issuc then. What remains extraordinary
is that after this Chamberlain should have readily agreed to
a coalition dissolution in the autumn without consulting the party
managers in advance. He must have realised the probability that
the National Union, due to meet on November 15, would declare
against the continuance of the alliance with Lloyd George.
Nevertheless, he acquiesced in the Cabinet’s decision on Septem-
ber 16 to hold an election as soon as possible, and only then
told the party managers. They were horrified. Younger, Fraser,
and Sir Leslie Wilson, the Chief Whip, protested strongly,
the latter informing Chamberlain that 184 constituency parties
had already proclaimed their intention of running independent
non-coalitionist candidates, though he conceded that some of them
were sitting on the fence.

It was only the threat of public repudiation by Younger and
Wilson that obliged Chamberlain to ‘consult the party’. But it
was, of course, a moot point exactly what this meant. Chamber-
Jain was determined not to put the matter to the National Union -
for which there would indeed have been no precedent. But then
there was no precedent for consulting the party at all on such a
matter. The body chosen in the end consisted of all Conservative
MPs, to which were added those members of the upper House who
werc in the government, but not the back-bench peers who
accepted the Tory whip. This proviso caused much umbrage for it
included a number of ‘placemen’ and kept out 2 body which
would certainly have been for the most part anti-coalition.
However, the peers were not allowed to vote, and so the exclusion
of the back-benchers made little difference. In any case the ver-
dict was conclusive — rejection of coalition by 185 to 88.* The

! Robert Rhodes James, Memoirs of a Conservative: §. C. L. Davidson’s memoirs and
papers 1910-37 (1969), 12g. There was one abstention. Mr James, who prints the
details of how everyone voted, is the first historian to produce the correct figures. For
some reason they were announced at the time as 187-87.
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most cloquent speech against Lloyd George was made by Stanley
Baldwin, President of the Board of Trade, who thus appeared for
the first time on the stage of history. The most important speech,
however, was that of Bonar Law whose attitude had been hitherto
unknown. His declaration against the coalition must have swung
many votes, Chamberlain at once resigned the leadership and
Lioyd George the premiership ~ his last gesture being a capital
imitation to his courtiers of his own reception as head of 2 delega-
tion from Wales begging a favour at 10 Downing Strect from
Bonar Law. He never held office again.

To say that Lloyd George ‘had simply ceased to fulfil any
essential purpose’, as far as the Conservatives were concerned
is to beg a number of questions. It may be true; but why, what
purpose, and who were the doubters? If Chanak was merely the
last straw, this docs not mean that the Irish Treaty ~ clearly a
bitter mouthful for the Conservative back benchers to swallow -
or the Honours scandal — a source of gossip and innuendo long
before it broke — counted for nothing in the increasing disenchant-
ment with the Prime Minister, Surely, they counted for a great
deal. Nor can one disregard Lloyd George’s private life. He has
been described as ‘the first Prime Minister since Walpole to leave
office flagrantly richer than he entered it, the first since the Duke
of Grafton to live openly with his mistress”.! These facts were well
known at the time, though they did not appear in print till quite
recently,

One can casily see the causes of the Conservative rebellion. It
was & matter of morality with Baldwin who in his speech at the
Carlton Club displayed a passion that threw a new light on his
c!\aractf:r. With Bonar Law it was a matter of party unity. He
islt‘xgc;‘\il l;xi I;‘I:)c):li Geor}gc.llr:i his sad, upn‘ght, world weary, gentle,
e, cbulliznt awazvn \1}2 :a. had an 1adm.mxbly deflatory .cﬁ"ect on
ture in !921’\%az’like taclvg’ezglottfsgni?r tc f;lleague- }\Ills chal:'
successor never carried thejsamc wel }?t a: dr?ﬂ} o 0];)“. T
Lloyd George would not have headcdg fo;' d?s 1tt y af%“a llf ﬂ;‘;
if Bonar Law had remained in office. Bonar L:xs ’erqlm ctalsl (c] ll
ton Glub was crucial. As an ex-1 d ‘f et of offien

an ex-leader of the party, out of office
*A.J. P. Taylor, Englisk history 191445, (1965), 74.
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solely for health reasons which seemed to be no longer applicable,
he was in a unique position to replace Lloyd George. Perhaps
the party would not have been wholly at a loss even if he had
failed to speak up. Curzon or Derby might have formed a govern-
ment, but neither of them had his authority. His speech settled
the fate of the coalition.

The real problem is not why the 185 members voted against
the coalition on October 19, 1922, at the Carlton Club, but why
the minority of 88 voted for it. Historians have not looked closely
enough at this side of the question. What, in other words, was
the motive force behind the Conservative coalitionists ? The answer
has to be sought in the rise of Labour. In dealing with the history
of any political party one has constantly to bear in mind the politi-
cal forces on the other side. A party’s fortunes for good or ill
depend as much on the example of its opponents as upon its own
exertions. The great post-war question mark was the Labour party.
Balfour had seen its significance as long ago as 1906. But the
importance of Labour had been hitherto masked by its role as an
appendage or satellite of the Liberals, and by the readiness of
a section of its leadership to join the war-time coalition. In 1918
the Labour party took a step which had very considerable long
term consequences. It not only adopted a specifically socialist
constitution, but it decided to break the pact with the Liberals
and strike out on its own. What was more, Labour did remarkably
well in the coupon election. The party fielded 388 candidates -
the previous maximum had been 81 — and secured 2-4 million
votes, 22 per cent of those cast. It is true that only 63 Labour MPs
were returned — not a startlingly larger figure than the 42 of
December 1910. But they had won on their own against all comers.
What was more, the party was clearly gaining ground between
1918 and 1922. They won no less than 14 by-elections ~ most of
them against coalition Liberals. In 1922 they were to secure over
4-2 million votes and over 140 seats.

The leading members of the traditional parties viewed this
progress long before 1922 with misgiving, made the greater
because of the extremist language of the Labour left, and because
of the widespread working class unrest exemplified by the strikes.
How was the Conservative party to cope with this danger?
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Broadly speaking, there were two solutions discussed. They
correspond to two views of the past role of the Conservative party.
Was it to be the Peelite solution — a cautious anti~‘movement’
alliance of property and order, making moderate concessions to
the forces of change? Or was it to be what many people believed ~
and still believe — to be the Disraclian solution -~ a direct appeal to
the working class over the heads of the bourgeoisie, a new form of
Tory radicalism? The practical form that this would take, as in
Joseph Chamberlain’s day, was tariff reform with a new emphasis
on protection for industry, and hence, it was hoped, reduction of
unemployment.

Tariff reform was simply not ‘on’, as far as the coalition was
concerned. The coalition Liberals were bound to oppose it.
Bonar Law fully recognised this and he had made no attempt to
bring it in. But as unemployment rose and economic conditions
became worse, pressure grew within the Conservative party for a
more radical solution. Baldwin adhered to this view. He had
entered parliament as 2 tariff reformer. Another leading exponent
was L. 8. Amery, though he was not yet in the Cabinet, being
Parliamentary Under-Secretary to Milner at the Colonial Office
till the latter retired in 1921, then Under-Secretary to the Ad-
miralty. Milner was himself an ardent supporter of tariff reform,
and indeed resigned partly from lack of sympathy in the Cabinet.

To‘ those of Milner's and Amery’s persuasion, Peelism as
practised by Lloyd George, Churchill, Birkenhead, Balfour and
Austen Chamberlain was the recipe for disaster. ‘Anti~Socialism
and the defence of the constitution,” writes Amery, were from the
very first the coalition policy.

But nothing could have been more short-sighted politically than
& purely negative policy. Such a policy could make no appeal
to the great mass of industrial workers who would be bound
sooner or ater to swamp the middle class once the issue was
interpreted as one between classes,

Where Amery was less than fair was in omitting the other side of
g;i lrOiof.}ixhomst_polic;t. It was not for nothing that Birkenhead had
e ¢ moving spirit in the Tory Social Reform Committec
belore the war. Tn fact the policy of the coalitionists was not
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purely negative. On the contrary, their plans on housing and
unemploymentinsurancewenta long way, in contemporary terms,
towards alleviating the hardships of the poorer classes — or would
have done, had they been properly implemented. The coalitionists
had a policy which combined all the most characteristic features
of successful Conservatism in the past, an appeal to the forces of
Jaw and order, an alliance of the small ‘c’ conservative classes,
defence of property, Treasury ecconomy, cautious piecemeal
social reform, a ‘patriotic’ foreign and imperial policy judiciously
tempered by liberal internationalism and respect for the League.
These indeced, with variations, were to be the general themes of
the policy that Baldwin in fact pursued after 1924 and again in
another coalition government after 1931. And in electoral terms
it was to be highly successful under him.

Why then did the coalition of 1918-22 founder as it did? The
answer is not that the Milner-Amery view converted the party,
although it certainly was held by some of the rebels, including
Baldwin at that time. What really caused the revolt was personal
distrust of Lloyd George. By 1922 this had become acute, as even
his allies recognised. For example, in October 1922 Balfour wrote
to his sister, “There is no doubt of course that L1.G is violently
disliked by great bodies of his fellow-countrymen.’ One might have
thought that this was a good reason, if only on practical electoral
grounds, for dropping him. To be violently disliked by great
bodies of one’s fellow citizens when an election is imminent seems
prima facie a drawback. But Balfour drew no such conclusion. The
coalition still scemed to him an essential means of coping with
post-war reconstruction and dealing with the Labour party,if only
because, like many of his colleagues, he could not believe that the
Conservatives on their own were capable of winning an clection.

There could be much argument about the justification of the
anti-Lloyd George view held by so many Conservatives. What
matters more in this context is its existence. Undoubtedly a large
majority of back-benchers felt profoundly antipathetic to him. If
he had changed places with Austen Chamberlain, as he offered
to do, the situation would have been different. But Austen was
too loyal, too gentlemanly ~ in a word, too unlike his hard,
ruthless, almost fanatical father - to accept. He once told Beaver-
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brook that tariff reform — his father’s panacca — had been all
his Jife a millstone round his neck. The coalition gave him a chance
to rid himsclf of the burden for a time: he welcomed this relief
and, onc of the most honourable figures in British twentieth-
century politics, he refused to show the slightest disloyalty to the
man who made it possible,

The coalition was overthrown by an alliance of overlapping
groups: die-hards who detested the Irish Treaty; middle-of-the-
road back benchers who believed that Lloyd George would be a
Liability at the next election; tariff reform enthusiasts who saw the
prospect of a new Tory-Radical break-through. They were heavily
backed by the party managers who rightly calculated on a straight
Conscrvative victory. It was very marginal in terms of votes,
only 38 per cent of the total, but in seats it was decisive - 354, @
majority of 77 over all other parties combined.

The attitude of Bonar Law is of interest. Like Balfour, like
Salisbury, he was actuated above all else by his determination that
the party should not be braken up. Hislate and genuinely reluctant
intervention at the Carlton Club was for this reason only. No one
had been more obedient to the concept of intra-party democracy.
His own clevation in 1911 had been essentially the product of an
clection, and not of a nomination. He returned to politics as a
fesult of a vote against his successor. He even refused to accept the
premiership till he had been formally elected as leader of the
Party - an unprecedented course of action and one which no
subsequent Conservative Prime Minister has felt himself obliged
to follow; neither Baldwin, Neville Chamberlain, Ghurchill, Eden,
Macmillan, nor Douglas-Home.

B'on'ar Law was faced with a difficult situation in spite of his
Mmajority. Most of the able and experienced Conservative politi-
clums foliowed Austen Chamberlain. “What is going to happen?’
the lobby correspondent of the ¥orkshire Post asked J. C. C. David-
son, ?onar Law’s intimate friend, just before the Carlton Club
meeting. ‘A slice off the top,” replicd Davidson. This was indeed
“’hﬁf happened. Bonar Law had to form what Churchill called a
}?;I:;:lfx: of ‘the sccond eleven’. A. J. P. Taylor may be a little
umw?‘:f;ylg’g" that “there had been nothing like it since Derby’s

“ 1o ministry of 1852°, but itwasnotavery distinguished
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body compared with its predecessor, and Bonar Law had
to rely heavily on the right wing of his party. The Cabinet con-
tained seven pecrs, including a duke and two marquesses, and there
was an almost Disracliesque touch in the representation of the
great houses of Cecil, Stanley and Cavendish, and the less great
but even more venerable house of Curzon: The coalition Con-
servatives - ‘Peclites without a Peel’, as they have been described ~
muttered crossly in the wilderness. But they accounted for most of
the talent in the party, and Bonar Law regarded it as one of his
main objectives to secure their return. He was tired and unwell,
and he envisaged handing over to Austen Chamberlain in a year
or two when feclings on both sides had had time to cool down.

But illncss, diagnosed in May 1923 as cancer of the throat,
compelled Bonar Law’s immediate resignation after only seven
months in office. This at once transformed the political situation.
It was too soon for Austen Chamberlain and his colleagues to be
acceptable to the rank and file of the party. The choice of a
successor was therefore confined to the second eleven. A great deal
has been written about the manceuvres which followed.? Today
there would be a party clection, but this procedure was only
introduced in 1965 by Sir Alec Douglas-Home. In those days the
accepted method of settling the succession lay in ‘soundings’ of
opinion by the king’s private secretary, Lord Stamfordham, The
matter was made more difficult because Bonar Law asked, in
view of his illness, to be excused from making any recommendation
himself to the king. His closest intimates were Lord Beaverbrook
and J. G. C. (later Viscount) Davidson.? Each favoured a different
candidate, Beaverbrook preferring Curzon for reasons which are
not wholly clear but which certainly did not include personal
admiration of the marquess, Davidson preferring Baldwin with
whom he was on terms of close friendship.

Colo.ncl Waterhouse, Bonar Law’s private sccretary, when
conveying Bonar Law’s resignation to the king on Sunday, May
20, gave a memorandum to Stamfordham which he said, accord-
ng to Starnfordham’s own note in the Royal Archives, ‘practically

'Sec Robert Blake, The gmbnou H tni .
Mensts of & Cumm"alx'vz’, Py nown Prime Minister, 516-28; and R. R. James,

. .
See p. 221, n. 1, for Davidson's career,
r
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expressed the views of Mr Bonar Law’. The memorandum which
is unsigned was prepared by Davidson and was a strongly worded
plea for Baldwin.! There is no internal evidence in the document
to suggest that it expressed Bonar Law’s views, According to Lord
Davidson it was written in fulfilment of a promise to give Stam-
fordham ‘thc point of view of the average back bencher in the
House of Commons’,2 and Waterhouse who never saw what was in
the sealed envelope which he handed to Stamfordham had no
authority to say that it representcd Bonar Law’s opinions.?
If this is so — and there is no reason to doubt Lord Davidson’s
word - then it is perhaps a pity that he did not sign the memoran-
dum, for in that casec Lord Stamfordham could not have been
misled ~ if he was misled.

The question arises whether in fact the memorandum did
correspond with Bonar Law’s views, even though no onc had any
authority to say that it did. Lord Davidson is inclined to think
that Bonar Law was in favour of Baldwin. He agrees that the
memorandum was an cxpression of his own views not Bonar
Law’s but says that ‘it was produced after several most intimate
talks with Bonar Law’.2 There is little doubt that Bonar Law, a sick
man under heavy sedation, was torn on the one hand by doubts
about a peer as Prime Minister — especially a peer of such peculi-
arly undemocratic demeanour — and on the other by a feeling that
someone of Curzon’s eminence and long service simply could not
be passed over. Moreover, Beaverbrook secms to have been
backing Curzon, partly no doubt from dislike for Baldwin but
partly because he believed that Curzon could reunite the party
whercas Baldwin could not — and the reunification of the party
was somcthing which he knew to be very dear to Bonar Law’s
lhicart.’ Bonar Law may well have said different things to different
people, but Davidson’s memorandum was, surely, a much clearer
and morc decisive recommendation than anything that Bonar
Law was prepared to make. To that extent Waterhouse, whatever
his motives, did misrcpresent the facts when he asserted that it
‘practically expressed the views of Mr Bonar Law’.8

* Tt was printed for the first time in Blake, The unknown Prime Minister, 520-1.
? James, op. cit., 151. 2 ibid., 150. 4 ibid., 163.
® ibid., 158-61. ¢ Sce ibid., 522 n.
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1t is, however, another matter to suggest that the final decision
was in any way affected. Lord Stamfordham, according to Lord
Derby who had it from the king himself, advised the king to send
for Curzon.! So the memorandum evidently did not convert
Stamfordham, The king, as is well known, decided for Baldwin,
and everything suggests that he was influenced above all else by
the fact that Curzon was 2 peer. His strong inclination to keep the
premiership in the Commons was heavily reinforced by the advice
of Balfour whom he consulted as an ex-Tory Prime Minister and
the leading elder statesman of the party. Balfour was staying with
friends in the country but he hastened to London on Whit Mon-
day, May 21, to give his advice to Stamfordham. We know that he
privately had long regarded Curzon with a mixture of dislike and
contempt. He was, however, careful to say nothing personally
detrimental. He merely pointed out that a Cabinet already over-
weighted with peers would be open to even greater criticism if
one of them actually became Prime Minister; that, since the
Parliament Act of 1911, the political centre of gravity had moved
more definitely than ever to the Lower House; and finally that
the official Qpposition, the Labour party, was not represented at
all in the House of Lords.

Balfour returned that evening to the house party at Shering-
ham in Norfolk, where he was staying, The story is well known
that onc of the ladies there asked him, ‘And will dear George be
chosen? To which he replied, ‘No, dear George will not.”2 The
continuation of the dialogue is not so well known. To understand
the point one should bear in mind the Christian name of Curzon’s
very rich first wife, Grace Leiter. The guest who had asked the
question went on, ‘Oh I am so sorry. He will be terribly disappoin-
ted.’ Balfour replied. ‘I don’t know. After all, even if he has lost the
hope of glory he still possesses the means of Grace.”

There remains some mystery about these transactions, and i
may be that further details will emerge. But it is clear the principa)
reason for the choice of Baldwin was the difficulty of having a peer
as Prime Minister. There is no reason to think that Curzon could
di;l;:mdolph Churchill, Derby, king of Lancashire (1959), 503, quoting Lord Derby's

* Winston Churchill, Great Confemporaries, 287, 3 Private information.
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not have formed a government, but there is every reason to think
that the king’s choice coincided with the choice which would have
been made by the party if there had existed an appropriate
eclectoral machinery for making it. According to Baldwin’s
biographers, Stamfordham was told on the Tuesday morning
by Sir Stanley Jackson, the chairman of the party, that all the
constituency agents were cabling their support for Baldwin, and
Jackson himself, though personally respecting Gurzon, believed
that on a free vote he would not be supported by more than fifty
Conservative MPs.!

There can be little doubt that the king made the right decision.
Even if we set aside the constitutional point, Gurzon’s character
and public image made him a questionable candidate for the
highest post in the land. A man who when Viceroy of India was so
reluctant to delegate that he used to write out in his own hand and
personally place the cards of the guests at his immense dinner
parties lacked the ideal temperament for a Prime Minister. The
blow was bitter, and in a moment of despair he protested to
Stamfordham that Baldwin was a person of ‘the utmost insignific-
ance’, But magnanimity prevailed. He agreed to remain at the
Foreign Office and he made a generous speech proposing Baldwin
for the leadership of the party.

2

The choice of Baldwin was much the most controversial and
nicely balanced of the appointments made. to the premiership of
the Tory side during this period. Salisbury in 1885 is the nearest
parallel, but not very near. For closer comparisons one must look
more recently; Harold Macmillan in 1957, Sir Alec Douglas-
Home in 1963. The king’s decision was right, though not inevit-
able. Ifit had gone otherwise political history would not have been
the same. Baldwin would have missed his chance entirely. On the
assumption that Curzon would have died when he did in 1925
and that Conservative reunion had occurred long before that, his
successor would presumably have been Austen Chamberlain who
in his turn would have been succeeded by his brother Neville,

! Keith Middlemas and John Barnes, Baldwin: a biography (1969), 167.
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probably a good deal earlier than 1937. Curzon would not have
held an election on tariffs within seven months of taking office.
The short-lived Labour administration of 1924 would not have
come into being, nor would there have been a second election that
autumn.

But there is no end to the “ifs’ of history. What sort of a character
was the man who ‘emerged’ as a result of the events described
above? Baldwin remains to this day the subject of widely divergent
judgments, He has been condemned for failure to solve Britain’s
economic problems and also to rearm against the German threat
during the inter-war years. He has been depicted as a dreamy
indolent figure, bored with foreign affairs and ignorant of eco-
nomics. On the other hand his recent biographers have en-
deavoured to draw 2 very different and much kinder portrait as a
new style of leader. They even go so far as to compare him with
Disraeli.

One can dismiss many of the charges against him without
swinging to quite such an opposite extreme as that. Nothing
can disguisc the fact that Baldwin’s clevation was an extraordinary
stroke of luck. Seven years earlier he had been an unknown
nonentity on the back benches. He serously contemplated
retiring altogether from politics. He owed his first step to Bonar
Law who made him Financial Secretary to the Treasury in 1917.
It was not till 1921 that he entered the Cabinct — as President of
the Board of Trade. The famous ‘slice off the top’ at the Carlton
Club gave him a further chance, though he was not Bonar Law’s
first choice for the Exchequer, and only received the appointment
after Reginald McKenna had refused it.! But for Bonar Law’s
premature resignation he would never have leap-frogged his way
Into 10 Downing Street, over such figures as Austen Chamberlain,
Birkenhead and Sir Robert Horne.

Itis true that Disracli owed his rise to 2 similar slice off the top
when sp many official men followed Pecl over the repeal of the
corn laws; it is true that in his case also the accidents of health, the
death of Lord George Bentinck soon afterwards, made him the

! Atany rate this is the usual version, but Middlemas and Barnes, op, eit.,, 124, say

that i i :
Mc;(‘;‘:: Baldwin who received the first offer and that he suggested an approach to
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only plausible candidate for the leadership of the Protectionist
party in the House of Commons. But there were two important
differences. First, Disracli still had to work his passage to the
premiership. For the next twenty years he fought under the leader-
ship of Derby, and he proved himself in single combat against all
the ablest debaters of the day. Secondly, Disraeli was an extremely
clever man.

