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INTRODUCTION

It is the purpose of this dissertation to shed
light on the social reform movement in Vietorian Britain,
More precisely, 1t will center on one signifiocant pilece of
reform legislation--The Artizans! Dwelling Aot of 1875,
Thls measure, which wmay be falrly described as the center-
piece of Conservative social reform in Disraeli's ministry
of 1874-1880, was also a monument to the labors of Richard
Assheton Cross, Home Secretary in that government, The
fundamental gquestion dealt with here, that of the origins
and wmeaning of Conservative soclal reform, will be approached
via an examination of the career of Richard Cross, Such an
avenue of perception will yleld additional scholarly divi-
dends by revealing wmuch of the political context in whieh
the Artizans' Dwelling Act was passed.

This study has speclal value for the student of
Conservative political development in the nineteenth
century. Cross, despite his contribution to the social
reforms of the period, has hitherto escaped the historian's
attention., He awaits a bliographer. Whlle thls aceount of
Cross and the Artizans'! Dwelling Act 1s in no way egquiva-~
lent to the much-needed biography, it is an essential
preliminary to that larger study. Ih the present context,
Cross's career willl be studled as 1t relates to the
Artizans! Dwelling Act and to the course of Conservative

reform poliocy. His early career will assume greater



importance here, as he 1s viewed as forming part of the new
trend in Conservative party circles in the years prior to
1875 and the Artizans' Dwelling Act. His activity during
the years of Conservative opposition, during Gladstone!s
historic ministry of 1868-18T4, will also be outlined and
examined for meaning, for it was during those years of
opposition that Conservative leaders, notably Disraell,
came to regard soéial reform as the key to political
success, The future blographer, however, will have to con-
cern himself with Cross's long and varied service during
the last quarter of the nineteenth century. Even a cursory
glance at that later career lends c¢redence to the assumption
implicit in this dissertation: that Cross was a signifiocant
political flgure amply deserving of a fuller historical
examination than he has thus far been accorded. He was
again Home Secretary in the short-lived Sallsbury ministry
of 1885, and was appointed Secretary for India in
Salisbury's second ministry of 1886. At that time he was
elevated to the peerage as Viscount Cross and served once
more under Salisbury in 1895, this time as Lord Privy
Seal.® At his death in 1914, he was a respected elder
statesman of the Conservative party. His cablnet service
does not exhaust Cross's contribution to the public

welfare during his lifetime, He served on several Royal

and Select Commissions, including those on Education,

lRichard Assheton Cross, Political History (By the
Author, 1903), Chapters III-V,



Housing and Prisons. In an unofficial capacity, he was
often deeply involved with foreign affairs,lnotably the
Eastern Crisis of 1878, and was counted as one of Queen
Vicetoria's confidanté and friends,

Yet Cross--despite a long and varied public career--
is best remembered for his involvement in the soclal reforms
of Disraeli's ministry, reforms which went far beyond the
Artizans! Dwelling Act. As Home Secretary, Cross had the
responsibility of dealing with the social and sanitary
problems posed by inoreasing industriaslization, and his
success in meeting the challenge assured his place in
Conservative party history. The leglslative record 1s
impressive, Besides the Artizans' Dwelling Act, the list
includes such major pleces of reform as the Factory Acts
of 1874 and 1876, the Trade Union Acts of 1875, the Publie
Health Act of 1875, the Rivers Pollution Act of 1876, the
Prison Act of 1876 and the Merchant Shipping Act of 1876,
These important legislative achievements, as well as & host
of minor acts and declisions, owed, if not their origin, at
least their enactment to Cross!s parllamentary adroitness,
Certainly Victorian social reform in the 1870's eannot be
rightly understood without reference to Cross and the ldeas
that he brought to his task,

Crossts activity as Home Secretary and his relatlon-
ship to Conservative social reform also have interest from
the viewpoint of political history. Hls rise to cablnet
rank 1llustrated a vital change taking place 1n Conservative



political attitudes in the mid-Victorlan era. There
appeared in the years folloﬁing 1867 what may be called a
"new Conservative"--a Conservative of middle-class back-
ground and ideas who infused a fresh spirit into party
ranks, It was Cross, unmistakably middle class, who repre-
sented 1n the very highest levels of the party the new
awareness of wmiddle-class needs,

Obviously the passage of the Artizans! Dwelling Act
was & product in part of the political needs of the
Conservative party in the 1870's, and there is no intention
in this study of downgrading the role of political expedi-
ency in determining party policy. But it will be suggested
in the following pages that Conservatism in the 1870's was
inherently receptive to social reform, especially when 1t
could be deplected as sanlitary reform.