Baldwin may not have been, in Neville Chamberlain’s words
‘so simple as he makes out’, but he was not clever. He regarded it
as a compliment when Birkenhead claimed that Bonar Law’s
Cabinet was one of second class intellects. He prided himself on
being a practical man of business, and he detested the intelligent-
sia ~ ‘a very ugly word for a very ugly thing’. It was the paradox of
the period that the public mood welcomed humdrum routine
commonsense at precisely the moment when the problems of
the day demanded something more than commonsense. Intellec-
tual brilliance was at a discount when it should have been at a
premium. Brains were too readily associated with personal
corruption and rackety private lives. What Lloyd George has to
answer for is not his own dubious morals but the fact that they
discredited him and indirectly his companions, some of the ablest
men in public life, at just the time when the baffling questions of
the inter-war years necded originality, energy, improvisation and
adventure if they were to be answered.

Baldwin represented with singular accuracy the mood of a
nation wearied by the sufferings of war and its aftermath. He was
peace-Joving at a time when Britain hated the memory and
dreaded thc prospect of war. He was insular at a time of political
isolationism, conciliatory in an age of compromise. He was easy-
going at a time when his fellow-countrymen wanted nothing so
much &s to be left alone. If he misconstrued the European situation
so did most others. If he cvaded realities, the nation was glad to
follow. To the public he seemed to embody the English spirit
and his speeches to sound the authentic note of that English
character which they so much admired and so seldom resembled.
Pipe-smoking, phlegmatic, honest, kind, commonsensical, fond
of pigs, the classics and the country, he represented to English-
men an idealised and enlarged version of themselves. While the
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political climate remained calm they venerated, almostworshipped
him, His tragedy was that the weather changed and in the end his
worshippers, like some primitive people, sought to beat the tribal
god whom they once adored.

In reality he was by no means what he seemed to be. For one
thing he was only half-English, and, although it is rash to make
tob much of racial inheritance, the Celtic streak which Baldwin
inherited from his mother, Louisa Macdonald, cannot be ignored.
She was Welsh on her mother’s side and Highland Scots on her
father's. Her family was very talented and her sisters made notable
marriages. One became the wife of Burne-Jones, another of
Edward Poynter. A third married J. L. Kipling, and their son,
Rudyard, the strange uneasy genius who acted as both herald and
Cassandra to the age of Britain’s imperial grandeur, was thus
Baldwin’s first cousin. It may not be unduly fanciful to discern in
Baldwin's sensitivity, impulsiveness, intuition, and occasional bouts
of melancholy and inertia, something of this Celtic inheritance,
Certainly he was far from being the unimaginative, stolid, Anglo~
Saxon figure depicted by the popular press.t ’

Baldwin had many merits. There was the quixotic generosity of
kis anonymous gift in 1919 of£120,000, one-fifth of his fortune, ta
the Treasury in the vain hope that it would inspire other men of
means to repay the debt of sacrifice owed to the generation that
perished in the war, He was a decent and honourable man. He
was modest. He had a high sense of duty. He had no delusions
about the extraordinary series of accidents which had brought him
to the‘ top. ‘I need your prayers rather than your congratulations,’
he said to the journalists who thronged Downing Street when he
returned from the palace. The very chanciness of his rise led him
:::):: r:h'e hand of God and to believe that he was in some sense ‘the

* ’1“nstrumcnt to heal the wounds left by war on English
socicty’.?
. ;‘;(;:g;in;% It:gl&izrl;i;:ts h;: tried to do this. H'c'lcd tl}c party from
(0 blur the hansh on ccfn 11'«:, scck;]x?g to conmhz}te his opponents,

Y This paragraph and (if i::c;:f Sof\(:r:xr: c::, ?n:i‘t?dilsplay e
g’::s;;’; }E‘r; 2«;}', ‘Baldwin and the r};ght", first ;ugightdl tin 771}:’ 11)};;‘!‘1:":;‘;;: i‘l:‘;(:::

* Middlemas and Barnes, op. cit., 168,
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could the more humane aspect of Gonservatism. Up to a point he
succeeded. If Winston Churchill or either of the Chamberlains
had been at the head of the party they might have accomplished
more in the way of legislation, but they would not have conveyed
the same impression of friendliness, sympathy and consideration.
Yet in the end Baldwin failed because the wounds on English
society were not the result of malice, cruelty or spite, and could
not be cured by kindness. They were the result of the collapse of
the pre-war economic system, and they could be cured only by
thought and the intellectual effort involved in reconsidering the
basic presuppositions behind the conventional wisdom of city and
Treasury. Lloyd George might have done it, but no one trusted
him. Oswald Mosley too, if he had been content to work within
the framework of the Labour party; but he was a young manina
hurry. Baldwin was simply not the person to deal with this kind of
problem.

Nor was he the man to deal with the great question which
dominated the latter half of his political career — the resurgence of
Germany. His biographers show that he did a good deal more
about rearmament than is usually believed. But he was not pre-
pared to risk a real challenge on the matter. Perhaps he never
forgot that Chanak, the one occasion in the inter-war years when
Britain stood up — and stood up successfully — to an aggressive
nationalist military dictatorship, had as its immediate sequel the
fall of the Lloyd George government. On a simplistic view it
could be argued that tough foreign policy had resulted in the cry
of war-mongering, and in electoral disaster. It was an unfortunate
political lesson, and Baldwin was not the only person who learned
it all too well.

3
The second unfortunate political lesson for Baldwin was the events
of 1923. That autumn, faced by mounting unemployment, he
made his only obeisance to the spirit of Tory radicalism and
decided that something positive must be done. He had moved a
good way from the tariff reform policy of Joseph Chamberlain,
but he believed that protection of British industry was a possible
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solution to the problem of ‘the intractable million’, as Professor
Pigou described the hard core of 10 per cent of the. working
population which remained out of work through the inter-war
years. He said so in a speech at Plymouth on October 25. This was
a dangerous line to take, for Bonar Law, perhaps ill-advisedly,
had given a pledge during the 1922 election that ‘this Parliament
will not make any fundamental change in the fiscal system of this
country’, Baldwin had consulted some, though not all members of
the Cabinet, but his speech came as a surprise to the rank and file.
Although he had warned the chairman of the party to be
ready for an early election, Baldwin’s speech did not in itself
commit him to an instant dissolution, and it could be read as the
opening of a campaign to educate the country. Common pru-
dence would have suggested such a programme. Nevertheless, for
reasons still not wholly clear Baldwin on November 12 asked the
king to dissolve parliament, fixing the election day for December6.
Even such ardent tariff reformers as L. S, Amery were apprehen-
sive about an election sprung so suddenly and with such little
preparation so soon after the previous one. Baldwin endeavoured
to placate public opinion by disclaiming any intention of imposing
what Lord Northcliffe at the time of Joseph Chamberlain’s
campaign had called ‘stomach taxes’, i.c. taxes on imported food.
But th.c public evidently did not believe him, and both the Labour
and Liberal parties campaigned largely on the fear of dearer food.
Itwas the big loafand the little loaf all over again,
Th.e election was not a landslide like 1906 but it was a severe
slap in the face for Baldwin. The Conservatives remained the
bxgg(.:st single party with 258 seats — a loss of 87 compared with the
Previous year. Their proportion of the total poll was almost the
Same buf, as they had over sixty more opposed candidates than in
1922, this represented a sharp decline in support, The Liberals
:V'-‘;c at ]&’lft in appearance reunited by the challenge to free
t:ttioi; lﬁg::thtand Lioyd George concealed th‘eir mutual detes-
occasion i, a temporary concordat. It was destined to be the last
viets ; en the party c?uld be regarded as a serious runner for
won ;Y :‘ a general election. They put up 453 candidates, and
S 51 lSCats. Labour was the beneficiary of the oddities of the
ntish clectoral system, Although their share of the poll, and
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their average vote per opposed candidate was only 1 per cent more
than in 1922, they gaincd almost fifty seats, rising to 191,

Baldwin was widely condemned by his party for what seemed
the totally unnecessary abandonment of a position of strength. If
there had been any sort of consensus for an alternative leader he
would almost certainly have been ousted. But no such agreement
existed. He rode out the storm successfully. His motives for this
premature dissolution remain something of a puzzle. It has been
suggested at one extreme that he made his speech by accident
without appreciating the significance of Bonar Law’s pledge, at
the other that it was a far-sighted calculation, that he expected to
lose the election of 1923 but also to reunite the party and come
back stronger than ever at the next election — reculer pour mieux
sauter. Neither of these theories is very plausible. Twelve years
later he gave Thomas Jones! his own version of what moved him,
He was, he said, convinced that the problem of unemployment
could only be solved by a tariff. He also believed that it was the one
issue which could reunite the party ‘including the Lloyd George
malcontents’. He went on:

The Goat [Lloyd George] was in America. He was on the water
when I made the speech and the Liberals did not know what to
say. I had information that he was going protectionist and I had
to get in quick. No truth that T was pushed by Amery and the
cabal. I was loosely in the saddle and got them into line in the
Cabinet. Dished the Goat, as otherwise he would have got the
Party with Austen and F.E. and there would have been an end
to the Tory Party as we know it. I shall not forget the surprise
and delight of Amery. It was a long calculated and not a
sudden dissolution. Bonar had no programme, and the only
thing was to bring the tariff issue forward.?

Baldwin’s official biographers are justifiably rather sceptical about
such a clear-cut ex post facto description of what happened. While
not denying the part played by these considerations in Baldwin’s
mind they suggest that the course of events was influenced as much

1 Assistant, later Deputy Secretary of the Cabinet, 1916-30, and an intimate friend
of Baldwin. His diaries are a valuable source of information on the politics of the inter-
war years.

% From Jones’s papers, quoted, Middlemas and Barnes, op. cit., 212.
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by ‘the conjuncture of mere circumstance’ as by deep !aid plans.

However, there is no nced to doubt that Baldwin was mﬁuence.d
by some of the factors mentioned in Jones’s account. Both at this
time and later he had an almost pathological fear of a revival of
some kind of centre coalition under or including Lloyd George.
He feared the prestige of Austen Chamberlain as an ex-leader of
the party, and the cleverness of Birkenhead for whom he felt
something of the same moral disapprobation that he had for
Lloyd George. It is highly probable that Baldwin’s intimates
dwelt much on the threat constituted by the ex-coalitionists.

As late as 1925 J. G. C. Davidson,! one of Baldwin’s closest
friends, was obsessed with the fear that Churchill, ther Chancellor
of the Exchequer, intended to use 2 dispute in the Cabinet over
naval construction as a ploy to oust Baldwin. ‘I had warned him
that this was an attempt to get rid of him and that the Qld Gang
[i-c. the ex-coalitionists] nursed a hatred for him that had never
been entirely broken.? Davidson was by no means alone in
harbouring these suspicions. Yet as R. R. James points out? it is
quite possible that no ulterior motive lay behind the row; it may
well have been one of those straight clashes between the Treasury
and a great spending department, which perpetually recur in
modern British history. But, if Baldwin’s closest friends felt like
thisin 1925 when the breach was supposed to be healed and when
Baldwin had secured the services of those ex~coalitionists whom he
wanted, how much more apprehension would there have been in
1923. when the ex-coalitionists were out of office and palpably
unfncnfl[y? It may be that Baldwin cxaggerated the danger.
Th_crc IS 10 means now of assessing its reality. But one can well
bchc\_rc that, real or not, the threat played a part in his decision.

Itis also true that he was acutely worried about the unemploy-
ment pr9blcm which by 1923 was at last beginning to appear in
;ls true light as tfxe product, not of cyclical depression, but of some
: ;;C[gcr malaise in the structure of British industry. Baldwin cer-

¥ believed that tarifTy might provide the answer, and this was
lh:Fd;ur;:]ir;:?m e13,:1\-:’dmn, b. 1889. In 1925 he was Parliamentary Secretary to

. 192730, Chairman of the Conservative Party. R.R. Jam
Mema ine. oo . R. R. James,
o 'J:b‘ hioe, gives a good account of his career based on his Ppapers and

* James, ap, dit, 213, 3 ibid,, 211,
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his primary motive in raising the matter at all. But there was no
obvious need to hold an immediate general election; he could have
done much by merely extending the existing McKenna duties on
‘luxury’ imports;* this would not have been a breach of Bonar
Law’s pledge. Even if he envisaged a greater degree of protection
than that, there was still no reason to dissolve so suddenly without
giving time for a preparatory campaign of persuasion and pro-
paganda. :

There is no contemporary evidence to show that Baldwin
anticipated a volte face over free trade on the part of Lloyd George,
or that such a suspicion had any foundation, But it is in keeping
with character that, just as Baldwin suspected Lloyd George of
deliberately engineering a war over Chanak in order to cash inon
the patriotic cry, so too he might have regarded the Liberal
leader as capable of repudiating his allegiance to free trade if
there seemed a chance of winning Chamberlain and Birkenhead
over to a newly formed centre party. Baldwin always believed
that cleverness and unscrupulousness went together. Suspicion of
Lloyd George is the most plausible explanation of an otherwise
incomprehensible decision.

Whatever his motives may have been, Baldwin seems to have
drawn an important conclusion from the election result — the
moral that political success will not come to a party calling itself
Conservative if it embarks on a policy of avowed innovation.
Electorally this may be true. It is hard to think of an example of
Conservative victory on a programme of publicly proclaimed
reforms; although there are plenty of examples of empirical
reforms carried out when the party has been in power, and they
may well have contributed to the retention of power. But Baldwin’s
experience in 1923 made him not only reluctant in future to fight
an election on any kind of active policy ~ which may well have
been correct — but also reluctant to embark on any positive plans,
even after he was in power — which from the point of view of the
public interest was a disastér.

The curious balance of the parties in the House after the 1923
clection led to a host of ingenious proposals about alliances and

1'These had been imposed during the war by Reginald McKenna, Ghancellor of the
Exchequer, 1915~16.
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personalities for the new parliament. Baldwin took the sensible
view that to keep out Labour would store up trouble in the long
run, that the election anyway had been a straight rcpudiation.of
the only party advocating tariffs and the two free trade parties
st solve their own problems. He met parliament and was duly
defeated early in 1924 In accordance with the rules of the Con-
stitation Ramsay MacDonald was sent for by the king and accep-
ted office. The Liberals were in a dilemma. We can see now that
they made a fatal error in not securing some sort of agreed terms
of cooperation with Labour. It might not have worked but it
ought to have been attempted. Failing that, they should have
turned out MacDonald at the earliest plausible occasion, As it
was they supported Labour from an entirely independent posi-
tion, with no written treaty, not even an informal understanding.
Those Liberals who hoped for tacit, unspoken cooperation were
soon disillusioned. There was none.

Meanwhile, the fortunes of the Conservative party revived.
The tariff issue had brought back the ex-coalitionists. Although a
series of personal 1iffs and misunderstandings had prevented them
actually joining Baldwin before the election, it was clear that they
would be members of any future Tory Cabinet. Baldwin’s dreaded
ceatre party had been dead as soon as Lloyd George declared his
adl}crence to free trade. The blunders of Labour and the con-
fusion in the Liberal party helped Baldwin to recover. Perhaps
paradoxieally, he was helped by a protest which seemed to be a
severe criticism of him. This was a resolution unanimously passed
by thc’ Lanrfashirc Division of the National Union under Lord
afg:ﬁ?;?;ﬁ?} ;ttrats moved by Sir Archibald Salvidge,
by at important county where t%lc party

ad suf particularly heavy losses in the recent election, The
gst 0f1twi}$ a cifargc that the Central Office had made no attempt
Z?C;‘:iz:”tﬁ'llr‘lh ;2“?;03 before rus}.ling -into an over-hasty general
» 10 2 'bcen nothing like this, as Baldwin’s bio-
%raphcrs point out, since the days of Lord Randolph Churchill;
C;?e;;lglt;:h;:: ;vxth the strong opini.ons of some of his ex-Clabinet
, it enabled Baldwin to climb down without loss of face.

 Trevor Wilson, . .
fies open to Asquith m@{fﬁ Labour party, 2645, vaduly minimises the possibili-
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He could present himself as an honest politician who believed in
tariffs, held an election rather than break his predecessor’s pledge,
and, having lost it could honourably abandon his policy until
public opinion was ready to reconsider the matter.

Baldwin may have had to give up his convictions on one
particular issue but he was far from being as passive as the car-
toonists made out. He attended at once to the party organisation.
As is always the case when the Conservative party has been in
office for a long while, the organisation needed an overhaul. The
Conservatives had not been in opposition for nearly ten years,
During that time ministers had the benefit of the civil service
and the usual official sources of help and information. All this
was now denied to them. The ‘shadow Cabinet’ in the form that
we know it today dates from 1924. In a sense it had of course
existed long before that. As far back as Peel’s day meetings were
held of ex-Cabinet ministers to consider the line to take in opposi-
tion. The expression ‘shadow’ seems to have come into regular
use after 1906,® but it was not till 1924 that the Consultative
Committee, to give it its official name, was provided with a policy
secretariat, and organised on a regular official basis. The shadow
Cabinet had separate committees to handle the various subjects,
and these could include outside experts. The whole structure was
independent of the Central Office, being directly responsible to
Baldwin, and at Baldwin’s request Austen Chamberlain was
associated with him at the top.

The party was thus well placed to exploit the weaknesses of the
government and plan for the next election. In June a manifesto
was published, Aims and principles, largely drafted by Neville
Chamberlain, but much helped by the resources of the new
organisation. At the same time Baldwin came to the end of a
series of major public speeches in which he outlined his concept of
the ‘new Conservatism’, dwelling inter alia on the importance of
reforming the constituency parties and persuading selection
committees to be less chary of choosing candidates who could not
afford heavy subscriptions to party funds.

Baldwin’s organisational and oratorical efforts have not been
remembered as the corresponding efforts of 1945-51 are remem-

1 Geofirey Block, A source book of Conservatism (1964), 9o.
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bered. This is largely because the period of opposition was so short
and the clection, when it came, was apparently fought on issues
which had little to do with the new Conservatism. It would,
however, be wrong to underestimate what was achieved in 1924
intermsof restructuring antiquated and creaking party institutions.

4

The crisis came over the Campbell casc in the summer — an
allegation that the government had from political motives forced
the withdrawal of a prosecution for incitement to mutiny, The
Liberals refused to support MacDonald who on his defeat in the
House asked for a dissolution. The events of 1924 resulted in a
revival of the anti-socialist alliance which had been one of the
main justifications of the Lioyd George coalition of 1918~22 in
its Jatter years. But the new alliance was one in which the Liberal
ex-ministers, apart from Churchill, played no part; nor did the
Liberal party. What mattered was the Liberal vote frightened by
the antics of Labour into a massive shift towards the Conservative
side. This confirmed the rightness of the instinct of the Con-
servative party managers in 1922 that those elements of the Liberal
party which believed in property, Iaw and order could in the end
be brought over to the Conservative side without the need for
any formal treaty. ‘The publication of the Zinoviev letter,! for
which the Conservative Central Office, unaware that it was a
fqrgcry, paid handsomely, contributed something to the party’s
Victory; but there were many other causes — among them Mac-
Donald's cvasiveness and the wild utterances of some of his sup-
porters,
if tf}c clection was a setback for Labour, for the Liberals it was a
ca!ftﬂnty. Their popular vote fel] from 43 million to 2-g million,
?‘1;:\251 partl?r l_mcausc they put anly 340 candidates in the field —
ual admission that they had no chance of forming the next
government, Their vote per candidate opposed fell from 378
pereent of the total to 30°g per cent, and their number of members

* This President of the Comintern. 10 the
. Purported to bea letter from Zinoviev rest of i >
Bnmh Co: 3 b

MMunist party, It was full of adv{ec’ on various methods of fomcmixxg

resolution, ang if genvine, 3
: cened t . £
policy of bclltr’rtlaliom \c\"ith R!mi:, be a condemnation of the Labour government’s
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returned fell from 159 to 40. They were never again to be serious
contenders for power. The collapse of the Liberal party was a
triumph for Baldwin’s middle of the road policy - or rather not so
much his policy as his image. A great many right wing Liberals
who disliked Lloyd George and saw the control of their party
slipping away to him from Asquith’s hands could vote with a
clear conscience for Baldwin now that the tarifl issue was dead. It
had not been so easy to vote for Bonar Law, associated as he had
been with the bitter feuds about Ulster and Irish Home Rule not
very long before.

The Labour party’s popular vote actually rose by a littlc over a
million, but this reflected the increased number of candidates —
512 instead of 453. Their average share of the vote for opposed
candidates fell from 41 per cent to 38 per cent, and they lost forty
seats, 151 compared with 191 in 1g923.

The Conservatives swept home to a conclusive victory. Their
popular vote was up by nearly 2-5 million, from just over 5-5 mil-
lion to 8 million in round numbers. They too had a larger number
of opposed candidates in the field, but even so their average per-
centage rose from 426 to 51-9 (in 1922 it had been 48-6). In
terms of seats they had an overwhelming majority over the other
two parties combined, 419 out of a total of 615.

Baldwin had no difficulty in securing the services of those ex-
coalitionists whom he wanted. The only one he did not want was
Horne, a haunter of night clubs, once described by Baldwin as
‘that rare thing — a Scots cad’. He offered him the Ministry of
Labour which he was certain to decline. But Austen Chamber-
lain, Birkenhead and Worthington Evans rejoined as colleagues
of the promoted under-secretaries whom they had sought to brow-
beat in 1922 and served under the man whom they had regarded
as the outstanding mediocrity of the coalition Cabinet. Gurzon,
Baldwin’s former rival, was quietly relegated from the Foreign
Office to the Lord Presidency. When he died seven months later,
the final imprimatur of respectability was put on to the Cabinet by
the succession of Balfour who had been one of the strongest
opponents of the revolt in 1922. As he himself was wont to ob-
serve, ‘I never forgive but I always forget.’

But perhaps thc most notable adherent, was an crstwhile
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Conservative turned Liberal, onc of the pillars of the coalition.
Winston Churchill had already decided that there was no future
in the Liberal party. At a by-election in 1924 he stood for West-
minister under the tongue-twisting name of ‘anti-Socialist
Constitutionalist’. He ran second by only 2 handful of votes to the
official Conservative who was a tariff reformer. In the general
election he stood under the same colours for Epping and was not
opposed by the Conservatives. Amidst much surprise, Baldwin
offered him the Chancellorship of the Exchequer.No onewas more
surprised than Churchill himself who, so the story goes, when he
accepted with alacrity Baldwin’s offer to be ‘Chancellor’ thought
that it was the Duchy of Lancaster that was intended — not the
Exchequer. Ghurchill was not even a Conservative at the time —
he joined the party a year later — and he never wavered in his
support of free trade. As events turned out it was an unhappy
choice, but no appointment could have more clearly symbolised
Baldwin’s determination to avoid the neo-Tory radicalism of the
tariff reformers, and his own conversion to the policy of the anti-
socialist alliance against which the Carlton Club revolt had been
partly aimed.

It had also been aimed at Lloyd George, and he was the one
notable figure excluded from power by the new alliance. This was
not so much because of his policies as his character. Baldwin,
moved by moral rather than political considerations, believed
him to be ‘a real corrupter’, and nothing would have induced him,
save the divest emergency, to sit again with Lloyd George in the
Gabinct room. Here he was heavily reinforced by Neville Cham-
berlain who now cmerges for the first time as an important figure
in the Conservative party. Neville Chamberlain considered with
some justice that he had never been fairly treated by Lloyd
George when he took on the job of Minister of National Service in
the war. Lloyd George, who was a great believer in the connection
of character and physiognomy, took an instant dislike to the shape
of Neville Chamberlain’s head — it was far too long, he said -
:lm.i he never ceased to regret having appointed him without
sceing him first. He proceeded to harass him by alternate com-
plaint and negleet, and Chamberlain resigned in a resentful huff,
Bysuch curious accidents is the course of history sometimes turned,

e
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For Neville Chamberlain, who had first entered the Gabinet
in 1923 because Bonar Law regarded him as a possible bridge to
his brother Austen, proved to be one of the ablest and most
cnergetic administrators that the Conservative party produced in
the inter-war yecars. He was Minister of Health from 1924 to
1929 — a post which then comprised not only health but also the
functions now discharged by the Ministry of Housing and Local
Government. He was responsible for a whole series of very im-
portant piecemeal reforms in this very important arca of govern-
ment, He was the equivalent of Sir Richard Cross at the Home
Officc under Disracli. Administrative capacity is not always the
sine qua non of rising to the top. Disracli, Salisbury, Bonar Law and
Baldwin got where they did without displaying thosc qualitics
very obviously. But there are occasions when they can matter.
Even as Balfour made his reputation as a tough administrator
when he was Chief Secretary for Ireland from 1886 to 1891, so
Neville Chamberlain established himself as the second man in the
party by his tenure of the Ministry of Health. He consolidated it,
no doubt, as Chancellor of the Exchequer from 1931 to 1937,
but by then he was already unchallengeable. With him as well
as Baldwin irrevocably hostile, there was little chance of Lloyd
George being included in any possible reshuffic and realignment
of the anti-Socialist alliance.

This was in many ways a tragedy. In his Politicians and the slump,
Mr Robert Skidelsky well shows that the real issue in 1929-31
was not capitalism against socialism, but interventionist capitalism
against laissez-faire capitalism.! The point applics not only to those
years, it applies to the whole period in which unemployment was
the dominant issue in politics — unsolved and ultimately despaired
of as insoluble. The notion that an interventionist cure was only
advocated by Keynes who was a solitary voice crying in the wilder-
ness, is untrue. There was a formidable body of cconomists,
indced most of them, on the same side and profoundly sceptical
of the ‘conventional wisdom’ of the Trcasury and the city; and
there was a substantial clement of the business world thinking
on similar lines.

But in politics the only man who really took up the cause in a

1 Robert Skidelsky, Politicians and the slump, (1967), p. xii.
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big way was Lloyd George. It was he who brought the question
on to the political stage with his pamphlet, We can conquer un-
employment, which appeared early in 1929. This was a real challenge
to the front henches of both parties. It held far more promise of a
cure than cither the rigid deflationism of Montagn Norman,
the Governor of the Bank of England, or the woolly socialistideal-
ism of Ramsay MacDonald. But it had a fatal handicap, It
emanated from the most mistrusted man in politics and it appealed
neither to Labour, who regarded ‘the system’ as anyway hopeless
and only to be endured pending the arrival of the socialist millen-
nium, nor to the Conservatives who reckoned, not without reason
as it turned out, that they could float on the current of anti-
socialism ~ no doubt with an occasional backward eddy, but fairly
safely all the same,

The Conservatives, moreover, never abandoned the tradition
of Disracli, Salisbury and Balfour of doing something about social
reform. The mere fact of being in office made this natural, almost
automatic. This was particularly Neville Chamberlain’s contribu-
tion, and, supported by this practical record of achievement on
the part of his colleague, the Prime Minister’s Disraclian belief
in ‘one nation’ and his almost poetic declarations of patriotism,
opposition to class conflict, beliefin paternalistic welfare, did not
scem mere humbug, There were real achievements to back it. His
!mndling of the General Strike not only seemed but was another
Instance of conciliation, goodwill, and a genuine effort to unify
the nation. The Trades Disputes Act of 1927, however, cut dis-
agreeably across this picture though it seems to have had little
effect at the next election. It was a minor contribution to the
gcc(::tb:l; :32&)1, b:t r;ot more. The anti-Conscx"vativc trend was
e Conservaﬁ(\:ycs c{’f 1ad bc;:n pas;cd. By-elections went against
g e ey (;03:_ e::r yd192 znwards. The Act of 1927
dcr:\ting of agriculture l:m:;n' C(;lc)’:  eher tatters SUCh. o

! industry, were probably more im-
E:;nl;t\}cD;:;l:l:i o‘fv;tllsxeiz,u:;;u;;c\fcr its jus}t]iﬁcation on general
the ordinary houséholdcr and thcrlcr;'grcalsc \ 0 domestic rates of

Nevertheless it is som(-ﬂ,x“x £ 1‘;3 e i
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some extent due to organisational defects. J. G. C. Davidson, who
took over the party chairmanship from Jackson at the end of 1926,
was, it is true, successful both in raising funds and streamlining
the Central Office. Money was certainly needed. The Conserva-
tives had done very badly in their relations with the coalition.
Sir George Younger alleged much ‘poaching’ on the part of
Trederick (Freddic) Guest, the coalition Liberal whip. It was said
that between 1918 and 1922 many gifts meant for the Conserva-
tives somehow found their way into Lloyd George’s mysterious
‘Fund’. Matters were not made better by the fact that Lord
Farquhar, the treasurer of the party, was rapidly failing in mind.
By the end of 1922 in the words of Lord Edmund Talbot, the
former Chief Whip, to Bonar Law, ‘He is so “gaga” that one
does not know what to make of him.” He was paying sums intended
for the Conservative party into his own account and generally
behaving with total irresponsibility. Bonar Law dismissed him in
January 1923, but by then the harm was done.?

On the organisational side too Davidson found that all was far
from well. The Principal Agent appointed in March 1923 in
succession to Sir Malcolm Fraser had been Admiral Sir Reginald
Hall, former Director of Naval Intelligence and a Conservative
M.P.since 1919. His biographer describes his acceptance as ‘one of
the few big mistakes he made in his life’.? The party machine was
not in good condition, and Hall had no past experience that fitted
him for the task of putting it in order. He was blamed for the loss
of the 1923 election, in which he lost his own seat, and early in the
next year resigned after a breakdown in health.

His successor, Sir Herbert Blain, was a business efficiency
expert pulled in by Jackson to overhaul the party organisation.
Davidson gives a rather sensational account of what happened
when he became chairman. His story is that at their first interview
Blain made it clear that his objective was to oust Baldwin whom he
regarded as ‘a semi-socialist’. Davidson goes on: ‘I had a tremend-
ous row with Blain on the first and only time that I saw him and
talked to him, and I dismissed him. He never came back to the

1See Blake, The unknown Prime Minister, op. cit., 496-8; and Lord Beaverbrook,
The dectine and fall of Lloyd George (1963), for further details of this curious episode.
* Admiral Sir William James, The eyes of the nagy {1955), 183.
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office.’* No date is given and the story is prima facie improbable.
There may have been a row but the two men certainly met on
other occasions, notably December 14 when the National Union
Executive passed, under Davidson as chairman for the first time,
a highly complimentary resolution of regret at Blain's resignation.
Blain was unpopular with some sections of the party, but his job
was mostly completed by the time Jackson resigned on October 5
to become Governor of Bengal. He probably took the occasion to
send in his own resignation too, though it was notformally accepted
till six weeks later, and he did not actually hand over till the end
of the year. The story that he was dismissed abruptly after a single
interview seems to be a myth. Reminiscences long after the event
are not always reliable,? though one can assume that it is at least
true that Davidson and Blain did not gct on well together,

Davidson, however, scems to have had great difficulty in finding
a satisfactory successor as Principal Agent. Sir Leigh MacLachlan
whom he appointed, not without misgiving, lasted little over 2
year. He proved to be obstructive and particularly bad at organis-
ing the women’s vote ~ a very important matter since universal
suffrage at the age of twenty-one had been enacted in 1928.
Davidson wrote that “he 3s most unpopular with MPs and is
regarded with disfavour by some and with ridicule by others of
the Exccutive of the National Union and by the local leaders of the
party in the country’.? We depend on Davidson’s authority, but
such unpopularity certainly seems a defectand it makes one wonder
about Davidson’s own judgment in choosing him at all in the
first place,

His successor, Robert Topping, chosen in Fcbruary 1928, was
the first person to be appointed from an area agency to the post.
He became Director-General in 1931, the position of Principal
Agent having been abolished, and remained in that office till
]S)capricdr?:erdl 941;5. Topping too did n.ot grove.l entirely satisfactory.
his bemvioen g Whether he quite ‘carried the guns’¢ and

owards Baldwin during the leadership crisis of
1930-1 seems to have been equivocal to say the Jeast. He was
’R.R. James, op. tit., 265-6.

* Lam indebted to Mr J. A. Ramsden of N i

n dto LA, uffield College for d i
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R.R. James, op. cit., 295, 4 ibid., 266.
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described as ‘an excitable Irishman’. However, if length of
tenure is anything to go by, he cannot have been too bad. He held
the office longer than anyone before or since — with one exception,
‘Captain’ Middleton, who beat him by a year. The job of principal
party organiser is in many ways a thankless one. After so many
changes the Conservative leadership must have been thankful to
find someone who would stay.

Davidson instituted various reforms, some of which, according
to him, have been incorrectly attributed to his successor, Neville
Chamberlain. He rationalised the rules and procedure of the
National Union; he separated the chairmanship of the party
from that of the Executive Committee of the National Union;
and he created the Conservative Research Department.! He also
recruited two highly capable henchmen in Patrick Gower, a very
able civil servant and Joseph Ball, an officer of MI5. Ball is an
enigmatic figure who appears from time to time in some of the more
mysterious transactions of the period. His agents managed to
penctrate the Labour party headquarters and secure advance
copies of its propaganda.? One would like to know more about his
activities. He was director of the Research Department from 1930
to 1939.

These reforms took time to have any effect, and they were
largely confined to the centre. The constituency parties remained
much as they were, in spite of the efforts of Davidson and the
advice of Baldwin. The election was fought on the uninspiring
slogan of ‘Safety First’ for which Davidson had at least some re-
sponsibility. In retrospect he recognised that it was a mistake.
Baldwin, however, had also been a bad tactician. It was clearly an
error to bring in unpopular legislation, however desirable on
public grounds, just before an election. All parties have learned
this now, largely because of what happened in 1929. As for the
great new element in electoral politics, ‘the flapper vote’ as current
slang termed the extension of the franchise to girls at twenty-one,
it is impossible to say what was its effect; but there is no reason to
suppose that it was especially anti-Conservative.

1 Lord Eustace Percy was its first chairman, Chamberlain its sccond. Tts creation is
often attributed to the latter, but incorrectly.
* R. R. James, op. cit., 272.
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The defeat was by no means decisive. The new franchise makes
statistical comparison "with previous elections difficult. It is
cnough to say that Lloyd George’s great campaign mounted
regardless of cost with 513 candidates, though it brought him 27
per cent of the poll, gave him only 5g seats. Labour on a bare
minority of the poll {39-3 per cent to the Conservatives gg-4)
abtained 288 seats to the Conservatives’ 260. Baldwin at once
resigned.

As in 1924 there was a good deal of intra-party recrimination
but there was more time for it to build up. As with some medieval
monarch the attack began against ‘evil counsellors’, Davidson was
blamed for the loss of the election, and Baldwin could not pre-
serve him. He was succceded as chairman in 1930 by Neville
Chamberlain, a unique appointment, for Chamberlain was very
obviously Baldwin’s most probable successor. In matters of policy
two principal fines of attack were pursued against Baldwin,
The first concerned tariffs, the second India, Both were essentially
problems of empire. The tariff reformers came out in force
using the familiar argument that if only there had been more
emphasis on tariffs and less on ‘Safety First’, the party would have
won the election. One can compare those Labour supporters who
wete sure that if only there had been more emphasis on nationali-
sation theywould havewon the 1951 clection. A vigorous campaign
was launched by the press lords — Rothermere and Beaverbrook —
in favour of Empirc Free Trade. This slogan was adopted by
Beaverbrook for a very simple, almost naive reason. The British
clectorate, he argued in private, seemed to be irrevocably wedded
to .frcc trade. No party which opposed free trade or supported
tariffs had cver fared anything but disastrously at the polls. But if
you called tariff reform by 2 name which somehow incorporated
the words “frec trade’, then it might make all the difference.t
_ The press fords waged their war persistently, but in the end
neptly. When Rothermere actually put in writing a demand to
sec the composition of the next Conservative Cabinet as a condi-
tion o-f support by his. newspapers, he over-stepped the limit,
Baldwin hit back at him in a speech at Caxton Hall in June
T930, ‘A more preposterous and insolent demand was never made

! Private information.
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on the leader of any political party.” The campaign continued
however, and in March 1931 a by-clection at St George’s,
Westminster, seemed to put Baldwin in grave jeopardy. It was an
overwhelmingly Tory seat, and for a while no Baldwinite could
be found to contest it against the Empire Free Trade candidate,
Sir Ernest Petter. Eventually Duff Cooper! agreed to stand. At one
of his meetings Baldwin rounded on the press lords in words
borrowed from his cousin Rudyard Kipling, words which still
echo across the years: “What the proprietorship of these papers is
aiming at is power, and power without responsibility ~ the
privilege of the harlot throughout the ages.” Duff Cooper won.
Baldwin stayed.

Baldwin was fortunate that the second line of attack on him
did not coincide with the first. Winston Churchill bitterly opposed
his attitude to India. This was a new issue and, in the light of our
modern experience of the problems of a declining empire, a very
important one. Baldwin, influenced by the success of the Irish
settlement, strongly supported Lord Halifax’s liberal view as
viceroy towards the demand for dominion status for India.
Naturally the Labour government was on the same side. But the
subject brought out all the most rigid, paternalistic, authoritarian
views of the man who had served in India as a cavalry subaltern
and fought in the frontier wars at a time when Indian self-
government secmed an absurd dream. Churchill, however, had
little sympathy with Empire Free Trade. The two rebellions were
mounted separately and Baldwin in the end repelled them both,
although he considered that he owed little to Neville Chamberlain
whose role as chairman of the party seems to have been ambiguous
and not wholly loyal, Baldwin’s position was at one time so shaky
that the editor of The Times actually set up in proof a leader
entitled ‘Mr Baldwin withdraws’.

It is hard to underestimate the harm which Churchill’s atti-
tude did — not over India, for he was totally defeated — but in
terms of the personal doubts which he gratuitously raised about
his own character. It was a disaster that his diehard stand on India
which he carried to great lengths in his opposition to Sir Samuel

! Secretary for War 1935-6, First Lord of the Admiralty 1936-8. Resigned over
Munich. Created Viscount Norwich.
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Hoare’s India Bill in 1934 should have, as it were, contaminated
his stand on defence and foreign policy. The tragedy was not only
that by resigning early in 1g31 from the shadow Cabinet he
excluded himself from office. The tragedy, rather, was that his
criticism of British foreign and defence policy carried less weight
in the Conservative-Liberal consensus world of the 1930s because
it could be presented by its encmies as coming from an old-
fashioned reactionary, A glance at the files of the New Statesman, or
cven at Low’s cartoons in the Evening Standard, shows how Chur-
chill was regarded by the ‘good left’. He was regarded with equal
misgiving by the moderate right. One should, however, beware of
over-estimating Churchill’s own consistency in matters of defence,
nor should one forget his earlier responsibility for the low state
of British arms in his capacity as Chancellor of the Exchequer in
the 1920s. His colleagues certainly did not.

5

The failure of the Labour government to produce an intelligible
policy on unemployment together with the gathering economic
storm swept the Conservatives back. They were out of office for
too short a time to re-think their attitudes. Neville Chamberlain
was active in organisational matters but he had neither time nor
inclination to re-examine Tory economic policy. He was too much
occupied by a plethora of complaints against Baldwin and with
his own personal position if Baldwin went.

The coalition which followed the break-up of the Labour
Cabinet represented the anti-Socialist consensus atthe height of its
success, Socialism was now wholly discredited. The policy at which
Lloyd George, Churchill, and their Conservative colieagues had
aimed in 1918-22 was triumphant, but not as far as Lloyd George
and Churchill were concerned. They were out, and the anti-
socialist coalition was headed by the former Socialist, Ramsay
MacDonald, in a duumvirate with Baldwin., Almost all the
Liberals were behind it. The general election swept Labour almost
out of existence. Their popular vote was not too badly eroded, all
things considered; it fell from 8-4 million in 1g2g to 6+6 million,
but they won only 52 seats. The Conservatives rose from 86 ..~
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million to nearly 12 million with 473 seats. The combined
coalition forces mustered 14-5 million —~ 67 per cent of the poll -
and 554 seats. It was an absurd and unhealthy situation, well
calculated to muffle important issues and obscure the realities of
the times.

For four years MacDonald presided over the government of the
country, towards the end with rapidly diminishing mental
power. The temperamental similarity of MacDonald and Baldwin
has often been pointed out, for Baldwin was at heart as much of a
romantic Celtic visionary as MacDonald. The resemblance has
cven made people fancy a plot between the two men planned long
before the crisis of 1931. This is of course nonsense. But the
coalition undoubtedly suited them both. MacDonald had for
years been remote and inaccessible to his Labour colleagues,
preferring a very different company. As Beatrice Webb sadly
noted in 1930, observing that his itinerary included visits to the
king, Lord Londonderry and the Duke of Sutherland:

Alas, alas! Balmoral is inevitable but why the castles of the
wealthiest, most aristocratic, most reactionary and by no
means the most intellectual of the Conservative party?...He
ought not to be more at home in the castles of the great than in
the homes of his followers. It argues a perverted taste and a
vanishing faith.

It would be wrong to infer from this that MacDonald meant to
ditch his party all along. But it is true that when events fell out
as they did and patriotic duty seemed to point to his heading a
‘national’ government, he felt something of a sense of release. As
for Baldwin, he was quite content to be the right hand man, the
ultimate controller of the government’s destiny and yet not to be
Prime Minister. The coalition excluded just the man he wanted to
exclude — Lloyd George; and he may well have been glad that
Churchill too had put himself out of court.

In terms of economic policy, it was the worst possible combina-
tion. MacDonald regarded in his vague way all tinkering with
capitalism as meaningless, just as Lanshury and the utopian
socialists did. Therefore one might as well accept ‘the conventional
wisdom’ of the Establishment. Baldwin had never seriously
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thought about the problems. Nor had 'Nevi'lle Ghamberlai_n..He
was indecd a social reformer, but essentially in term§ of pallhat.xvcs
of the existing system, not in terms of interventionist capitalism.
1t is true that statistically the worst of the unemployment problem
gradually disappeared from 1932 onwards. But statistics masked
very bad conditions in some arcas. These were the years of the
hunger marches and the tragedy of Jarrow, the years of the means
test and the cuts. In so far as things improved, the cause was just
those impersonal and uncontrollable forces which the Estab-
lishment had always argued to be the only thing that mattered.
The rearmament boom had a good effect, just as the world
depression had had 2 bad effect. There was little attempt to do
anything positive about the situation.

Politics, given this broad consensus of inability to solve unem-
ployment, turned on matters which ministers thought they could
do something about. From 1932 onwards one of these was Indja.
Baldwin faced this first challenge to the whole imperial position
with courageous liberalism. It raised many of the problems
familiar to us in the Tast fifteen or twenty years. The India Act
was to be swept into oblivion by the tide of events, but in terms of
its own time it was a generous and far-sighted measure,

The other issue on which the government might have done
something even within its own terms of reference was foreign
policy which was inseparably entangled with the problem of
defence policy. The question was already important before
Macponald and Baldwin exchanged offices Preparatory to the
clcc‘uon of 1935. The threat of Hitler was perhaps then less
vaxous th;‘m' the danger to international law and order presented

Y MUSSDI{YU, but both were serious questions and demanded an
i";i“;f’ which they never got. Itis true that the election of 1935
ought fargely on collective security and that the promise of
Jr;armrfmc{)t was not the swindle later alleged. Tt is also true that
i:ﬁ:}’;";ﬂ‘g{i ";’;; as iﬁuxl':h‘ill aH'cged ix'l the most celebrated itcr,n
He neither admit?c):i i;mn; i:id;mt putting party before country’.
Baldiin o press oo r did it, But there was ample cause for
advocated apd ; ?r much greater armaments than he actually
ol d:b r11 thefasco of the Hoare-Layal pactwas a heavy blow
fedibilityas a supporter of the League and collective action.
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The election of 1935 was another triumph, though diminished,
for the anti-Socialist alliance. The Labour party still suffered from
the stigma of incapacity to govern — like the Conservatives in the
mid-nineteenth century. The success of the Conservatives in the
1930s, as in the 1g20s, was largely due to the feebleness and
divisions of the opposition —~ even as these had been the key to the
success of Palmerston and Salisbury and Campbell-Bannerman,
Division is always a barrier, if unity is not always a passport, to
political success. But in the second half of the 1930s, divisions
became far more acute in the Conservative party than they had
been since 1922. The battle over appeasement was even more
important than dissension over India.