In the wider perspective, however, the role of
political need seems less important in the passage of the
Artizans!' Dwelling Act than a recognition that the Act
forms one more chapter, and an important one, in the long,
complex history of Viectorian socilal reform. While it may
be conceded that the Act originated in the party polities
of the period, as well as in soclal need, 1t 18 vital to
bear in mind the developling motivations whieh dbrought the
issue to prominence. Cross'!s own early career helps to
explain his oconcern for social leglslation and his activity
during the years of Conservative opposition in the 1860's
brings to the fore the ideas and attitudes that fostered



the Artizans'! Dwelling Act. The efforts of the Conserva-
tive party, once in power in 1874, to deal with other
social problems, such as drink and factories, aid in an
understanding of the party's attitude when the question of
housing reform was dealt with, Finally, careful study of
the Artizans! Dwelling Act serves to draw out, with con-
slderable fullness, the meaning of Conservative social

reform.



CHAPTER I
THE EARLY CAREER OF A "NEW CONSERVATIVE"

The transformation of Richard Assheton Cross from
provincial lawyer to Home Secretary in 1874 provides a use-
ful introduction to a study of Vietorilan social reform and
possesses, of course, a speclal relevance for a discussion
of Conservative housing legislation. Cross was at the
center of Conservative reform legislation during Disraeli's
great ministry of 1874-1880 and was responsible, far more
than the Prime Minister, for the suecessful record of that
government in matters of soclal and sanitary reform, On a
broader scale, the presence of Richard Cross in the Disraeli
cabinet demonstrated slgnificant changes that were taking
place within the Conservative party.l It is true that by
the 1870's the middle-class Conservative was no longer
& unique figure, and that other self-made business and
commercial men had risen to important posts within
party ranks, Cross, however, was one of the firast of the

"new Conservatives" to attain cabinet status, and his

succeasful career as Home Secretary eased the way for

lFor a full discussicn of the changing nature of
the Coneservative party, see Paul Smith, Disraellan
Conservatism and Socilal Reform (London, 1987), pp. 319-325.




other middle-class Conservatives in the years to come,

Cross's early years were passed in a manner almost
indistinguilshable from those of thousands of others who
shared his class and fawily background, Of comfortable
means but not wealthy, educated but not an outstanding
student, he nevertheless had social ties which enabled him
to rise as a Conservative politiecian and eventually to sit
in the highest cirecles of the party. If much of his life
can be summarized by describing him as a provincial lawyer
and banker, whose carser in his local community advanced
steadlily, still 1t must be recognized that a new phase of
his life opened suddenly when he was appointed Home
Seoretary and thrust into the oentral arena of national
polities,

Cross was born on May 30, 1923, at the family
estate, Red Scar, near Preston in the industrial county of
Lancashire. Preston, at the time of his birth, was a
rapldly expanding cotton town situasted in northern
Lancashire and c¢losely influenced by the boomlng industry
of the north. The Cross family had settled in the area as

early as the seventeenth c¢century, when leading members of

the famlly entered the tdnning 1n<.1ulst::':‘r.2 The Cross

2Dictionary of National Biograph (London, 1927),
XX1Iv, 138-140; Richard Assheton Cross, ramily History (By
the Author, 1903), p. 4.




tannery was highly successful; and by the early nineteenth
century, the famlily included several lawyers and local
officlals, Considerable property had accumulated in the
Cross family, and they had become sufficiently prosperous
to found a school for deaf and dumb children in Preston,
known as the Royal Cross School; they were counted among
the notables of the county.3

The rise of the Cross famlly, from prosaic
beginnings in the tannery to success at the bar, appears to
have been steady if unspectacular, It was Richard's grand-
father, John, who abandoned the tannery for the study of
law in the late elghteenth century. "We take leave of the
"and

John

tannery," wrote Riechard Cross in his family memoriles,
we come to the law which was s8till more prosperous."u
Cross, who was born in 1742, was known in Preston as "Honest
John Cross.," His rank and influence were enhanced in 1770,
when he married Dorothea Assheton, thus linkling the Cross
name with an established and socially prominent family from
Ashton-under-Lyne in Lancashire. At his death in 1779,
John Cross had served as secretary of the Court of Common
Pleas in Preston and had built an enviable reputation as a
diligent and honest practitioner of the law.

His only child was William Cross, born in 1771, who

likewlise entered the professlion of the law. He was Richard

31b1d., p. 7.
41p14.