The differences were sharpened and clarified by Baldwin’s
retirement in a glow of glory after the settlement of the abdication
question. No Prime Minister has ever chosen a better moment to
bow himself out. He could not have foreseen the storm of obloquy
which was to descend on him a few years later. Neville Chamber-
lain, his long pre-ordained successor, was a wholly different
character. He had been mayor of the palace in Baldwin’s lastyears,
His influence on armament policy had been decisive. He had a
clear cut view of how to deal with the dictators — clear cut and
wrong. It is an irony of history that Anthony Eden, successor at
the Foreign Office to the ill-fated Hoare, Should actually have
welcomed Chamberlain’s succession on the ground that the
new Prime Minister would take a more active interest in foreign
affairs than his predecessor. Chamberlain certainly did, but not in
the direction that Eden hoped.

Chamberlain’s desire to seek a settlement with Mussolini and
Hitler, his conviction that war was a terrible evil, his horror of a
repetition of 1914, were attitudes which deserve commendation,
not censure. But he was too reasonable, too moderate, too paro-
chial perhaps, to see that he was not dealing with people who were
even remotely like himself. Hitler really was a Genghis Khan, ‘a
demon figure sprung from the abyss’, as Churchill called him.
Mussolini was an erratic adventurer. It may be that by the summer
of 1937 things had gone beyond recall. But Chamberlain’s
attitude, even if it made in the end no more difference to the
international crisis than Baldwin’s policy of drift, had its effect on
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the divisions within the Conservative party. These became harder,
harsher, and longer lasting than they would have been under
Baldwin. They left a lasting mark on the party, not wholly
obliterated cven as late as 1957.

The split in the Conservative party on this issue was vital,
Labour opposed Chamberlainism but its opposition was rendered
morally and intellectually incffective because of the party’s
failure to give rational consideration to the armament problem.
The only clear cut consistent opposition came from Churchill,
and it was based not on idealistic international grounds but on the
old fashioned Disraelian view of ‘the permanent and abiding
interests of England’. Churchill, however, had scarcely any
supporters. Between 1935 and 1938 he was a lone voice occasion-
ally aided by Brendan Bracken, Duncan Sandys and Robert
Boothby but by scarcely anyone else. Nor was he anything like so
consistent an enemy of the treaty-breaking powers as his supporters
later maintained. He did not oppose Japan over Manchuria or
Mussolini over Abyssinia. But he was right about Hitler, and this
mattered more than anything else.

The first occasion on which an organised group of MPs mani-
fested dissent was after Eden’s resignation in February 1938.
About twenty Conservatives abstained from supporting the govern-
ment against the opposition’s motion of censure. Twenty-five to
thirty did the same thing over Munich cight months later.

Meanwhile, during the summer a number of Conservative
MPs began to meet informally under the chairmanship of Eden.
They became known as ‘the Eden Group’ — or derisively in the
whips’ office as ‘the Glamour Boys’.? The group was, and con-
tinued to be, distinct from the smaller one which centred around
Churchill. This was still the case even after the Munich crisis.
Harold Nicolson, who was not a Conservative but a National
Labour MP and first joined them in the autumn of 1938, notes in
his diary on November g:

I went to a hush hush meecting with Anthony Eden. Present
Eden, Amery, Cranborne, Sidney Herbert, Cartland, Harold
Macmillan, Spears, Derrick Gunston, Emrys Evans, Anthony

1 The Earl of Avon, The Eden memoirs: the reckoning (1964), 31.
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Crossiey, Herbert Duggan. All good Tories and sensib.le men.
This group is distinct from the Ghurchill group. Tt also includes
Duff Cooper . . . It was a relief to me to be with people who
share my views so completely, and yet who do not give the
impression (as Winston does) of being more bitter than deter-
mined, and more out for a fight than for reform,!

There was evidently still much reluctance to be too closely
assoctated with Churchill, and still a certain feeling, not un-
reasonable in the circumstances, that more could be done by
reasonably polite pressure than overt opposition to Chamberlain.
On November 24 Nicolson wrote, “We still do not really constitute
a group and Anthony still hesitates to come out against the
Government.’ This state of affairs continucd right up to the war,
and there was never a fusion between the Eden and Churchill
groups, although there was cooperation on certain matters, and
the two leaders kept in touch with each other.

It is unlikely that the activities of either group had any serious
influence on government policy ~ with one possible exception.
Rumour was widespread that the Conservative managers were
pressing Chamberlain to hold a snap election on the morrow of
Munich in order to exploit the undoubted popularity of his
policy. Sir Sidney Herbert, the wealthy and much respected
member for the Abbey division of W estminster, on October 4, in
spite of failing health, made 2 memorable speech. “There may be
Some tiny Tammany Hall ring who want such a solution,” he said,
bat my solution would be quite different” And he made an
czoqu‘cnc plea for a genuine national coalition government.
E:}:ﬁ“ﬁgr::‘:‘cc;)f the ple_a, but the refercnce to Tammany Hall
Halitex not‘tot ‘;lm?;rlam had already been strongly urged by
of Herberts & ake }: s course. Wlxct}}cr for.that reason or beca.us.c
decision wa, ('Plclcc‘ tl}ere was no dlssolun_()n.4 In the event this
suffered imme“ Yy JUStlﬁCd..ThC Conscrvative party would have

0S¢ retrospective moral damage, if they had cashed

:iﬁf Sheelson (o), Harold iolsn: diaris and leters 1930-9 (1966), 377-6.

:H'amld Maemiilan, Winds of change (1966), 571.

c}umum?{ had sit}\ilaﬂy abstained in 1878 but there is nothing 1o show whether
A0 W2 inlluenced by the Pprecedent,
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in on Munich. But the temptation, especially if Chamberlain
really believed in ‘peace in our time’, must have been consider-
able. He should be given some credit for resisting it.

The importance of the anti-appeasers does not lic so much in
their influence as their existence. No doubt many of them vacil-
lated, hesitated and behaved inconsistently. But they did at least
perceive the danger. Had they been in power they might have
averted it. There is a modern tendency to say that the 1939
war was inevitable. But the inevitable in history is too often merely
something which people have not tried hard enough to avoid. Per-
haps, given Hitler’s ambitions, war with Germany at some time
was inevitable; but it need not have been at that particular time
and in those particular circumstances. The existence of a group of
dissident Conservatives with some important names among them
was a crucial matter for the repute of the Conservative party
when war came and Chamberlain’s policy collapsed in ruins.
Churchill had said all along that this would happen and he was
proved right. A number of Conservative MPs had indiffering ways
and much later in the day said more or less the same thing. The
party held an overwhelming majority in the House. A general
clection in time of war was regarded as impossible — or very
undesirable. If Churchill and the anti-appeasers had not existed,
it is by no means casy to see how in 1940 the government
could have been carried on with any credit at all.

It would be nice if one could draw some sort of cconomic
or sociological dividing line between the appeasers and the anti-
appeasers. Attempts have been made to do so. It is said that the
appeasers were really pre-war Liberals in disguise, alternatively
that they represented the tired second or third generation of the
industrial bourgeoisic. The anti-appeasers in contrast were the
representatives of an older landed aristocratic tradition which did
not bother about self-determination or newfangled notions of that
sort, but took a straightforward view of the balance of power and
British survival. It is certainly true that Sir John Simon and
Walter Runciman, arch-appeasers, were former Asquithian
Liberals, that Hoare with his Quaker background was more like a
Liberal than a Tory, that Neville Chamberlain was an erstwhile
Liberal Unionist, and that both Baldwin and Neville Chamber-
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lain represented a second generation of heavy industry. It is also
true that Churchill, Eden, Cranborne came from great landed
familics.

But so did Lord Halifax. So too did Lord Londonderry. And
there were plenty of non-aristocratic figures on the anti-appeasc-
ment side. Austen Chamberlain, had he lived, would certainly
have opposed Munich. And as for pre-war liberalism, who could
have becn more tarred with that brush than Churchill himself?
The truth is that the difference was one of temperament, outlook,
and judgment, It could and did divide families, sever friendships,
and break up dinner partics as well as political parties. There was
no obvious common bond linking the anti-appeasers. Some were
dic-hards on India, others were Iiberals. Some were intervention-
ists in cconomic affairs, others were for laissez-faire. Some were
social reformers, others did not care.

There was not much the anti-appeasers could do, The govern-
ment’s policy of drifting under Baldwin and briskly rowing in the
wrong direction under Chamberlain was not in the least affected
by Churchill’s diatribes. It was only the inexorable march of
cvents which obliged Chamberlain to change course, half~
heartedly, in March 1g79, 2nd to g0 to war in September.
Even then his specch summoning the nation to arms sounded a
cracked and wavering note. He seemed more concerned at the
collapse of his personal policy and all that he had stood for than at
the critical situation of the nation that he led. He was ill-cquipped
to lead a nation in war, far worse than Asquith. That he should
have been forced out at the first major disaster to Allied arms is
scarcely surprising.

A political party has two main problems: how to obtain power,
and what to do with it once obtained. In the inter-war years the
Conservatives solved the first problem more successfully than the
second, They won five out of seven general clections and were
in office either on their own or as dominant partners in a coalition
for eighteen out of twenty-one years. This success, like mast
polftic:ﬂ successes, was compounded of good Juck, the defects of
their opponents, and their own merits, The revival of the party

was geeatly helped by the war whose effects were in almost every
R
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respect favourable to the Conservatives and adverse to the Liberals.
After the war they were helped by the divisions among their
opponents: the severance of the Lib-Lab alliance and the feuds
within the Liberal party itself, for the breach between Asquith
and Lloyd George was never really repaired. In two of their five
clectoral victories (1922 and 1924) the Conservatives got in on a
split vote. In two more (1918 and 1935) they won less than half the
popular vote though it is true to say that in both cases they would
have scored a higher total, if they had not concluded with a
section of the Liberal party an electoral pact which operated very
favourably in the more important matter of winning seats for a
coalition. Only in 1931 did the Conservatives actually win more
than half the votes cast. The last time they had done so was in
1g00o,?

The phenomenon of a split vote is significant also as a symptom
of something clse. If the Liberal and Labour parties had regarded
Conscrvative rule as the ultimate in evils, they would have
cooperated, The very existence of division on the Left suggests that
the Right is regarded as at least tolerable. The truth was that the
Conscrvative party under Baldwin had managed to recover a
large arca of that middle ground in politics which is the key to
clectoral success and which they had lost in 1906, after being in
possession for nearly twenty years before that. By the mid-1g20s
they no longer had the harsh appearance that they had displayed
in the immediate pre-war years. From 1906 to 1914 they had
scemed too often to be the party of rich men reluctant to pay
taxes, of Englishmen determined to retain control over the ‘Celtic
fringe’, of Ulstermen ready to rend the fabric of the constitution
and subvert the loyalty of the army in order to uphold the Pro-
testant ascendancy. The Conservatives scemed to lack compassion.

Under Baldwin the picture was different. Their social composi-
tion did not, it is true, greatly change. The movement of the
business men, bankers, industrialists into the party, which had
begun well before the turnofthe century, continued —areflectionof
a general process of absorption and amalgamation which had been
affecting the governing class for the last thirty years. The

1'No party since the Second World War has won over half the popular vote. The
Conservatives came nearest to doing so, with 49°7 per cent in 1955.
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Conservatives were still the rich man’s party. But there was a new
awareness of social problems, a new consciousness of poverty and
unemployment. The party no doubt contained its quota of ‘hard
faced business men who looked as if they had done well out of the
war’, but it was significant that their leader should have been the
man who coined the phrase. Obliged to choose between a Liberal
party torn by strife, a Labour party incapable of governing, and 2
Conservative party which appeared reliable and reasonably
humane, the electorate not surprisingly voted for the latter. Under
Baldwin the Conservatives did not seem to Jack compassion.

But what did the party do with the power it secured? In the
inter-war years there were three great problems. These were the
condition of the people, the future of the empire, the rise of
Germany.

On the first the Conservatives failed to deal with unemploy-
ment although there were alternative policies which might have
solved it or softened it ~ policies not the monopoly of cranks or
cven of voices crying in the wilderness. On the other hand, Neville
Chamberlain by his social reforms, and Baldwin by his genuine
kindliness, generosity and goodwill did something to soften the
stark confrontation of the classes and the masses, something too in
the ease of Baldwin (not Chamberlain whom they hated for his
blunt contemptuousness) to bring the Labour party towards
constitutionalism and ease it into the parliamentary system.

On the second problem ~ the empire — the party’s policy
was much more successful. Ireland was a lesson never forgotten.
The Statute of Westminster and the India Act were both in their
contemporary setting notable advances. Baldwin deserves much
of the credit for this, but he could not have done it if the party’s
outlook had remained crystallised in the climate of 1914.

On the third problem ~ resurgent Germany ~ the Conserva-
tive leadership has a record that is hard to defend. It is true that
rcarmament went a good deal further from 1935 onwards than has
nhvn.ys been appreciated, It is true that in certain crucial areas —
pnrl.xcul:\rly radar and fighter planes —the country wasmuch better
cgmppcd than Germany; and those are big items on the credit
s}dc of the balance sheet, But, whatever the reason, the Conserva-
tive leaders never perceived till too late the nature of the threat
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posed by Hitler. If they had, it is hard to imagine that they would
not have pursued a more realistic foreign policy. On the most
important asset in their normal political armoury, national
security, they had failed.

When all is said and done, it is difficult not to feel that Chur-
chill’s famous words could be applied in an even wider context
to the whole history of the Baldwin-Chamberlain administra-
tions:

They are decided only to be undecided, resolved to be irresolute,
adamant for drift, solid for fluidity, all powerful for impo-
tence.

Their successors were to pay a heavy price for these failings a few
years later.



CHAPTER VIII

The ascendancy of Churchill
1940-55

I

The fall of Chamberlain in 1940 is the last example of 2 Prime
Minister who bad inherited or won an electoral victory being
ousted by parliament. He was also ousted by his own party.
Indced the two things go together, for only a party revolt can
bring such a consummation. One has to go back to Gladstone in
1886 to find & comparable loss of support on a matter of major
importance (neither MacDonald in 1924 nor Rosebery in 18g5 is
quite'parallel: MacDonald’s was a minority government depend-
ing upon Liberal support; Rosebery’s defeat was the result
of a snap vote which he could have disregarded or es-
cinded). -
Chamberlain was not, like Gladstone, actually defeated. But a
fall in his majority from 200 to 80 was, especially in war time, the
cquivalent of defeat. Nor had he, like Gladstone, the reserve
weapon of dissolution, generally deemed unusable in war, He
had no real option but to resign though he tried to avoid it. He
also tried to keep out Ghurchill from the succession. There is no
doubt that to the lcaders of the Labour and Liberal parties,
Attlee and Sinclair, Halifax would have been Jjust as acceptable ~
strange though this may seem in retrospect — while to most Con-
scrvatives he would have been more so. But Halifax knew that he
was not the man, just as Derby had known in 18 55, and Bonar Law
in 19’16. In spite of all the barriers the “will of the people’ somehow
8¢ts its way in hours of crisis. Ghurchill was the man the nation

gantcd tven as Lloyd George and Palmerston had been in their
ay.
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Churchill’s appointment was far from popular in the Con-
servative party. The chcers which greeted him when he first
cntered the House as Prime Minister came from the Liberal and
Labour benches. The Conservatives reserved theirs for Chamber-
lain who, significantly, retained the leadership of the party. It was
like Asquith and Lloyd George after 1916, though with this
difference: Chamberlain agreed to serve under his successor;
Asquith did not. If Chamberlain had lived, the situation could
have been a delicate onc. But he {ell ill and resigned in October,
dying a few wecks later. There was no lack of high minded persons
to advise Churchill that he would be better placed to unify the
nation if he was not tied to the leadership of a party. Churchill had
more sense. He had seen the fate of Lloyd George. To the end of
his political career he regarded the Conservative party machine
and many of the party faithful with suspicion and dislike. For that
very reason he was determined to be on top of it and them. He at
once indicated that he would accept the leadership, and by now
his prestige made his unanimous election a certainty.

Churchill was markedly unvindictive towards the appeasers.
It was partly his natural gencrosity, partly too perhaps a gesture
of prudence in view of his chilly reception from the party when he
first became Prime Minister. He would even have made Chamber-
lain lcader of the House, if Attlee had not objected. But Mr
A.J. P. Taylor goes too far when he claims that Sir Samuel Hoare
was the only ‘man of Munich’ to be removed.? Of the Chamber-
lain Cabinet as it was in October 1938 fourteen men of Munich
were still serving in May 1940; seven of them were removed, and
seven of them were retained by Churchill in offices of Gabinet
rank, Mr Taylor is right, however, when he says that the Conserva-
tive anti-appeasers received few rewards, though one can add to
his solitary example of Duff Cooper given the Ministry of Infor-
mation, those of Lord Lloyd (Colonies), L. S. Amery (India),
and Lord Cranborne (Paymaster-General).

The government was a coalition of men of all parties (bar the
Communists) and of no party. Churchill was careful to blend the
various colours in the House of Commons in the best way to
minimise offence. But he had no hesitation in bringing in purely

X English history 1914—45, 478.
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personal appointees devoid of any party backing — and highly
unpopular — such as Lord Beaverbrook and Lord Gherwell.
Britain was governed as much by an elected monarch and his
court as by a traditional Prime Minister and his Cabinet, Yet
Churchill despite his eccentricity, his midnight conclaves, his
tyranny and bluster, paid the most careful attention to the correct
procedure of the constitution, the sovereignty of parliament,
the authority of the Cabinet, the powers of the Crown. He was
not a classless iconoclast like Lloyd George. He was as cautious as
Augustus in preserving the traditional outward forms. No doubt
he was perfectly sincere in doing so. The fact remains that
behind this fagade he ruled England for five years with a degree
of authority such as no Prime Minister has ever possessed before
or since.

Of Churchill it could be said that the circumstances of war
made assets not only of his virtues but of all those defects which
had hitherto impeded his political career. His old fashioned
simpliste views on India, the empire, and Britain’s role in the world
had been liabilities in the 1g30s. So too had been his obvious
fascination by war and the problems of war. Now in a desperate
struggle for national survival they became positive virtues, along
with his courage, tenacity, and a command over language unsur-
passed by any previous Prime Minister, equalled by very few.
Morcover, he was temperamentally designed to be a far better
chicf than colleague. The single-mindedness verging on fanati-
cism with which he had supported the interests of whatever
department — Board of Trade, Admiralty, Treasury — he hap-
?cr.md to head was a defect in a departmental minister, the more
irritating because it was not accompanied by any corresponding
inclination to leave other departments alone. On the contrary he
had b‘ombardcd successive Prime Ministers with his opinions on
th.c widest range of topics, But now that he was Prime Minister
himsclf this immense energy and unity of purpose were real
advantages in the object to which he and the whole nation
devoted themselves — the winning of the war.

I.Sut wcrc.thcy correspondingly advantageous in the subsidiary
;‘:“ﬁ;gt}i ?;l:,:‘]:i the next g?ncr:'xl clcf:tion for the Conservative

¢ an aver-simplification to say no, just hecause
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in fact the election was lost. Everything depends on the assessment
of why it was lost. Was it a landslide rcsulting from long and slow
subterranean subsidences - like the 1966 tragedy of Aberfan? Or
was it an avalanche set off by the sudden report of a gun, as can
sometimes happen in the snow-laden slopes of the Alps?

2

The Conservatives did not neglect the problems of the peace.
Various committees investigated them and their reports were to
form the basis of an election programme in 1945, in many ways
as forward-looking as that of Labour. Nor is there any truth that
the leadership encouraged local constituency organisations to
shut up shop for the duration of the war. Nevertheless, by 1945
the Conservative machine was in general more rusty than that of
Labour, and, however ‘progressive’ their programme, what most
candidates really relied on was the name of Churchill, basing
themselves on a false analogy with Lloyd George in 1918.

Churchill wished to keep the coalition in being till the end of
the war with Japan, expected in May 1945 to be anything up to
cighteen months ahead. He proposed to solve the problem of his
pledge that an immediate general election should be held after the
defeat of Germany by submitting a proposal for delay to a national
referendum. Attlee and the Labour members of the Cabinet were
against postponement till Japan had been defeated but preferred
to hold an election on party lines in the autumn rather than at
once. Churchill rightly considered that the coalition would never
work properly with a partisan election at a kaown date hanging
over it. He insisted that if there was to be an election it should be
held as soon as possible. Accordingly he formally resigned on
behalf of the coalition. The king at once reappointed him. He
formed a ‘caretaker’ Conservative government and recommended
a prompt dissolution of parliament.

There is a general agreement that the Conservative election
campaign in 1945 struck the wrong note from the start, and for this
Churchill must bear the blame. Even if the trouble was that he
leaned too much on Lord Beaverbrook’s advice — a charge which
has been denied - the. fact remains that Churchill’s was the
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ultimate responsibility. He certainly started in a tone of extremé
aggressiveness with his first broadcast. A touch of Eatanswill had
rarcly becn wholly absent from his electioncering style.

There can be no doubt that Socialism is inseparably inter-
woven with totalitarianism and the abject worship of the
State. . .. Socialism is in its essence an attack not only on
British enterprise, but upon the right of an grdinary man or
woman to breathe freely without having a harsh clumsy
tyrannical hand clapped across their mouth and nostrils, A free

~ Parliament — look at that — a free Parliament is odious to the
Socialist doctrinaire. T

There followed his notorious warning that a socialist system could
only be established with the aid of a political police or ‘Gestapo’.
To most people these threats and this language about people
who till a few weeks ago had been his Cabinet colleagues seemed
ludicrous. Attlee effectively caught the serious reflective mood of
the nation in his reply. He ironically thanked Churchill for want-
ng

, the electors to understand how great was the difference between
Winston Churchill the great leader in war of a united nation and
Mr Churchill the party leader of the Conservatives....l
thank him for having disillusioned them so thoroughly. The
voice we heard last night was that of Mr Churchill, but the
mind was that of Lord Beaverbrook.

The exchanges between the rival leaders continued in this idiom.
They were later largely concerned with an interminable dispute
about the role of Professor Harold Laski who — unluckily for
Labour — happened to be chairman of the National Executive that
year and made a2 pronouncement on Attlec’s decision to accept
Churchill’s invitation to go to Potsdam with him. Attlee, he said,
waould be only an observer; there was no necessity for continuity
in foreign policy; Labour’s attitude could only be settled by
debate ‘cither in the Party Executive or at mectings of the Parlia-
mentary Labour Party’. This did raise a genuine constitutional
issuc and the Conservatives could Icgitimately ask questions ~!

the possible dictatorship of the party Caucus — 2 °
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Labour dating back to the days of the Campbell case and the
Russian Treaty in 1924, and only finally killed by Attlee’s own
conduct of affairs after he won the election.

Attlee was too good a tactician to accept this criticism during the
clection campaign or to reprove Laski in any way then. He
reserved that till after he had won, cnding a Ietter to Laski with
onc of his most famous laconic observations: “a period of silence
from you would be welcome’. The Conservatives, in spite of having
a real point, incurred the charge of ‘stunting’ when they used such
expressions as ‘Gauleiter Laski’.

But, however inept the Tory campaign, it is unlikely to have
accounted for their defeat. The wartime by-elections showed a
strong trend towards radical candidates fighting official Conserva-
tives, even though Labour obedient to the party truce gave them
no sort of official countenance. By-elections can be misleading but
the trend from 1942 right up to April 1945 is too consistent to be
ignored. Morcover, the Gallup Poll from 1943 onwards showed a
big Labour lead. This suggests a decper dissatisfaction with
Conservatism than could be explained by the most incompetent
clectioneering. Moreover, great turnovers like that of 1945 do not
occur for trivial or personal causes.

Attlee has been well compared with a sound batsman keeping
up his wicket against a demon bowler rapidly losing pace and
length. But it is clear that the demon bowler was still a highly
popular figure. If the British premiership had been an clective
officc like the American presidency and the voter could have
split his ticket, Churchill, like Eisenhower in 1 956, might have
been elected, but he would have faced a legislature dominated by
the other party. The Conservatives fared badly in 1945 but who
can say how much worse they might have done without Churchilt?
In 1945 they won 214 seats. In 1906 with no such asset as a national
hero at their head they won 56 fewer.

On the face of things Churchill’s defeat contrasts strangely with
the triumph of Lioyd George in 1918. Yet there may be more
§imilarity than difference. It is arguable that cvery war of any
importance has resulted in disaster at the next election after its
end for the party in power when it began. The Crimean War was
started under a Peelite-Whig coalition with a Peelite Prime
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Minister. The Peelites were virtually extinguished in the election
of 1857. The South. African War was followed by the greatest
Conservative disaster of all time, The First World War did, it is
true, begin with the Liberal party in power, and the 1918 election
gave a gigantic majority to a nominally Liberal Prime Minister.
But Lloyd George was in effect the non-party head of a coalition
overwhelmingly dominated by the Conservatives — the party of
opposition in 1914. The Coupon election killed the Asquithian
Liberal party — that is to say it killed the real Liberal party.
The 1945 election did not kill the Conservatives but it gave them
a very heavy blow. Churchill, by an ironical turn of events, was
tied to a party which, rightly or wrongly, was by 1945 discredited
~and discredited partly because of the retrospective cogency of his
own brilliant pre-war onslaughts upon its official leadership.
How, one wonders, would Lloyd George have fared in 1918, for all
his great record as a war leader, if he had sought to reunite the
Liberals in a straight fight against the Conservatives? The
question needs only to asked in order to be answered. He would
almost certainly have lost.

Every war into which Britain has entered during the last
century and a half has found her disorganised, unprepared and
surprised. It is in no way odd that the electorate should subse-
quently have wreaked their vengeance on the party in power
when war broke out. Nor is this a cynical reflection upon the
clectorates which at the time supported those parties. It is the
business of people in power to give a lead and get their answers
right. If they fail, they have no cause for complaint at subsequent
defeat. True, it is sometimes bad luck on the individuals who
have come to personify a party which had been represented by
quite different figures a few years earlier. But, after all, this is
what party politics is about.

Churchill lost because his party was discredited, not because he
listened too much - if indeed he did at all — to Lord Beaver-
brook’s advice on electioneering. And his party was not discred-
ited because its programme was reactionary, or even static, for
it was neither. It did not lack content, but it lacked credibility.
The trouble was that people did not believe that the Conserva-
tives meant what they said, whereas they thought on the whole
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that Labour did. Nor did Churchill Jose simply because the party
machine was rusty. No doubt it was rusty. No doubt the sort of
people who constituted the local organisations of the party —
agents, workers, etc. — were more likely to be away from home
than the trade unionists who played the same key part in the
Labour party’s constituency organisations, But it would be absurd
to suppose that these deficiencies could account for such a huge
swing in votes. -

Churchill Jost because the Conservatives were associated with
most of the ills of the inter-war years: unemployment, depression,
failure to prevent war, unreadiness for it when it came. It is not
relevant to these criticisms that they may have been ill-founded
and that no plausible alternative policy was ever put forward by
anyone who had a chance of forming an alternative government.
It was the Conservatives who were in, and they were bound to
take the rap for what went wrong.

That mysterious, indefinable, but nevertheless real clement in
political change ~ ‘the climate of opinion’ ~ was against them too.
Just as the Utilitarians prepared the way for the long Liberal
ascendancy after 1832, just as intellectual imperialists like Seeley
were precursors of the Conservative break-through under Lord
Salisbury, so too did Professors Laski and Cole aided by Victor
Gollancz and the Left Book Glub in the 1930s open the first
breaches in the dyke through which Labour was to pour ten years
Iater. In the 1gg0s it was intellectually disreputable to be a
Tory — anyway if you were a young man. One should not exag-
gerate the political significance of the intellectuals, but, when they
incline with near unanimity in a particular party direction, that
party is likely, if after a time lag, to find itself politically as well as
intellectually in the ascendant. This was what was happening to
Labour from the 19305 omvards.

There was too another change in the climate not so much of
opinion as of sentiment ~ a reaction against heroism, grandeur,
and effort. For five years Britain had been mobilised for war more
fully .than any country in the world except perhaps Russia —
certainly far more than Germany or America. And the moment
had come when the natjon was beginning to feel that it had had
enough. Truc, the war with Japan was not yet over. It is a very
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moot point how far the nation’s morale would have held up if the
struggle had been at all prolonged. But cven already the great
Churchillian language of 1940 and 1941 was beginning to sound
slightly hollow. Attlee might be a humdrum figure, but he
accorded more with the spirit of the hour than his mighty pre-
decessor. Nothing better symbolises the contrast between their
styles and between the moods to which their styles appealed than
the account which some years later each of them has left of his
reaction on becoming Prime Minister.

Here is Churchill on his summons to the highest office in 1940:

I cannot conceal from the reader of this truthful account that as
1 went to bed at about g3 a.m. I was conscious of a profound
sensc of relief. At last T had authority to give directions over the
whole scene, I felt as if I were walking with destiny and that all
my past life had been but a preparation for this hour and for
this trial. . . .2

And here is Attlec on his rise to the top in 1945:

. .. by the middle of the afternoon it was clear that we had won
a great victory.

Lord Portal who was Chairman of the Great Western Railway
gave the family tea at Paddington, and presently I was told by
the Prime Minister that he was resigning. A summons to the
Palace followed. My wife drove me there and waited outside for
me. The King gave me his commission to form a Government.
He always used to say that I looked very surprised as indeed I
was at the extent of our success. We went to a Victory Rally at
Westminster Hall where I announced that I had been charged
with the task of forming a Government, looked in at a Fabian
Society gathering and then returned to Stanmore after an
exciting day.?

3

The Conservatives now faced a period of opposition comparable
only with the years after 1906. But they behaved much more

1'W. S. Churchill, The gathering storm (1948), 526~7.
* C. R. Attlee, As it happened (1954), 148.
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sensibly. 1t is often said that history teaches no Icssons or else the
wrong ones. Yet it is not always the case, and after 1945 the party
Jeaders did manage to avoid the major errors of Balfour and his
shadow Cabinet, They were helped by two great contrasts between
the situation then and that of forty years earlier. They were not
divided on a major issuc of policy like tariffs, and they had in
Churchill a leader who was a figure of world fame and prestige.
Balfour was in a very different position. His authority had been
tottering for two years before his defeat, and he had the greatest
difficulty in reasserting it in opposition.

Yet, in spite of their more favourable position after 1945, it took
two clections to bring the Conservatives back to power — and even
so they won by the narrowest of margins and on a minority of the
popular vote. Most of the ground was regained at the first election
~held in February 1950. The Conservatives rose from 213 in 1945
to 298, and Labour fell from 393 to 315. Labour’s bacon was saved
bythe Celticfringe. In England the Conservatives had a majority of
one. The psephologists have calculated that the total result reflects
a §-3 per cent swing to the Conservatives since 1945. The turn-
out of 84 per cent was the highest since the first election of 1910.

What were the reasons for the Conservative gains? One must
as 50 often in this survey look both at what people were voting for
and what they were voting against. The Conservative party
undoubtedly made a major effort to re-think its political pro-
gramme, reorganise its intcrnal constitution, and recover its
parlinmentary morale. It was over thirty years since the party had
h'ad occasion to give any prolonged thought to its role in opposi-
tion. From 1915 to 1945, the Conservatives whether on their own
or as partner of a coalition - usually the dominant partner - had
been in office nearly alt the while. Two brielintervals — ten months
in 1924 and twenty-six months in 1929-31 — were not cnough to
alter the fact that the party had been cssentially the party
of government for longer than almost any of its members could
recall. In. the art of conducting His Majesty’s opposition the
Conservative front bench was cither wholly out of practice or
wholly inexperienced.

A party in office incvitably gives little thought to ideology or
principles. Indced, why should it as long as things are going well ?
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Problems come up one after another and are solved ~ or not solved
~ by empirical criteria. Advice from Whitehall, reports of royal
commissions, external pressures, the trade cycle, the need to meet
sudden crises blowing up from nowhere, or to placate a public
uproar — these are what actuate governments. No doubt their
reactions are influenced by some sort of vague ideological colours,
but the need to make those colours into a coherent pattern does
not arise. Anyway it is often impossible, given the contradictions,
reversals and inconsistencies which events may force upon even
the most honourable and efficient of ministries.

But in opposition the situation is quite different. A party has to
avoid on the onc hand the charge of peevish {actiousness and on
the other that of pallid imitation of the government. It is necessary
to steer a tricky line between policy statements so clear that they
give hostages to fortune or so vague that they offer no alternative
at all. Churchill at first was strongly against giving hostages to
fortune. At Edinburgh in 1946 despite much pressure for a
‘programme’ he defined the Conservative policy as ‘Liberty with
security; stability combined with progress; the maintenance of
religion, the Crown, and Parliamentary Government’® — points
from which scarcely anyone in any party would have dissented.
Nor was he much more specific when Eden and Oliver Stanley
later that year pressed him to give a clearer lead at the Blackpool
conference. His ‘cight points’, observed the Scotsman, ‘would
describe Conservative economic policy at any time in the past
30 or 40 ycars, if not further back than that.’?

Churchill was more interested in the world scene. His experi-
ence as Chancellor of the Exchequer in Baldwin’s second govern-
ment had not been happy. He had never been very good on ‘bread
and butter politics’. Economic affairs engaged his interest only
sporadically, though if he was interested he could act decisively -
witness the veto that, on Lord Cherwell’s advice, he imposed in
1952 on the proposal of the Treasury to establish a floating pound.
He seems to have taken a good deal of persuasion to give his
imprimalur to the most important policy document issued by the
party in these years — R. A, Butler’s Industrial Charter.

1 Quoted, J. D. Hoffman, The Conservative party in opposition 1945-51 (1964), 140.
2 ibid., 143.
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The significance of this document is not that the Conservatives
acted on it at all obviously when they got back into power, for in
fact it was largely concerned with problems that were to be
irrelevant in the 19505 such as unemployment, deflation, etc;
resembling in this respect of course the preponderance of Labour
thought at the time. Still less was it important because it converted
the ordinary voter. Its effect was essentially on the opinion-
forming classcs. It was a successful attempt to counter the Labour
argument that the Conservatives were the party of industrial
laissez-faire and “devil take the hindmost’. Tt did indeed emphasise
the importance of removing ‘unnccessary’ controls, and it was this
part of it on which the Conservatives may claim to have acted
when they got back — although a host of other reasons would have
made any government inclined by then to cut away the under-
growth of restrictions surviving from the war, and any opposition
inclined to press morekeenly than any government forsuch a popu-
lar move, But its importance at the time of issue was comparable
politically to the Crystal Palace and Manchester speeches of
Disracli in 1872. Given the modern world of collective committee
work, it naturally lacked the rhetoric and colour of Disracli. Yet
in its cool, humdrum and slightly flat language it did present a
recognisable alternative to the reigning orthodoxy.

The reorganisation of the party was probably no less important
than re-thinking of policy. As after every defeat — 1868, 1880, 1906,
1910 ~ there was a constitutional reshuffle, change of committee
nomenclatures and relationships, and a general move for better
Tepresentation of party sentiment. If one asks why this always
happens, the answer is that defeat gives a lot of people much
annoyance and much time on their hands. No party in power
bf)th?rs very much about this sort of thing.! Yet we should not
dlSlnl‘SS it as mercly a matter of mutual recrimination and pro-
spective window-dressing. Every now and then thé moment of
defeat does produce a real change.

. The post-war reforms which took place in the party organisa-
tion are usually attributed to that greatest of all Conservative
party managers, Lord Woolton. The magnitude of his achieve-

*J. C. C. Davidson's efforts fram 1
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ment is beyond dispute, but it is fair to say that some significant
developments took place under his predecessor, Ralph Assheton
(Lord Clithcroc) who was chairman at the time of the election and
remained in office for another year till July 1946. These included
the revival of the Rescarch Department, founded by Davidson in
1929, the formation of the Conscrvative Political Centre, the
growth of the Young Conscrvative organisation, and a major
cxpansion of the work of the Advisory Committece on Local
Government.

Lord Woolton was a late convert to Conservatism. Although a
member of Churchill’s Cabinet he remained independent, and
only joined the Conservatives on the morrow of their crushing
defeat — a gesture which greatly touched Churchill. He had begun
life as a Fabian and a social reformer. He subsequently went into
the retail business and became chairman of Lewis’s stores. In the
war, thanks to his administrative genius and talent for public
relations, he was appointed Minister of Food. He had a soothing if
somewhat plummy mode of speech which inspired confidence.
Housewives munching a dreadful wartime comestible named after
him as ‘Woolton pie’ came to regard him with certain wry affec-
tion. Long before the end of the war he was a national figure;
the first chairman of the party, apart from Neville Chamberlain,
who could be thus described.

When he first took over he was horrified at the apparent lack
of system that prevailed, but he quickly realised that the organisa-~
tion of a party is not the same as that of a business. Excessive
streamlining by causing offence to a multitude of faithful workers
might deleat its own purpose. He decided instead to concentrate
on membership, moncy and propaganda. He was determined to
make the party spend and not hoard. He adopted a seemingly
paradoxical technique. He deliberately resolved to over-spend on
publicity, propaganda, ctc., and thus force the local party organis-
ations to raisc the nccessary funds. At the same time he decided to
cut off one of their traditional sources, the heavy personal sub-
scriptions through which in some safe constituencies the member
virtually bought his seat.

The latter step was formally rccommended in 1948 by a
committee under Sir David Maxwell Fyfe and was adopted at
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the party confercnce. It had a double purpose: first, to demo-
cratise the selection process, in order that no financial barrier
need inhibit the choice of candidates who were now forbidden to
subscribe more than £25 p-a. to the local fund {or £50 if already
a member); secondly, to force constituency parties to collect
money from Iotal supporters and thus in that very process to secure
wider contacts which would be the basis for a far more efficient
electoral organisation. OF these two purposes the second proved
much more important. The type of candidate could not greatly
change in the immediate future, for most of themhad alrcadybeen
adopted under the old rules, and so the personnel involved in the
elections of 1950 and 1951 was scarcely affected by the Maxwell
Fyfe rccommendations. Nor in fact has there been any great
change in the type of person seeking Conservative nomination
since then, still less in the type actually nominated. The most that
can be said is that ane cause of egalitarian criticism has been cut
out, and the party’s ‘image’ to that degree improved.

The effect on the local parties themselves, however, was much
more important. There can be no doubt that the need to coliect
a very large number of very small subscriptions, instead of relying
on a very small number of very large subscriptions — perhaps only
ane ~ gave the constituency organisations a notable fmipetus to-
wards recruitment of members. Lord Woolton’s appeal for central
funds — an extra £1 million — was a great success and his appeal
for an extra million members equally satisfactory. The figures weng
vp from 1,200,000 in 1947 (itself an increase of 226,000 on the
previous year) to 2,250,000 by the end of June 1948. Thus, by
gross over-expenditure and cutting off a major source of income,
Lord Woolton had achieved a great step towards the restoration
of the party’s prosperity. No doubt there is 2 moral to be drawn
from this, but not, alas, one that applies to private life,

Lord Woolton faced the problem too of the party’s name. As
had occurred already after defeat, there was an agitation in some
qu:frtcrs to change it. There has always been a section of the party
which regards the title ‘Conservative’ as a vote-loser. Lord
.‘\’oo'lton.favotxrcd ‘the Union Party’ as a substitute — not a very
inspired 1:1ca,‘1n .vicw of its similarity to the old but now irrelevant
name of “Unionist’. Luckily he decided that he could only lead
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this particular card from strength, not from weakness after defeat.
However, the next best thing to changing the name of one’s own
party favourably is to change that of one’s opponents unfavour-
ably. He declared that henceforth in speech and writing Conserva-
tives should never use the word ‘Labour’ with its suggestions of
honest British toil, but always substitute ‘Socialist’ with its alien,
doctrinaire, continental overtones. This practice was dropped in
1959 when some voters were found who believed ‘Labour’ and
‘Socialist’ to be different parties.

The Conscrvative revival was helped by an intellectual move-
ment in their favour. Ltatisme which had been all the rage in the
1930s lost its charm in the highly regimented England of the war
and post-war years. A very influential book at this time was
Professor F. A. Hayek’s Road fo serfdom, published in 1944. It was
essentially anti-socialist in its implications. The universities saw a
notable revival of Coonservative sympathies among the undergrad-
uates and to some extent among the dons too. The Conservative
Research Department headed by R. A. Butler contained as mem-
bers at times during the period Edward Heath, Reginald Maud-
ling, and Enoch Powell — people of whom many things have been
said, but not that they are stupid. The Labour party had lost its
near monopoly of intellect and ideas.

The least casy aspect of the Tory revival to assess is the effective-
ness of the parliamentarians. This is because of the general diffi-
culty of deciding just what a parliamentary opposition can be
expected to achieve in modern conditions. It certainly cannot
block legislation. The Conservatives probably extracted the
maximum concession that could be squeezed out of Labour by a
judicious use of the Parliament Act to postpone the vesting date
for steel nationalisation till after the next election. Otherwise the
most that an opposition can do is to present itself as a plausible
alternative, trip up the government whenever it safely can without
incurring the charge of factiousness, and build up as odious a
picture as possible of the majority party against the day of the
next election,

On the whole the Conservatives managed all these tasks quite
well. If Churchill was often absent, and did not always fire at the
right target, he was invariably ‘news’ whatever he said or did -
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and he possessed a devastating turn of phrase. I_Xnthony Eden was
sweetly reasonable. Harold Macmillan, Oliver §mn1ey and
Oliver Lyttelton were acidly unreasonable, and did much to
create a popular image of Labour ministers as either sour, puri-
tanical, doctrinaire pedagogues or else as frenzied rabble rousers
actuated by malice and class hatred. Sir Stafford Cripps, who was
not only a vegetarian and a tectotaler but looked like it too, seemed
to cpitomise the first category, and Aneurin Bevan the second.

And this brings us to what is surely 2 much more important
factor in the clectoral change than any positive action by the
Conservatives. The elections of 1950 and 1951 were as much
votes of no confidence or lack of confidence in Labour as of
confidence in the Conservatives.

Labour had won in 1945 because it had appeared as something
more than a warking class party. It had carried a substantial
section of the middle class, and this was 2 major clement in its
victory. But 2 great deal happened during the next five years to
alienate that section of the community. Emmanuel Shinwell? and
Aneurin Bevan did their bit. The working class was all that mat-
tered, said Shinwell in 2 public speech; for the rest he did not
care ‘two hoots or 2 Tinker’s cuss’. Bevan, in an even more famous
speech emphasised the theme of two nations. He declared his
hatred of the Tories, ‘So far as I am concerned,’” he said, ‘they
are Jower than vermin,” He got the maximum of publicity. As he
had receatly described the British press as ‘the most prostituted in
the world’, jt"was not surprising. The Conservatives evinced great
fury. Elderly colonels in Midland spas and south coast watering
places formed ‘vermin clubs’. When Attlee addressed an eve of
poll meeting at Leitester in 1950 he was greeted to his surprise
with cries in upper class accents of, “What about the vermin!’