Cross's father, but died in 1827, when Richard was only
four, leaving few memoriles to the child. William had
Joined his father in legal practice and both appeared to
have earned comfortable livings from the busy courts of
Preston, which was the seat of the Superior Court of Common
Pleas in Lancashire as well as a thriving commercial town
in its own right. One proof of William Cross's prosperity
and standing in the communlity was the purchase of land near
Preaston, ineluding his estate at Red Scar where Richard was
born., Social distinetion followed when, in 1808, William
wag offered command of a loecal volunteer militia unit, He
declined the honor, much to the disappointwment of the then
Lord Lieutenant of Lancaster, the thirteenth Earl of Derby.5
William did however ococupy the post of deputy Lord
Lieutenant and as such established a relationship with the
powerful Stanley famlly which was to have significant con-
sequences for Richard Cross in later years.

There 1s little evidence suggesting that Willlam
Cross was polltically ambltious or had any desire for
greater rewards than his legal work in Preston provided.
Much of hils time was devoted to lmproving the estate at
Red Scar and to writing and versifying. Hls marriage was

happy, as were his relations with the large Assheton

5Ibid., p. 15. Derby sent a personal letter to
William Cross expressing regret at Cross's decision not to
accept bhe milltia post.



10

family.6 Although a successful lawyer, William neverthe-
less expressed reservations about the nature of the legal
profession as it then existed, "I wonder," he wrote, "how
the great men can go on day by day and hour by hour in the
heats both bodily and mental of the courts of justice and I
cannot envy the greatest leader of a profession whioch
obliges him to sell himself . . . to support the cause of
the first comer,"7

William Cross was an Evangellcal., He was, Richard
later wrote of his father, "much interested in all Church
matters, especially the Church Missionary and Christian

Knowledge Sooiety."a

William's devotion to the Anglican
Church drew praise from his associates, including one Canon
Parkinson, who described him as "one of the first laymen
who in a dark age had a serious sense whioch he showed by
his boundless liberality, of the responsibilities of wealth

and station."9

The religious beliefs 1lmparted by William
Cross to his family, which influenced Richard Cross
throughout his life, were not the sombre rituals of the
High Church but rather the deeply felt religion of the
Evangelicals. The opening decades of the nlneteenth
century witnessed the increasing influence of the so-called

Clapham Sect, of wealthy and intellectual Anglicans who

6Ibid., p. 18.

TWilliam Cross to Mr. Greaves, 11 September 1824,
ibid,, p. 20.

81p14., p. 21. 9Ibid.
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desired to make their religion a more emotional experience
and a more relevant part of their daily living. Their
beliefs colored and affected almost every part of the
Christian establishment and imparted a tone of high moral
purpose to the whole of the Vietorian era.lo Although the
Evangelical movement was largely gulded and wmaintained by
upper-class and middle-class personalities, with such men
as Willlam Wilberforce and the seventh Earl of Shaftesbury
In the fore, the message that it contalned was nevertheless
widely disseminated. In the Cross famlly of Preston,
religion in the form of a moderate Evangelicalism played a
vital role. They could agree with William Cross when he
wrote: "Mankind are only really social, that is honourably
Just, strietly true, kind, and benevolent, or innocently
gay, in the measure which they are religious,"i*
As was 80 often the case, adherence to the
Evangellcal viewpoint was linked to a Conservative
political outlook, William Cross sat proudly and firuly
on the Tory side, ocalled by Richard the "true blue" from
thé electoral colors worn by the Lancashire Conservatives,
William's political sympathies were conspicuously displayed
in years 1816 and 1820, when he was aotive in the campaign

against Willlam Cobbett, a man he saw as the embodiment of

10TPhe role of Evangelicalism in British life is
discussed in Elle Halevy, England in 1815 (New York, 1961),
pPpP. 432-U455,

llgross, Family History, p. 22.
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radicalism. In both elections, William was closely allied
with the Earl of Derby, the leading Conservative politician
in lancashire and a powerful national figure.12 This com-
bination of Conservative politios and Evangelicalism was a
familiar sight in the early nineteenth century, the Earl of
Shaftesbury being berhaps the most notable example.13
When Willliam Cross died in 1827, he left his wife
with six children to raise but with ample funds and
property. Richard Cross received his first education at
home, and he wrote of yearly visits to Everton, where "the

nlh In due course,

best masters in Liverpool were avallable,
" the Croass brothers progressed from private tutors to a
prestigious public school., After attending the same
Lancashire school as (Gladstone, Richard followed his
brothers to Rugby. "I faney we went through school life
as most other boys do," he wrote modestly, and there seems
to have been little in thelr school careers that dis-
tinguished either Richard or his brothers. Richard
attended Rugby during the tenure of the celebrated

Dr. Arnold; and he never forgot the example set by that
imposing scholar and educator, "I had myself," wrote

Cross, "the great privilege of being under Dr, Arnold, in

the sixth form for two years." It was, he added "of

121ph14., p. 23.