Professor Laski, himself an expert if ever there was one in the
art of dropping electoral bricks, maintained that the ‘vermin’
speech cost two million votes at the next clection, This scems
unlikely, but the episode certainly did Labour no good, What is
more it.was symbolic of a real change of allegiance, If there is one
conclusion that docs emerge from the clectoral statistics of 1950
it 1s the markedly bigger pro-Tory swing in the suburban areas

* Raised to a life baron in the 1970 dissolution honours list,
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of the large towns, especially London, compared with the rest of
the country. It is clear that long before 1950 there had grown upin
that class a real detestation of the Labour government. One must
remember that the middle and upper classes, the professional
men, lawyers, civil servants, doctors, were going through a par-
ticularly thin time just then. They were very heavily taxed. Their
incomes did not risc with the cost of living to anything like the
degree that wages did. Later this lag was made up but not in the
19405.

Morcover, thesc ycars can be seen in retrospect as a sort
of twilight period between the era of cheap servants and the era of
chcap washing machines. The effect of the disappearance of
servants constituted a revolution in the middle class way of life
far more drastic than anything that followed the First World War;
and the cffects were more acutely felt at this time than later when
prosperity returned, labour-saving devices became the norm and
people had recognised the need to adjust themselves to a change
which, they now saw, would never be reversed. However illogic-
ally, this state of affairs greatly conduced to middle class disen-
chantment with Labour.

If one wishes to catch the flavour of that aspect of opinion onc
cannot do Dbetter than glance at some of the novels of Angela
Thirkell. It is truc that they deal with the country rather than the
town, and with a class that could not be described as disen-
chanted with Labour for it had never been enchanted. Rather it
was a disenchantment with post-war England as symbolised by
controls, petty bureaucracy, red tape, racketeers, government
extravagance, politicians’ complacency ~ ‘the Gentleman in
Whitchall really does know best’. Her novels such as Peace breaks
out (1946), in itself a significant title, Privale enterprise (1946), Love
among the ruins (1948), arc in some ways excruciating and they set
onc’s teeth on edge for many rcasons, but they were best scllers in
their day, and they have their value as social documents reflecting
something — though no doubt in extreme form - of the sour
bitterness with which the Labour government was regarded by an
influential section of the community.

It was a black period as all who have lived through it can attest.
Restrictions were more severe than in the worst days of the war.
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The contrast with the secmingly rapid return — anyway from the
tourist’s point of view — to ‘normalcy’ in France and Italy was
startling. The Ministry of Food encouraged the consumption of
whale steaks, or as an alternative a disagreeable form of tinned
fish from South Africa known as ‘snoek’. There were shortages
naturally of almost everything that could even remotely be des-
cribed as a Tuxury, The Daily Mirror tried to cheer up its readers
with a headline, ‘Wine from weeds’.

The government, obsessed with the dollar gap and a deter-
mination, ultimately unsuccessful, to preserve the value of the
pound, seemed at times oblivious of the fact that the consumer is
also the voter. Probably the worst mistake in this field was to
underestimate the immense post-war demand for new houses.
The priority given to construction of factories was understand-
able but electorally unwise. Moreover the housing shortage hit
Labour’s natural supporters in the working class with particular
severity. The Conservatives were quick to see this, and made it 2
major issue in the election of 1951.

The clection of 1950 took place in February, It was a dis-
appointment to all three parties. Labour received a palpable
rebuff. Tts majority in 1945 over the Conservatives had been 166,
over all parties combined 136. In 1950 these figures were res-
pectively 17 and 6. The government could carry on, but only just;
it was a depressing prospect. Although the Conservatives had
staged a good recovery and palpably given the lie to those who said
in the aftermath of 1945 that the party was extinct, they were
disappointed that the neck and neck finish had not gone in their
favour. The saddest, however, were the Liberals, Fielding no less
than 475 candidates — a triumph of hope over experience if ever
there was onc - and shunning any sort of local agrcement with the
Conservatives they won only g seats and 9°1 per cent of the poll.
No less than 319 of their candidates forfeited their deposits.

The election was fought almost exclusively on domestic issues.
Foreign defence and imperial affairs played lirdle part. Even
Conservatives had to concede that Labour was ‘sound’ over the
cold war and the atom bomb. The real opposition to Ernest Bevin
came from the Labour left. As for the empire, Indian independ-
cnce together with that of Ceylon and Burma were Jaits accomplis,
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recognised as irreversible. The emergence of Israel, though highly
controversial, cut across party lines. The main problems of the
Middle East and Africa lay in the future.

In his book, The general election of 1880, Mr Trevor Lloyd,
disclaiming originality, advances the theory that elections are
usually conducted on two levels. The bulk of the clectorate is
cautious, uninterested, slow to move. It tends to vote defensively
and in support of its material standards and its economic interests
— or what it deems those to be. But the party enthusiasts, the
minority who are prepared to work in order to get out the vote, to
knock on doors, put election addresses in envelopes, and attend
to the postal vote require something more — an ideal to admire or
an ideology to hate. They can be stirred by non-material con-
siderations at home and by questions of policy abroad which have
little direct effect on the prosperity of the ordinary voter. The
great turnovers of seats occur when at both these levels one party
has the advantage over the other.

This does not purport to be an exhaustive theory of elections,
but it does contribute something. In 1880 the Liberals gained from
‘hard times’ — the economic depression ~ and also from the moral
enthusiasm inspired by Midlothian. In 1906 they gained from the
fear of higher prices and the anxieties of the trade unionists, re-
inforced by the enthusiasm of party workers enraged by the Edu-
cation Act of 1902 and scandalised by ‘Chinese slavery’. In 1931
it was the Conservatives who had on their side the defensive
sentiment aroused by the Labour Cabinet’s ‘running away’ from
the crisis and breaking up in disorder.

If we apply these criteria to the post-Second World War elections
we can seewhy Labour won in 1945. The mass of the electoratewas
voting in defence of full employment and against a reversion to the
economic depression of the 1930s. To this sentiment was added the
impetus of socialist utopianism inspired by the anti-capitalist
writings of a whole intellectual generation. On neither level could
the Conservatives bring anything like such strength to bear.
In 1950 the defensive argument was still a very strong Labour
asset. Indeed full employment was one of the party’s main themes,
and by far the smallest pro-Conservative swing occurred in the
areas of high pre-war unemployment. But even on the defensive
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level the advantage did not lie wholly with Labour. Cripps’s
devaluation of the pound in 1949 operated in the opposite sense
for obvious reasons. And on the positive level, that of party
enthusiasm, the Conservatives undoubtedly had the edge over
Labour, The various conflicting forces virtually cancelled each
other out in 1950.

Twenty months later with a swing of 1 per cent the Conserva-
tives just managed to get in with a majority of 17 over all other
parties but a minority of the total poll. No one can say why. Per-
haps the fears of unemployment had become that much less. Per-
haps the increased emphasis on Tory freedom, after another year
and a half of restriction, made just the difference. ‘Set the people
frec’ was an effective slogan. Combined with the Industrial Charter
it gave the Conservatives a distinctive colour that was neither
reactionary on the one hand nor a smudged copy of Labour’s on
the other. True, Labour had itself by now gone in for ‘a bonfire of
controls’. But it is seldom a good sign when a government starts
adopting opposition policies, e.g. the abrupt conversion of the
Conservatives in 1963~4 to planning and ‘modernisation’.

Another factor may have been ‘patriotism’ and much play was
made by Churchill with the alleged failure of the government’s
North African and Middle Eastern policies. He enumerated three
great disasters in characteristic style, ‘Sudan, Abadan, Bevan’.
On the other hand this was probably neutralised by the anti-
Churchill warmongering scare ~ “Whose finger on the trigger?” ~
which resulted in a writ for libel against the Daily Mirror, later
settled out of court. Foreign and defence policy certainly played a
more important part than in 1950. The resignations of Ancurin
Bevan, Harold Wilson and John Freeman in April 1951 were
directly connected with defence expenditure and were generally
regarded as the writing on the wall for Attlee. The Korean War
was a subject of sharp controversy within the Labour party. In
terms of domestic politics it worsened the terms of trade, put up
prices and damaged the balance of payments.

Another much publicised aspect of the election was the housing
problem. At the Conscrvative conference in October 1950 there
had been the unusual phenomenon of a revolt from the floor.
The party leaders, rather against their own better judgments,
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bowed to a demand that 800,000 houses in a year should he the
pledged target for the next Conservative government. Such a
promise could obviously be highly inconvenient, but it may well
have been an asset at the election.

Probably the most important element of all in the result was
something for which the Conservatives could take only indirect
credit. The number of Liberal candidates fell from 475 to 10g.
It has been reckoned that in the absence of a candidate of their
own those Liberals who did not abstain — and few of them did -
divided at that time in a proportion of three to two in favour
of the Conservatives; but this is an average figure, and there
appear tohave been substantial variations in particular constituen-
cies — anything from four to one against Labour to a slight pro-
Labour majority. The leading modern psephologist considers
that, in most of the constituencies where a Liberal withdrew be-
tween 1950 and 1951, the ex-Liberal votes divided in a proportion
of somewhere between eleven to nine and seven to three in favour
of the Conservatives.! The Conservatives were no doubt lucky
that so few Liberal candidates came forward. On the other hand
they could take at lcast some slight credit for the fact that the
ex-Liberal vote divided in their favour. To that extent their policy,
image, personalities and other features were marginally more
attractive to the middle ground, if the Liberals can be so described,
than those of Labour. Together with a small number of people
who voted Labour in 1950 but now came over to the Conservative
side, these ex-Liberals, in David Butler’s words, ‘were enough to
change the Government and sway the course of history’.

4

It is not part of this book to deal in any detail with the events that
followed. The cry of ‘thirteen years of Tory misrule’ is still
sufficiently relevant in current politics for an historian. whose
personal sympathies are Conservative to avoid being mixed up
with it in his capacity as an historian. I have a clear view on the
matter but I do not propose to expound it here.

What one can say without deviating from academic propriety

1 Sec D. E. Butler, The British general election of 1951 (1952), 270~2.
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is that in terms of electoral promises Ghurchill’s government
delivered the goods. By however narrow a margin it possessed the
initiative even as Harold Wilson’s Cabinet did in 1g64. This is an
enormous potential advantage. No doubt it can be thrown away,
but a government, even with a tiny majority, has a freedom of
manceuvre which is denied to the opposition whatever its talents
may be. Once in office the Conservatives had a golden opportunity
to show that they were not only the party of freedom but that they
could combine it with full employment, rising prosperity and the
preservation of the welfare state. It was scepticism about their
will or ability to do this, which probably accounted more than
anything clse for their failure to win in 1 950 and the narrowness
of their victory in 1951. It was a scepticism which could only be
dissolved by victory. We are back with the old problem: a party
cannot convince those who doubt its capacity to govern, except by
governing; but how is it ever to govern, unless it has already con-
vinced the doubters?

At all events once in power the party did not throw away its
advantage. Whatever long term opportunities were missed in
terms of restructuring British industry and taking the lead in
Europe - and these are imponderable speculations ~ Tory freedom
did appear to work. Restrictions were relaxed. Living standards
rose. Taxation fell. Employment remained high. The welfare statc
was not dismantled. The housing pledge was fulfilled. Ofering
Macmillan the Ministry of Housing, Churchill said, ‘It is a
gamble - {it will] make or mar your political carcer. But every
humble home will bless you if you succeed.’? Macmiltan accepted.
Ie made, not marred, his career. At the end of a year he could
claim to have built 300,000 houses.

The Conservatives had luck on their side. The terms of trade
mmoved sharply in Britain's favour after the endof the Korean War.
;I’hc whole economic position eased for the time being. If Labour
ad hufng on a little Jonger, they might have been the beneficiaries
of the rising tide of affluence which would have been to some extent
a feature of the 1950s, whichever party had been in office. The
years from 1951 to 1955 can be seen in retrospect as a lull in our

t .
195(}-{:l old Macraillan, Tides of ferturz (1969), 364, quoting his own diary, 28 Qctober
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turbulent post-war history. Churchill’s presence at the top masked
the decline of Britain’s world power status. It was still possible
to believe in a future for the British Commonwealth. The fiscal
and economic problems which were to plague the country from
the mid-fifties onwards lay in the future. So too but even further
did the unpredicted stresses of the afluent society; drugs, violence,
angst, pollution, student anarchism, racial conflict. When in
April 1955 Churchill at last retired, his successor, Anthony Eden,
inherited a good prospect. Conciliatory, sincere, moderate,
cautious he was probably a better vote-winner than Churchill
would have been. The general election of May showed a further
swing towards the Conservatives of 16 per cent, and they won the
election by sixty seats. The political weather seemed to have set
fair for another four or five years of placid Conservative domina-
tion. Few people foresaw the storms blowing up from below the
horizon; and when they came, fewer still foresaw that the party
would ride them out to enjoy its longest spell in office since the
days of Lord Liverpool.



EPILOGUE

Vast changes took place in Britain during the 125 years covered
by this book. Yet the person who was a Conservative of the more
thoughtful sort in Peel’s day, his outlook, prejudices-and passions,
would have been quite recognisable to his counterpart who voted
for Winston Churchill in the 1950s. There was a similar belief that
Britain, especially England, was usually in the right. There was a
similar faith in the value of diversity, of independent institutions,
of the rights of property; a similar distrust of centralising official-
dom, of the efficacy of government (except in the preservation of
order and national defence), of Utopian panaceas and of ‘doc-
trinaire’ intellectuals; a similar dislike of abstract ideas, high
philosophical principles and sweeping generalisations. There wasa
similar readiness to accept cautious empirical piecemeal reform, if
a Conservative government said it was needed. There was a
similar reluctance to look far ahead or worry too much about the
future; a similar scepticism about human nature; a similar belief
in original sin, and in the limitations of political and social
amelioration; a similar scepticism about the notion of ‘equality.’

Just as in Peel’s day the party spectrum ran from the Ultras
through the middle-of-the-roaders to the Tory radicals, so too in
the 19505 a similar diversity existed. Indeed at any time in the
party’s history one would find analogues: Young England is
followed by the Fourth party, and then the ‘Hughligans’; the
Protection Society has its spiritual descendants in the Cranborne
‘eave’, the Ditchers and the Monday Club. It would be easy to
multiply instances. Most Conservatives for most of the time have
wished to keep things as they are and believe along with the
Duke of Cambridge that the time for change is when it can no
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longer be resisted; but there have always been those who on the
one hand think that it can always be resisted, and on the other
that the Conservatives are the true party of change.

Of course there were important differences compared with the
time of Peel. The empire was not a specifically Tory cause in the
1830s; it became so in Disraeli’s day and still was in Churchill’s,
In Peel’s time the party had been very much the party of the
Anglican Church, fighting its battles against Dissent both Roman
and Protestant. Whoever said that ‘the Church of England is the
Tory party at prayer’ was not far from the truth for a long period
in the history of both those bodies. But it would not have been
relevant in the 1950s. At some period, hard to specify, the reli-
gious question had ceased to count. There was alittle comment when
Balfour, a Presbyterian, became leader, less when Bonar Law
did, and virtually none when the party found itself led by a
Unitarian, Neville Chamberlain. To this day, however, Conserva-
tivesare more likely to have an Anglican background than Labour
or Liberals; and both the Catholic and the Nonconformist votes
are more likely to be anti- than pro-Conservative.

Another difference was that in Peel’s time and long afterwards
the party was pre-eminently the party of the landed interest. Ina
sense it never ceased to be so, but the conflict between the landed
and the business, financial and industrial classes gradually
disappeared. Peel himself tried to reconcile them but he failed
and the corn law crisis marked the end of his attempt. For
thirty years the party rested on the landed interest — too narrow
a base for electoral success. Then for a number of reasons which
had no connection with any conscious policy on the part of the
Conservative leadership, the business class began to move away
from the Liberal into the Conservative party at the same time as it
became assimilated with the landed class. By 19oo the Conserva-
tives were the party, not just of the land, but of the rich in general;
the business man, the banker, and the financier as well as the
country squire and the broad-acred peer. It was part of a gencral
social change which was certainly advantageous to the Conserva-
tives, and though no one made a special effort to bring it about, the
landed leaders of the party were not slow to exploit it when it
occurred. The leadership itself ccased to be a landed monopoly,
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as is shown by the succession of Bonar Law, Baldwin and Neville
Chamberlain.

Yet tradition dies hard. The party retained a vaguely landed
outlook even in the 1950s. Conservative managers continued to
pay a degree of attention to the agricultural vote scarcely war-
ranted by its strength. And it remains truc even today in spite of all
the social changes affecting the countryside that the county
seats, bastions of Tory strength in every nincteenth-century
clection except the freak one of 1885, arc those where the party
docs best. Everyone who has watched or listened to the resulty
coming in on an election night knows that, however big the Labour
lead may be when the commentators close down, it will be
reduced by the county results which, taking longer to collect, are
not announced till the next day.

Geographically too the distribution of Conservative strength in
the 1g50s would come as no surprise to a Tory Rip Van Winkle
who went to sleep in 1840. The party then was pre-eminently the
party of England whereas Scotland and Ireland were Liberal,
In England the Conservatives were the party of the south rather
than the north where they seldom won a majority of seats even in
a good year. These features were broadly true 125 years fater,
There had been some changes. In Peel’s day Wales had given the
Conscrvatives a majority. This had long ceased to be true by
Churchill’s time. Another change, this time favourable, had been
t{lc independence of Southern Ireland. Although the Conserva.
tives campaigned fiercely for the Union their defeat gave them
a bonus of 10 scats (Ulster) instead of a deficit which from 1886
amounted to over 65 seats. One might logically have expected
them to draw the lesson and advocate home rule for Wales and
Scot.land. But Conscrvatives arc there to conserve.

Viewed from gne aspect the Conservative party could be
regarded as the party of English nationalism. Having won it
StrUgg{c fong ago English nationalism was and is essentially
defensive, :I‘he political nation, especially in England, through-
out a period of the great social, economic and technological
change !ms been profoundly conservative — with a small ‘¢ ~ ag
’CS-'H‘fis 1}5 institutions, usages and habits. The sheer continuity of
Constitutional structure is one of the most remarkable features of
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British history. For cxample, who would have thought in the
1830s that the monarchy, the House of Lords and the Established
Church, would still be features of the British scene 130 years later?
Onc is reminded of Hilaire Belloc’s Lord Calvin:

Lord Calvin thought the Bishops should not sit
As Peers of Parliament. And argued it!

In spite of which, for years, and years, and years,
They went on sitting with their fellow-peers.

And they are still sitting there today. One could cite many exam-
ples of this continuity, this reluctance to change. Lord Salisbury
whose career as leader is the great success story of our period
‘always maintained’, so his daughter tells us,

.. . that the forces which make for the defence of institutions,
as well as the principles bound up with them, are immensely
powerful, and sufficient in themselves to win adherence to any
party that is able sincerely and loyally to place itself at their
service. It was a view constantly disputed by his Tory demo-
crat followers — but he held to it and could point to the pre-
vailing influences which have governed every Conservative
victory at the polls as proof of his contention. He used to
declare. .. that Mr Gladstone’s cxistence was the greatest
source of strength which the Conservative party possessed. . ..
He did not shrink from facing the fact that according to his
views the success of his own party was dependent on the exist-
ence of the other; ‘I rank myself no higher in the scheme of
things than a policeman — whose utility would disappear if
there were no criminals.’?

If it is truc that the English nation is in this sense profoundly
conservative, it is also truc that certain features go with that sort
of conservatism. One has been ‘nationalism’, patriotism’, whatever
one wishes to call it, in many ways a defensive reaction to threats
and dangers from outside. The ‘patriotic’ card has usually been a
winner when it can be played with any relevance. Moreover, this
sort of conservatism has never been totally negative — the artificial

* Lady Gwendolen Cecil, Biographical studies of the life and political character of Robert,
Third Marquis of Salisbury (privately published, Hodder & Stoughton, n.d.), p. 84.
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and obdurate freczing of a particular balance of social forces, with-
out reference to the pressures of discontent and change. To use
Disraeli’s frequently quoted words in a speech in Edinburgh in the
autumn of 1867:

In a progressive country change is constant; and the question
is not whether you should resist change which is inevitable,
but whether that change shonld be carried outin deference to the
manners, the customs, the laws, and the traditions of a people,
or whether it should be carried out in deference to abstract
principles, and arbitrary and general doctrines.

Stern and unbending Toryism has never paid dividends to the
Conservative party, nor in practice when in office has the party
ever taken that line. However much his ‘betrayal’ may have been
disliked at the time, Pecl taught his party a lesson that has not
been forgotten. He also taught it another lesson, though uninten-
tionally ~ the lesson that party disunity is something which the
‘national’ party cannot afford.

The party’s lack of success in the first part of the period lay in its
inability either to move with the times or to preserve unity over
the corn law crisis, and later in its failure to present itself as a
plausible alternative to the Whig-Peclite alliance established by
Palmerston, Neither the ‘patriotic’ nor the ‘constitutional’ card
was much use against him, and while he ruled, conservatism
was not on the side of the Conservative party. This, whatever
Tory radicals may say, is a very dangerous situation for the party
to reach — one to be avoided at almost any cost. Gladstone trans-
formed the scene. Disraeli profited to some extent, for he was
quick to seize the Palmerstonian mantle; but it never quite fitted,
and Salisbury was the real beneficiary. The ‘national’ cry and
the ‘constitutional’ cry were Tory asscts hard to challenge, when
the Liberal party had committed itsclf to Irish Home Rule, Little
Englanderism, and opposition to armaments. A conservative
nation for the next twenty ycars regarded the Conscrvative party
as the natural party of government,

But the Conservatives made a grave error — or rather Joseph
.Chambcrlain, a non-Conscrvative accidentally in their ranks made
1t — when the party became embroiled in the campaign for tariff

T
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reform alter 19o3. The situation was made worse because they did
not speak with a united voice, but the policy would have been
disastrous even if it had been unanimous. For 1t was the reverse of
conservatism, Unlike the repeal of the corn laws it could not even
be represented as one of those reforms neccssary to stave off
revolution. There was no danger whatever of revolution in 1903.
The tariff reform policy was a major radical innovation. It has
seldom paid the Conservative party to come forward as the party
of change. That is not why people vote for it. The Conservatives
can accept change. They can even initiate it, once they are safely
in office and as long as they do not make a song and dance about it.
But experience suggests that they should be very chary about
announcing major changes as the theme of an election pro-
gramme.! If the country is in the mood for radical change it will
not vote Conservative.

The result of tariff reform was to provoke a Lib-Lab alliance
which, no doubt aided by other events, kept the Conservatives out
at the next three elections. It was the war that brought them back.
The consequential divisions on the Left were fatal, and the Lib-
Lab alliance broke up in 1918. During the next thirty-seven years
the Conservatives were in power for twenty-eight and for most of
that time, whatever their sins of commission or omission they
behaved as a Conservative party. Their worst mistake was a failure
to act as the ‘national party’ in the 1930s. Their greatest success
was to convince a large section of the working class that the class
struggle was irrelevant and that they were a safer bet than the
Left.

At the end of all this onc may perhaps ask what difference it
rcally makes which party is in. Do not much the same things
happen whoever is in office? On this there are two views. One is
epitomised again by Belloc in his lines ‘On a Great Election’:

The accursed power which stands on privilege

(And goes with Women, and Champagne, and Bridge)
Broke ~ and Democracy resumed her reign

(Which goes with Bridge, and Women, and Champagne).

I Change in the sense of reversing their opponent’s changes is another matter.
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There is another view, however, and this is that all these efforts
and struggles, these dramatic changes of fortune, do mean some-
thing; that the careers devoted to politics are not a complete
waste of time; that it is possible sometimes at least to reach the
right answer; that some people are more likely to do this than
others; and that it may make a real difference which side prevails
in the unending struggle for political power. If I did not adhere
to this second view rather than the first; I would not have chosen
this subject for the Ford Lectures.

No one knows for certain why people voted as they did or why
they vote as they do. No one knows for certain ~ or indeed at all ~
what would have happened if an election had gone differently and
another party had won the day. Itis an act of faith to believe that
these things matter. History is not an exact science and it never
will be. It is a good story. The fortunes of a political party, like
those of an individual, make a fascinating tale, and that, rather
than general truths or lessons from the past, must be the justifica-
tion of this survey.
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Governments 1830-1955

The following list of dates for governments (name of the Prime Minister
only} and general elections may be of some help to the .reader. Con-
servative governments, or coalition governments in Whlt.h the Con-
servative influence predominated (e.g. Lioyd George:s Caplnet of 1919,
MacDonald’s of 1931 and Churchill’s of 1940) are italicised. A list of
Cabinet ministers from 1830 to 1945 can be found in the appendices of
the relevant volumes of the Oxford History of England, and a full
list of ministries from 1900 to 1967 in David Butler, British political facts
(1968). The figures for general elections are anything but certain,
especially in the early period. T have relied on F. H. McCalmont, Poll
book (1906) for elections from 1831 to 1906, thereafter upon David
Butler, British political facts, but I have made certain emendations of
my own,

The abbreviations are as follows: C for Conservative; L for Liberal;
P for Peclite; IN for Irish Nationalist 3 LU for Liberal Unionist; Lab for
Labour, It should be noted that ‘Liberal’ in the clections from 1832 to
1865 covers a very heterogeneous group of Whigs, Liberals, ex-Peelites,

In'sf:, Radicals whose principal and often only common bond was
antipathy to the Conservatives,

Cainets General elections

Supporters of
Wellington Opponents
1830 Julyt 348 310
1830 November, Earl Grey
1831 June 257 401
[} L
18134 July, Viscount Melbourne 1892 Deceber 0 3
1834 December, Sir Robert Peel
183 April, Viscount Melbourne 1035 Jamuary 0 7
1837 August 314
344
1841 Seplember, 83 Robert Peel 84t July 87 w9t

}For the elections of 1830 and 1

The opposition included both Whigs 3; dl{J;ir;m']?::;s:k to give exact party names,
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Cabinets General elections
1846 July, Lord John Russell a P L
1847 July 243 89 324

1852 February, Earl of Derby

1852 July 290 45 319
1852 December, Earl of Aberdeen
1855 February, Viscount Palmerston

1857 March 256 26 372
1858 February, Earl of Derby
. 1859 May 306 348
1859 June, Viscount Palmerston
1865 July 300 358
1865 October, Earl (formerly Lord
ohn) Russell
1866 Fune, Earl of Derby
1868 February, B, Disraeli
1868 November 279 379
1868 December, W, E, Gladstone C IN L
1874 February 352 57 243
1874 February, B. Disraeli
1880 April 238 62 352
1880 April, W. E. Gladstone
1885 Fune, Marquess of Salisbury
1885 November 250 86 g3
C LU IN L
1886 February, W. E. Glad-
stone 1886 July 316 78 85 1o
1886 Ziugu:t, Marguess of Salis-
ury
1882 Jul 268 81 2
1892 August, W. E. Gladstone July 47 &
1894 March, Earl] of Roschery
1895 Fune, Marquess of Salisbury
1895 July 341 70 82 1y
1900 February 334 68 82 186
1902 Fuly, A, 7. Balfour
1905 December, Sir  Henry
Campbcli-Bannerman G&LU Lab IN L
1906 Janua 156 2 8
1908 April, . H. Asquith 0020 5 SN
1910 Jan-Feb 273 40 82 275
1910 December 272 42 84 272
1915 May, Asquith’s coalition
1916 December, David Lloyd
George’s first coalition Coalition Opponents
1918 December 14 478t 229%

1919 January, Lloyd George’s
second coalition
1922 October, Bonar Law C Lab Others L
1922 November 15 345 142 12 116

1923 May, Stanley Baldwin
1923 December 6 258 191 159
1924 January, Ramsay Mac- 3 5 ’ 7
Donald
1924 October 29 419 151 5 40
1G 335, L 133, Lab 10.
* Includes Lab 63; Asquithian Liberals 28; Sinn Feiners from Ireland who refused
to take their scats, 73; and several other groups.
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Cabinets
1924 November, Stenley Boldwin

1929 June, Ramsay Mac-
929] Donald

o
1931 Augush, ‘MacDonald’s first
national coalition

1931 Nocember, MacDongld’s
second national coalition
1935 June, Stanley Boldwin

1937 May, Neville Chamberlain

1939 September, Chamberlain’s
war Cabinet

1940 Moy, W. S. Churchill's
war Cabinet

1945 May, Churchill's caretaker

Cabinet
1945 July C. R, Attlee

1951 October W. S. Churchill
1955 April, Sir Anthony Eden

'C 473, Nat. Lab 13,

1929 May 30

1931 October 27

1035 November 14

1945 July 5

1950 February 23
1951 October 25

1955 May 26

o]
260

General elections

Lab Others L
8

288

Coalition Lab

554

429°

213

208
321

344

52

154

Lab
393

315
295

277

Others
1t

Others
22

283

59

21

pcfdcm T iberss o, L 68 (after 1932 divided into National Liberals 35, and inde-
C 388, Nat. Lib 33, Nat, Lab 8,



Bibliographical note
I. GENERAL

The most reliable connected history of the political parties over these
years is Ivor Bulmer-Thomas, The growth of the British party system,
vol. I, 1640-1923; vol. II, 1923-67 (2nd edn, 1967). See also Sir Ivor
Jennings, Party politics, 3 vols (1961-3). An essential study is R. T.
McKenzie, British political parties, 2nd edn {1963). A useful book on
Conservative attitudes is R. B. McDowell, British Conservatism 1832~
1914 (1959). Geoffrey Block, A source book of Conservatism (1964),
published by the Conservative Political Centre, contains a valuable
bibliography and six short essays on various little-known aspects of
party history. A sparkling if controversial survey is Lord Coleraine,
For Conservatives only (1970).

Studies of particular periods, which constitute an indispensable back-
ground for the subject, are the following:

(i) 1830-1846

Norman Gash, Politics in the age of Peel (1952); and the same author’s
Ford Lectures for 1964, Reaction and reconstruction in English politics
1832-1852 (1965); G. Kitson Clark, Peel and the Conservative parly
(1929) ; the sameauthor’s Ford Lectures for 1960, The making of Victorian
England (1962); and the first chapters of his An expanding sociely,
Britain 1830-1900 (1967). A work of great indirect interest is H.
Perkins, The origins of modern English society 1780-1880 (1969). Charles
Whibley, Lord Fohn Manners and his friends, 2 vols (1925) is good on
“‘Young England’.

(it) 1846-1865
This period has been less closely studied than the years immediately
before and after. I have tried to do something about it in my Disraeli
(1966), ch. XTI, and in the following chapters up to ch. XX; I hope to
deal with the matter more fully when I write the life of the 14th Earl of
Derby. There is no book on the period comparable to the studies of
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Professor Gash for the 18g0s and 1840s, or of Professor Hanham (see
below) for the period 1867-85. The most valuable recent book on the
political background of these years is John Vincent, The formation of
the Liberal party 1857-1868 (1966).

(iii) 1868-1881

On the second Reform Bill, the hooks are: Maurice Cowling, 1867,
Disraeli, Gladstone and revolution (196%), stiff going in places and meant
for the sophisticated historian rather than the plain man, but a subtle
and illuminating study of events till May 1867; and F. B. Smith,
The making of the second Reform Bill (1966), which covers the whole
story. H. J. Hanham, Elections and party management, politics in the time of
Disraeli and Gladstone (1959) is the best study of the political system
between the second and third Reform Bills, Paul Smith, Disraelian
Gonservatism and social reform (196%) is the first thorough study of the
subject, Trevor Lloyd, The General Election of 1880 (1968) investigates
the election on the lines of the modern Nuffield Studies. Further
mt_mographs of this kind are badly neceded. E. J. Feuchtwanger,
Disracli, democray and the Tory party (1968) is a valuable analysis of the
Conservative party machine from 1867 to 1885,

(iv) 1881~1902

Henry Pelling, The social geography of Britisk elections 1885-1910 (1967)
~a mas.s of electoral information. A, P. Thornton, The Imperial idea and
its enemies (1959) — a thoughtful study of the subject. Harold Gorst,
The Fourth party (1906) — useful even now. Lord Chilston, Chief Whip
(1961), a Life of Akers Douglas, gives much information about the
party machine. Michael Hurst, Foseph Chamberlain and Liberal reunion
(1967)‘» and Peter Fraser, Joseph Chamberlain (1966), are valuable on
the Liberal Unionists. M. Pinto-Duschinsky, The political thought of
Lord‘ Salisbury 1854~1868 (1967), is a valuable analysis of Salisbury’s
earlier writings but is highly relevant to his career as leader.

(v) 1902-1922
A. M. Gollin, Balfour's burden (1965) [i.e. Tariff Reform], and Dennis
Judd, Balfour and the British Empire (1968) are worth attention. Bernard
Scmmel, Imperialism and social reform (1960) exaggerates the connection
})Ut corrects earlier bias, A. M. Gollin, Proconsul in politics (xg64) is an
Interesting study of Milner. Trevor Wilson, The downfall of the Liberal
barty(1966) ; Stanley Salvidge, Salvidge of Liverpool {1934) ; and Randolph
Chu rehil), Lorg Derby, King of Lancashire (1959), are valuable studies of
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two north country Tory ‘bosses’ of very different stations in life. For
war and post-war intrigues, see Lord Beaverbrook’s Politicians and the
war, 2 vols (1928-g2); Men and power (1956); The decline and fall of
Lloyd George (1963).

(vi) 1922-1940

John Raymond, The Baldwin Age (1960) contains some useful essays.
Keith Middlemas (ed.), Thomas Jones, Whitckall diary 1916-30, 2
vols (1969), and Thomas Jones, Diary with letters 1931-1950 (1954),
constitute an invaluable source especially on Baldwin. See also Robert
Rhodes James, Memoirs of a Conservative (196g) — letters and reminis-
cences of Lord Davidson. R. Bassett, Nineteen thirty-one; political crisis
(1958), is the authoritative work on the subject. R. Skidelsky, Politicians
and the slump (196%) is the best study of the second Labour government,
Lord Templewood, Nine troubled years (1954), and R. J. Minney, The
private papers of Hore Belisha (1960), are valuable. See also, both for this
and the succeeding period, The diaries of Harold Nicolson, g vols (1966-8) ;
and Chips, the diary of Sir Henry Channon (1967).

(vii) 1940-1955

The Nuffield Election Studies — 1945 (R. B. McCallum and A.
Readman); 1950 (H. G. Nicholas); 1951 and 1955 (D. E. Butler) — are
key works of reference. J. D. Hoffman, The Conservative party in opposition
1945~51 (1964) is the only study of its kind. R. T. McKenzie, Angels in
marble (1968), and Eric Nordlinger, The working class Tories (1967%), are
valuable investigations of a neglected topic. W. L. Guttsman, T#e British
political élite (1963) confirms statistically what one would guess anyway.
Ronald Butt, The power of Parliament, 2nd edn (1969) ; and Ian Gilmour,
The body politic (1969) are books on the British system of government
which throw much incidental light on party politics.

II. BIOGRAPHIES

The list is roughly chronological and confined to those who either led
the party or were so prominent as to count in the same category.
There is no good life of the Duke of Wellington as a politician. We
must look forward to Elizabeth Longford’s second volume of her life of
Wellington. The first part of Peel’s life down to 1830 is admirably
covered by Norman Gash, Mr Secretary Peel (1961). Once again we
await the second volume. On Bentinck, Disraeli’s Lord George Bentinck:
a political biography (1852) still holds the field — a dramatic work as much
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autobiography as biography. The 14th Earl of Derby lacks an official
biography; W. D. Jones, Lord Derby and Victorian Conservatism (1956)
is the only modern book on the subject, but the author did not have
access to the Derby papers.

On Disraeli the official biograpby, once described as ‘a quarry and a
classic’, is W. F. Monypenny and G. E. Buckle, The life of Benjamin
Disraeli, Earl of Beaconsfield, 6 vols (1910-20). The most recent
biography to be based on his papers is Robert Blake, Disraeli (1966).
Sir Stafford Northcote has been ill served; Andrew Lang, Life,
Ietters and diories of Sir Stafford Northeote, First Eavl of Iddesleigh, 2 vols
(1890) is a sketchy, dull, discreet book; but there is nothing else. The
classic work on Lord Randolph Churchill is by his son Winston, Lord
Rendolph Churchill, 2 vols (1906}, 2nd edn in one vol. (1951) —a brilliant
display of filial loyalty. Less exciting but less uncritical is Robert
Rhodes James, Lord Randolpk Churchill (1959). The best pen portrait is
Lord Rasebery’s memorable miniature, Lord Randoiph Churchill (19o6);
Lord Chilston, IV. H. Smitk (1g65) is a uscful life of a largely forgotten
figure. Lord Salisbury constitutes the great gap in modern biography.
Lady Gwendolen Cecil, The life of Robert, Marquis of Salisbury, vols I
and IT (1921); vols III and IV (1931), is a wonderful personal portrait
but ends in 1892. Joseph Chamberlain was for long in the same
category, but J. L. Garvin's Foseph Chamberlain, 3 vols (1931-3), which
only wentto 1900, has been completed by Julian Amery, vol. IV (1g51),
vols V and VI (1969) — another guarry and classic.

The official life of Balfour is by his niece, Blanche Dugdale, Arthur
James Balfour, 2 vols (1936), valuable for personal touches, but thin
and not very revealing on politics. Kenneth Young, Arthur James
Balfour (1963), has effectively superseded it. On Bonar Law the official
biography is Robert Blake, The unknown Prime Afinister (1955). The
lives of his two rivals have been written by Sir Charles Petrie, Falter
Long and his times (1936); The life and letters of the Rt Hon. Sir Austen
Chamberlain, 2 vols (1939-40). The 2nd Earl of Birkenhead has written
his father’s life, F.E., new edn (1959) — a model of filial biography. On
Baldwin the official biography, G. M. Young, Baldwin (1952), is thin
and inaccurate. A, W. Baldwin, My father, the true story (1955) is an
effective counter-blast. A very full but very unselective biography
marred by too many misprints and errors is Keith Middlemas and
John Barnes, Baldwin (195g) — surely the fattest single volume bio-
graphy so far published. The only serious study of the whole of Gurzon'’s
life remains Lord Ronaldshay, Life of Lord Curzon, 3 vols (1928); but
Sir Philip Magnus is writing a new biography.
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On Neville Chamberlain, Sir Keith Feiling, Life of Neville Chamberlain
(1946), is still the best book. Iain Macleod, Neville Chamberlain (1961),
adds very little. Lord Birkenhead, Halifax (1965), is an important study
of a puzzling figure, There have been innumerable books on Churchill,
The official life was begun by Randolph Churchill, Youth 1874-1900
(1966); The young statesman 19or-r9rg (1967), each with companion
volumes of documents, After his death the completion of the work was
entrusted to Mr Martin Gilbert. A valuable book, but published too
late to be of help in this work, is Robert Rhodes James, Churchill: a
study in failure r9oo-rg39 (1970).

The Second World War memoirs of Winston Churchill, 6 vols
(1948-54) ; the Memoirs of Anthony Eden, 3 vols (1960-5); and Harold
Macmillan, g vols (1966—9), with more to come, are mainly about other
things, but throw sidelights on the history of the party. See also Lord
Woolton, Memoirs (1959); Lord Kilmuir, Political adventure (1964);
and L. S. Amery, My political life, 3 vols (1953-5).
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74~5, 77, 100, 114, UB_XQ’
122, 124, 148; (1880) 29,
120-1, 124, 149-50, 152, 164,
266; (1885) 131, 152~3, 150,
164, 184, 273; (1836) 1531,
159, 163; (1892) 43n, 131,
153n, 162, 1635 (1895) 1531,
163, 174, 184; (1900) 153n,
174, 185, 188, 244; (1906) 10,
48, 124, 173, 175, 181, 183,
184-8, 200, 253, 266;
(January 1910) 43n, 175,
190-1, 200; (December
1910}, 437, 190-1, 200, 206;
(1018) 197, 206, 25343
(1922) 176, 183, 204, 2069,
244; (1923) 21g-22, 230;
(1924) 225-6, 244; (1929)
200, 232-3; (1931) 235, 244,
266; (1935) 237-8, 244;
(1945) 200, 250-6, 263, 265,
266 (1950) 43, 200, 201,
257, 263-4, 265, 266-7;
{1951) 263, 065, 267-8;
(1955) 244n; (1950) 188,
2015 (1964) 43n, 188, 200,
201; (1966) 188 -
electoral geography, 44—, 737,
87, 96, 111, 118-19, 200-1, 273
Eliot, George, 187
Elliot, Arthur, 179n
Empire Free Trade, 2334
Ens?r, Sir Robert, 118
Epping, w, Churchill member
or, 227
Evans, Emrys, 240

Factory Acts (187
Ty 4 1875), 12
fair trade’ moveme’nt, 177 k
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Feuchtwanger, E. J., 10gn, 142n,
146, 148n, 1551 .
First World War, 195, 254; coali-
tion in, 196-7

Food, Ministry of, 265

food taxes, 171, 172, 180, 219

Fortnightly Review, 151

Fourth party, 1357, 150, 151,
183, 271

Fox, Charles James, 8, 16

Foxites, g, 15

franchise, 11, 16-17; working
class and, 24~5, 89, 111, 114,
118, 162; 1867 extension of, g7,
98-103, 107; 1885 extension of,
97-8; household suffrage, 100,
103, 106, 120; compounder,
101, 107-8; adult male, 106;
‘flapper vote’, 22

Franco-Prussian War, 117

Fraser, Sir Malcolm, 202, 204,
230

Free Food League, 18:

free trade, 53-5, 56, 6o-5, 67, 70,
83, 89, 139-40, 176-84, 229,
223, 2334

¥reeman, John, 267

Fyfe, Sir David Maxwell (later
Lord Xilmuir), 260-1

Garibaldi, Giuseppe, 87

Gash, Norman, 1, 12, 21, gon, 53n

Gathorne-Hardy, Gathorne {later
Ear] of Cranbraok), 134

General Strike (1926), 229

George III, 16n

George V, 211, 213

Geralda, the demon nyn {anon.), g4

Gladstone, Herbert, 154, 175

Gladstone, William Ewart, 18, go,
53, 65: 82’ 85, 86, 97, 121, 132,
I34, 274, 2755 and Church of
Ireland, 33, 51, 110-11; and
Irish Question, 51, ¢8, 1 59, 162,
164, 187; and Maynooth Bill,
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Gladstone, William Ewart—conid.
61, 62; on Peel’s failure to
reunite party, 69; in 1847 clec-
tion, %73; and Disraeli’s 1852
budget, 83; in 1865 election,
88n; and Reform, g8, 100, 101,
106-7, 117-18; 1868 clection
victory, 110~11, 113; ‘modern-
isation’  programme, 115;
forcign policy, ri5-17, 126;
1874 defeat, 118, 124; moral
attitude to political questions,
119—20, 124; 1880 victory, 120,
124, 160; and imperialism, 120,
126, 129; resignation (1885),
135; and Carlton Club, 140;
Lord R. Churchill’s ridicule of,
157-8; 1886 dcfeat, 159, 164,
247

Glasgow University, in 1906 elec-
tion, 186

Gollancz, Victor, 255

Gorst, J. E., 114; and Fourth
party, 135, 136, 150; and party
organisation, 144-g, 150-1I,
152, 155, 156

Goulburn, Henry, 68, 73

Gower, Sir Patrick, 232

Graham, Sir James, 33, 138n, 140

Granby, Lord (later 6th Duke of
Rutland), 81, 193

‘Great Depression’, 162

Grealer Britain (Dilke), 129

Grey, 2nd Earl, 15, 65

Guest, Hon. Frederick, 230

Gunston, Derrick, 240

Halifax, Edward Wood, grd Vis-
count, 85, 234, 241, 243

Hall, Admiral Sir Reginald, 230

Halsbury, Lord, 179

Hamilton, Lord George,
179n, 183

Hammond, J. L., 187

Hanham, H. J., 118, 151

Il
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Harcourt, Sir William, 162, 163
Hardie, chr, 161

Harley, Robert,
Oxford, 6

Harris, Rutherfoord, 182

Harrison, Frederic, 187

Harrison, Royden, 101

Hart-Dyke, Sir William, 148

Hartington, Marquess of (later
8th Duke of Devonshire, g.v.),
159, 162

Haydon, Benjamin, go

Hayek, I. A., 262

Health, Ministry of, 228

Heath, Edward, 262

Henderson, Arthur, 104

Herbert, Sir Sidncy, 240, 241

Herrics, J. C.,

Hicks Beach, Sn Michael (fater
15t Earl St Aldwyn), 156, 176,
183, 193

Hoare, Sir Samuel (later Viscount
Templewood), 235, 237, 238,
242, 248; ambivalence of]
194

Hodgkinson, G., his amendment,
101, 107, 108

Holmes, William, 7

honours, sale of, 143, 202, 205

Hood, Acland (later Lord St

- Audries), 188, 192, 193

Horne, Sir Robert (later Vis-
count), 215, 226

household suffrage, 100, 103, 106,
120

housing, 265, 26-8, 269

Hughes, Percival, 189

‘Hughligans’, 183, 271

Huskisson, William, 10, 22, 35

1st Earl of

Imperial Defence, Committee of,
170

imperial preference, 171, 176-84.
See also tariff reform
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imperialism: Conservatives’ party
of, 117, 120, 125-30, 245, 272}
Liberal opposition to, 128-30;
in 1906 defeat, 187-8

income tax, 50, 92

Independent Labour Party, 170

India Bill: (1783) 16; (1934) 235,
237, 245

Industrial Charter, Butler’s, 258, 267

Industrial Revolution, 13~14, 21,

1
Inglis, Sir Robert, 73
intellectuals, and Conservative
party, 17, 22-4, 128, 133,
186-8, 255, 262
intelligentsia, 262; Baldwin on,
216
Ircland: Whig majorities in, 43,
49, 273; 1841 clection, 44, 49;
Conservative revival in, 49, 87;
Pecland 503,67, 69; Gladstone
and, 51, 68, 150, 162, 164, 187;
1847 election, 72, g6; Disraeli’s
wooing of, 8y, 110; Derby’s
loss of votes in, 87, 110; 1865
r:lcction, 94; 1857 election, g6;
Jump in Liberal majority in
1868, 111; 1874 Conservative
gans, 119; Salisbury and, 1333
Land Purchase Act (1g03), 1 74
Trish Church, g7, 51, 87; appro-
pp'ation of revenues, 32-4; and
.d:smtablishment, 33, 10g-11
Trish Coercion Bill (1846), 35, 54
57,69 ’
Irish Home Rule, g8, 119, 101,
126, 159-60, 161, 162, 164, 166,
187, 191, 194
Inil; Land Purchase Act (1903),
4
Irish Mum'cip
: (1840), 41n
“iglNa"Oﬂahsts, 159, 162, 187,
Irish Trcaty {1921}, 202, 205, 209

af Corporation Act
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Isaacs, Sir Rufus (later 1st
Marquess of Reading), 192

Jackson, Sir Stanley, 214, 230, 231

Jameson Raid, 182, 187-8

Jennings, Sir Ivor, 1

Jocelyn, Lord, 72n

Joliffe, Sir William (later Baron
Hylton), 85-6, 140

Jones, Thomas, 220

Junior Carlton, 138-9, 144

Keith-Falconer, Hon. C. K., 114,
145, 148

Keynes, John Maynard, 22, 228

King's Lynn, in 1847 election, 72n

Kipling, Rudyard, 169, 192, 217,

234
Knollys, Lord, 180n

Labouchere, Henry, 111

Labour party, 87, 115, 215, 229,
245, 262; and Celtic fringe, 43n,
257; 1931 split, 58, 83, 235;
‘anfit to govern’, 104, 238;
emergence of, 161, 172; co-
operation with Liberals, 175,
180, 185, 197, 296; break with
Liberals, 196, 197, 206, 244,
276; post-war growth of, 206;
in 1923 election, 219-20; in
power (1924}, 223, 245; defeat
of, 225-6; 1929 return to
power, 233; 1931 defeat of,
235-6; opposes Chamberlain-
1sm, 240; 1945 election, 250-3,
255, 263, 266; 1950 election,
257, 263-5; 1951 election,
267-8; loss of popularity, 263-~5

Labqur Representation  Com-
mittee, 175

Lancashire: in 1865, anti-Irish
r'caction, 04, Y111; in 1868 elec-
tion, 111, 145; in 1880, 121; in
1906, 184, 185
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Lancashire, South, 88»

landed gentry. See aristocracy

Lansbury, George, 236; compared
to Bentinck, 71-2

Laski, Harold, 251, 253, 255, 263

Laurier, Sir Wilfred, 176

Law, Andrew Bonar, 51, 85, 132,
191, 192, 215, 226, 228, 247,
2%2; first ‘Leader of Conserva-
tive and Unionist Party’, 29n,
209; and tariff reform, 183, 207,
219, 220; succeeds Balfour as
leader in Commons, 194~5; and
wartime coalition, 197-8, 207;
1921 resignation, 202, 203; and
fall of coalition, 203—4, 209;
brief premiership, 20g-11, 230;
Cabinet of ‘second eleven’, 209,
216; and choice of successor,
211-12

leadership, party, 3, 29-30, 38-9,
66"7’ 68_9: 75 81, 109, 134-5,
209, 214; and resignation due
to rebellion from below, 8o,
193, 202-5, 247; Disraeli’s
problem of, 81, 86-7, 114; and
Fourth party, 150; and
National Union, 153, 155, 156;
Bonar Law and, 209, 2%3;
Baldwin and, 214, 273; Chur-
chill and, 248

in 1874, 114, 118-19; New-
castle programme (1891), 115,
161; anti-imperialism, 117,
129; 1880 success, 121, 164,
266; Caucus, 123, 155-6, 188;
‘anti-national’, 128-g0; fund-
raising, 143, 230; organisation,
144, 1556, 188; in big
boroughs, 1445, 152; J. Cham-
berlain’s role in, 156-7; Whig
secession from, 157, 159; and
working class, 157, 160, 162;
and Irish question, 159-60, 164,
187; in 1885 and 1886 elections,
159-61, 164; and Home Rule,
159, 160, 162, 163, 164, 166;
18g2—5 period of office, 161,
162, 164-6; 1906 success, 170,
181, 185-%, 266; co-operation
with Labour, 175-6, 180, 185,
197, 276; in 1922 election, 146;
intellectuals and, 186—%; and
wartime coalition, 196-8; 1916
split, 196; Labour break with,
197, 206, 244, 276; 1910
regional strength, 200; in 1923
election, 219; dilemma over
1924 Labour government, 223,
225; 1924 collapse, 225-6; 1929
election, 233; 1950 election,
265; 1951 election, 268

Left Book Club, 255 Liberal Unionists, 83, 159, 161,

Lennox, Lord Henry, 86

162, 163, 179, 180, 184, 193

Liberal League, 182 Licensing Act (1904), 174
Liberal party, 47, 83, 174, 235, Lincoln, Lord, 142
242; and Celtic fringe, 43n, 111;  Liverpool, Robert Jenkinson, 2nd

anti-papal foreign policy, 87;
Palmerston as leader, go, g2,
100, 129; in 1865 election, g4;

Earl of, 10, 35, 37, 38, 69; and
ancestry of party, 1, 3, 4; Peel’s
continuity with, 7-8

and reform, g8-100, 115; and Lloyd, Lord, 248
middle classes, 100, 111, 124, Lloyd, Trevor, 266
160, 272; and franchise redis- Lloyd George, David (later 1st

tribution, 1o2-3, 10g; split in,
103, 105, 106, 107, 118, 182;
1868 election gains, 111, 114;

Earl), 83, 85, 135, 176nm, 190,
216, 219, 244, 249, 250; and
‘Government of Business Men’,
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Lloyd George, David—rontd.
191, 196; Marconi scandal,
192; leader of coalition, 196~8,
295, 253-4; and ‘fusion’, 197~8;
‘presidential’ manner, 198;
‘coupon election’ triumph, 197,
250, 253~4; in disfavour, 198-9,
202, 204~5, 208, 216, 226,
297~9; rebellion against, 204-6,
208; fall of, 206, 208, 248; and
free trade, 220, 222, 2233
Baldwin’s distrust of, 222, 227;
excluded from government,
227-8, 235, 236; challenge on
unemployment, 22g9; in 1929
clection, 233

Local Government, Conservative
Advisory Committee on, 260

London: swing from Tories in
1906, 184, 185, 186

London, City of, in 1841 election,

4, 45

Long, Walter, 194

Lyndhurst, John  Singleton
Copley, Lord, 42, 67n, 86; and
Ultra group, 20

Lyttelton, Alfred, 173

Lyttelton, Oliver (now Lord
Chandos), 263

Lytton, Lord, g, 121

MeCord, N., 129

MacDonald, Ramsay, 175, 229;
and 1931 Labour split, 58, 83,
235-6; and Labour party of

19205, 104-5; first Labour
Prime Minister (1924), 223;
defcat, 225, 24%; head of

National government, 235-7
McKenna, Reginald, 215, 222n
McKenzie, Rabert, 128
MacLachlan, Sir Leigh, 231
Macmillan, Harold, 20y, 214,

240, 263, 269
MacNeile, Canen, 52
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Maine, Sir Henry, 187
Malmesbury, James Howard
Harris, grd Earl of, go-gr, 93,

139

Manners, Lady John, 154

Manners, Lord John, later %th
Duke of Rutland, 107; and
Young England, 55, 56, 136

Manners-Sutton, Charles, 30

Manning, Cardinal, 110, 113

Marconi scandal (1913), 190

Maudling, Reginald, 262

Maxse, Leo, 179

Maynooth grant, 20, 52~3, 54, 56,
61, 65, 70, 109

Melbourne, William Lamb, 2nd
Viscount, 34, 35, 38, 43

Metropolitan Conservative
Alliance, 145

middle classes, 13, 30, 146-8; con-
flict with aristocracy, 14-15,
21; and reform, 16-17, 21, 103;
alliance with working class, 135,
16~17, 21; split with working
class, 21; compromise with
aristocracy, 25-6; Derby and
Disraeli’s wooing of, 89, 124;
and ‘one nation’, 124; and Irish
question, 160; ‘Nonconformist
conscience’, 173, 175, 185; and
free trade, 180; 1906 loss of
support, 185-6; and Labour,
263~4

Middlesex: 1841 election, 75;
1852 election, 753 1868 election,
111

Middleton, ‘Captain’ Richarg,
142, 154, 188, 189, 232

Midlothian campaigns (187,
1880), 120, 266

Miles, William, 64

Mill, J. S., 21, 111

Milner, Lord, 129, 191, 197; and
‘Chinese slavery’, 172-3, 174;
and tariff reform, 207, 208



300 INDEX

Mines Act (1850), 89 Northants: 1841 election, 73, 74,

Misfortunes of Elphin, The (Pea-
cock), 12-13
Mollett, Guy, 108

75; 1847 clection, %3; 1852
election, 74, 75; 1910 election,
200

Monday Club, 271 Northcote, Sir Stafford, 29, go,

Mosley, Sir Oswald, 218
Munich agreement (1938), 240,
241, 243

National Liberal Federation, 156
National Union of Conservative
and Constitutional Associa-
tions, 2, 80, 128, 204; creation
of, 114, 145, 151; Disraeli and,
114~18, 146; 1880 election, 123,
150; relations with Central
Office, 145, 146, 151, 156, 193;
and reorganisations, 146, 150;
propaganda role, 146, 151, 189;
and urban organisation, 147-8,
151-3; Lord R. Churchill, dis-
pute over role of, 151, 153-9;
tariff reformers’ capture of,
188—9; reorganisation and new
title, 193; Lancashire Division
protest on 1924 election, 223;
Davidson’s reforms, 230-3
Nevill, Lord (later Marquess of
Abcrgavenny), 142
Newcastle, in 1841 election, 45
Newcastle programme (1891),
115, 161
Newecastle, Henry  Pelham
Clinton, 4th Duke of, 66
Newdegate, Charles Newdigate,
71, 140
Nicolson, Sir Harold, 240-1
Nocl, Gerard, 113, 144
Nonconformists, 167; irritation at
1go2 Education Act, 172, 175,
185; and Rand ‘Chinese
slavery’, 173, 175, 195
Norman, Montagu (later Baron),
229

154; leader in Commons,
1345, 137, 153, 157, 193; and
Fourth party rebels, 135-6,
150; Lord R. Churchill’s cam-

paign against, 153, 159

Qastler, Richard, 21, 22, 88
O’Brien, Stafford, 64

O’Connell, Daniel, 51

‘Old Identity’, 147, 149, 151
‘one nation’, 124, 130, 229
organisation, 68, 78-81, 120, 137~

59; overhaul of, 114, 118, 140,
144-50, 155; increase in elec-
tion candidates, 114; during
1830s and 1840s, 139-40;
extra-parliamentary,  140-1;
Principal Agent, 139, 140, 141,
144~5, 148, 230-1; newer form
of, 141-2; party fund, 141,
142-3, 261; and urban areas,
144~5, 146-8, 149, 151; and
1880 defeat, 149, 150; central
committee, 150, 153, 155; post-
1902 dissension and reorganisa-
tion, 188-95; creation of party
chairman, 192; Baldwin’s over-
haul of, 224-5; Davidson’s work
in, 230-3, 259n, 260; creation
of General Director, 231;
Assheton’s and Woolton’s post-
war changes, 259-62; and
party’s name, 261-2. See also
Carlton Club; Central Office;
National Union

Oxford University, 181, 186; 1847

clection, 73

Norreys, Lord, 63 Pakington, Sir John, 106
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Palmerston, Henry John Temple,
grd Viscount, 74, 76, 105, 108,
118, 122, 238, 275; as Liberal
leader) 99, 91-2, 93, 95, 109,
129; his ‘patriotic’ policy, 115~
17, 125

Paris, Treaty of (1856), Black Sea
clauses, 11y, 126

Parliament Act (1911), 180n, 190,
213, 262

paternalism, Tory, 21-2, 24, 56,
89, 1234

patriotism, Conservatives as party
of, 118, 124~5, 128-30, 267,
273-4

Peel, Sir Robert (senior), 14

Pecl, Sir Robert, g7, 109, 122,
131, 136, 272; and ancestry of
party, 1, 2, 3, 4, 6-8, 9; Dis-
racli and, 4, 18, 19, 27, 41-2,
55~7; 65-6; as “first Conserva-
tive Prime Minister’, 7; use of
term ‘Tory’, 9; Home Secre-
tary, 10; and parliamentary
reform, 11-12; character and
apparent indispensability, 18-
19, 57; and middle-class ideal,
18, 89-go; and ‘Ultra’ group,
19, 20, 22, 26, 30; and High
Tory paternalism, 22 ; his middle
course, 25-8, 37-8, 69, 88, 8g~
99, 275; on territorial aristo-
cracy, 25-6; party leadership
problem, 30; on maintenance
of constitution, 32; 1834~5
ministry, 33, 34, 38-42; and
Stanley, 33, 43, 54; his 1846
defeat, 35; Tamworth Mani-
festo, 3g-42; 1841 return to
power, 43, 49, 76, 77; his policy
vindicated, 4g-50; his 1841-6
ministry, 50-9; and Irish ques-
ton, 50-3, 67, 69; and corn law
crists, 53-9, Go-5, 6, 74, 8g,
139~40; rebellion against him,
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54-9, 60, 61~5, 10%; resigna-
tion, 67; in opposition, 68-9;
refusal to reunite party, 6970,
72, 275; and 1847 election, 72,
73, 76; death, 82; and central
fund, 142

Peel, General Jonathan, 106

Pce]ites: 58: 68‘9) 7% 77, 781 80;
89, 2113 in 1847 election, 72
hardening  attitude, 81-4;
Derby on, g1; electoral analy-
sis of, g6

Pelling, Henry, 184, 185

Perceval, Spencer, 1, 4, g, 10

Percy, Earl, 150

Percy, Lord Eustace, 2321

Perkin, Harold, 13, 17, 22n

Petter, Sir Ernest, 234,

Pitt, William, 11, 16n; and origin
of party, 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8-9; and
use of term “Whig’, g

Pittites, 9, 15

Plymouth, Baldwin’s Protection
speech at (1923), 219

Political Centre, 260

Powell, Enoch, 262

Prime Minister: and party leader-
ship, 209, 248; election of| 211,
ousting of, by parliament, 247

Protection, 109; Disraeli and, y2n,
82, 89, 120; Baldwin and, 218~
24. See also imperia) preference ;
tariff reform

Protection Society, 6o, 63~4, 65—y,
271

Protectionist party, 8, 58, 637,
142; as ‘third party’, 6o-1, 64,
67, 68-9, 71-2, 81} 1847 elec.
tion, 72, 77-8, 8o

Public Health Act (1848), 89;
(1875) 123

Quarterly Review, 109; first political
use of ‘conservative’, §

Quinn v, Leathem case, 172, 185
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Radicals, 21, 225, 26, 31, 33, 35,
37, 83, 845, 159

Raikes, Henry, 151

Reading, Rufus Isaacs, Marquess
of, 192

Reading, in 1841 election, 45

Redesdale, Lord, 68

Redmond, John, 187, 191

reform, 11-18, g7; ‘Ultras’ and,
11; Peel’s attitude to, 12;
Whigs and, 15-16; middle
classes and, 15, 16-1%7; and
votes for working class, 24-5,
114, 118

Reform Act (1832), 15-17, 26, g0,
37, 94, 102; Peel opposition to,
11-12, 37; Peel on ‘spirit of’,
40-1

Reform Act (186%), 2, 25, 98108,
111, 122

Reform Act (1884), 147, 162

Reform Bill (1866), 98, 101-2,
103, 105

Reform Club, 137

Reform League, 101, 103

Research Department, 232, 260,
262

Ricardo, David, 22

Richmond, Charles Gordon-
Lennox, 5th Duke of, 33, 60, 61,
66, 70, 155; leader in Lords,
113

Ripon, Frederick Robinson, 1st
Earl of, gon, 33

Ritchie, C. T., 176, 177-8, 179-80

Rivers Pollution Act (1876), 123

Road to serfdom (Hayek), 262

Robens, Lord, 191

Robinson, David, 22, 23—4

Rose, Sir Philip, 140, 141, 144,
146, 148

Rosebery, Archibald Primrose,
5th Earl of, 162, 163, 168, 247

Rosslyn, 2nd Earl of, 2, 142

Rothermere, 1st Viscount, 233

INDEX

Runciman, Walter (later 1st Vis-
count), 242

Russell, Lord John, 32, 68, 113;
and appropriation of Church
revenues, 33, 34; anti-papal
declaration, 35; and corn laws,
53; and Reform, 98, 105

St George’s, Westminster, 1g31
by-election, 234

Sadler, Thomas, 21, 22, 88, 123

‘Safety first’ slogan (192g), 232

Sale of Food and Drugs Act
(1875), 123

Salisbury, Robert Gascoyne-
Cecil, grd Marquess of, 30, 50,
97, 168, 238, 255, 275; sug-
gested leader of Lords, 10g,
113; his leadership (1881-
1902), 131-66;  electoral
record, 131, 162; difficult to
categorise, I13I-3; pessimism,
133; succeeds Disraeli as party
leader in Lords, 134; becomes
Prime Minister (1885), 135,
137, 214; and Lord R. Chur-
chill and National Union, 153,
154-6, 158; support of Liberal
Unionists, 161, 163; broad-
based coalition, 162-g; hands
over to Balfour, 166, 167; and
defence of institutions, 274. See
also Cecil, Lord Robert, and
Cranborne, Viscount

Salvidge, Sir Archibald, 223

Samuel, Sir Herbert (later Vis-
count), 192n

Sandys, Duncan, 240

Scotland: Whig majorities in, 43,
49, 273; 1841 election, 44; 1847
election, 72, g6; 1857, 96; 1865,
94; Liberal gains in 1868, 111;
Conservative gains in 1874,
119; 1910, 200, 201
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Second World War, 254-6; coali-
tion, 248-50

Sedgwick, Leonard, 145

Seeley, Sir John, 255

‘shadow Cabinet’, 224

Shannon, R. T., 186

Shinwell, Emmanuel (now
Baron), 263

Sidmouth, Henry Addington, Vis-
count, gon

Simon, Sir John (later st Vis-
count), 242

Sinclair, Sir Archibald (later 1st
Viscount Thurso), 247

Skene, W. B., 148, 149

Skidelsky, Robert, 228

Smith, F. B, 101

Smith, F. E. §z¢ Birkenhead, Earlof

Smith, Paul, 89, 122, 148

Smith, W. H., 111, 149, 150, 157,
193

Smythe, George, 7th Viscount
Strangford, 86, 159; and Young
England, 55, 56, 136

Social Democratic Federation,
161

social reform, 24, 31, 89, 117, 118,
119, 121, 128, 163, 164, 208,
229, 245

Spears, General Sir Edward, 240

Spofforth, Markham, 141, 142,
144, 146

Stamfordham, Lord, and choice
of Law’s successor, 21114

Stanhope, Edward, 150

Stanley, Lord (later 14th Earl of
Derby, q.v.), 8, 30, 35, 50, 78,
138n; resignation over ‘appro-
priation’, 33; and Peel, 33, 43,
54; rebellion over corn laws,
54, 58, 59, 61-3; leader of
Protectionists in Lords, 58, 66;
and Bentincks pressure for
third party, 62~3, 6y; and party
leadership, 66-7, 69, 81; as a
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political figure, 4o-1; moderat-
ing influence, 70, 72; and 1847
election, 72, 73; restrictions on
Disraeli as party leader, 8x
Stanley, Oliver, 258, 263
Steel-Maitland, Sir Arthur, 1923
Stephen, Fitzjames, 187
Sudbury, disfranchised (1844), 47
Suez canal crisis (1956), 108, 188
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