13John and Barbara Hammond, Lord Sh&ftesbury
(London, 1939), pp. 230-231,

1u0ross, Famlly History, p. 30.
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inestimable value to me."ls The reasons for Cross'’s fond
memories are easily seen. Arnold stressed a social aware-
ness and high moral purpose that made Rugby the training
ground for a whole generation of statesmen and adminis-
trators, including Richard Cross.16 Well-born young men
were lmpressed with the view that they were expected to
participate in public life, that new conditiona called for
fresh attitudes toward the poor and dispdssessed, and that
“the ideal of the gentlemen involved a sense of social duty
as well as good form, "7

More important to Crosse'!s political future was his
good fortune in having as his classmate at Rugby the helr
to the Derby title, Edward Stanley. Stanley, the son of
the fourteenth Earl of Derby, who would succeed to his
father's title in 1869, was born not only to great wealth
but also to an assured political career, His father was
Prime Minister and a commanding figure in the Conservative
party and his family had for generations dominated the
political l1life of lLancashire, The connection between the
Cross famlly and the powerful Derbys, visible early in the

nineteenth century, was thus strengthened by the esentimental

15151d., pp. 30-31; also Richard's letters to his
motger from Rugby, Cross Papers, British Museum Add, MSS
51283,

16psa Briggs, Victorian People (New York, 1963),
pp. 140-167 discusses Arnold and the reform of the public
schools,

171p14., p. 161,
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bonds of school memories and youthful friendship. The
association between Cross and Stanley was maintained when
both men attended Trinity College, and it became, as Cross
frankly observed, "of great value" to him in later years.
The relationship was not always advantageous, for in the
late 1870's Cross found himself embarrassed by his friend-
shlp, and politically damaged as well.lB

Following his stay at Rugby, Cross and his brother
William attended Trinity College, Cambridge, where Richard
began his studies in 1843 with the idea of entering the
clergy. After two years, however, he became convinced that
his true talents and interests were in the law and despite
some famillial opposition, decided to enter the legal pro-
fession., In the interim he found studies and life at
Cambridge uneventful. Cross, as so many others of his
generation, was dedicated to the sport of rowing and he
developed at Trinity a life~long concern for the standing
of the Cambridge crew.l? He himself rowed "head of river"
during these student years. He enjoyed no similar pre-
eminence a8 a scholar, although he recorded that he

"enjoyed college 1life as much as wmost men, and read

181n 1880, after Derby had split with the Conserva-
tive government over the Eastern Question, Cross and Derby
found themselves on opposite sides in the electoral battle
of that year,

194e paused in his autobiography to note: "In my
opinion, the shallowness of the Cam has a serious effect
upon the stroke." Family History, p. 31.
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steadily all the time,"2°
The relationship between Richard Cross and his
brothers grew even closer during these college days, The
letters from Richard to his elder brothers, John and
William, were warm and confidential and the replies were
equally intimate, full of paternal advipe and encouragement,

' wrote

"We are besome like o0ld friends as well as brothers,'
John Cross in one of his regular letters, "a very different
relation which is not always found in large families like
ourselvea.”21 Together the elder brothers convineced Richard
to begin his study of the law, and they supported hiwm
loyally when theilr mother objected to this change in career,
Despite her protests, Richard was determined to
begin legal studies, He received his degree from Trinity
in 1846 and spent the next three years working for his
brother William in Preston and studying for his bar examina-
tions, Williaw Cross had followed the famlily tradition and
entered the law, eventually assumlng control of the Cross
firm in Preston and becoming a well-known figure in
Lancashire politics. He worked actively for the Conserva-
tive cause, led by the fourteenth Earl of Derby, and in the
elections of 1868 he played a orucial role in the defeat of
Lord Hartington, a notable Llberal. His cooperation with

Derby meant that Willliam Cross had assumed a significant

201p14,, p. 35.

2lyohn %o Richard Cross, 1844, Cross Papers,
British Museum Add, MSS 51286 f. 13,
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voice in Lancashire Conservative circles and was thus in a
position to a2id his younger brother politically as well as
proressionally.22

Following his experilence in the family law firm,
Richard made the required trip to London for study at one
of the Inns of Court. At least one of his experiences in
London had an enduring effect upon his thought. Busy at
the Inner Temple in 1848, when the Chartist agitation
became a matter of public concern, Richard was enlisted as
a special constable in Middlesex.23 He thus Jolned severail
notable figures, including the future Napoleon III and the
Duke of Wellington, in guarding the seat of government from
vwhat was belleved to be an imminent attack from the
Chartists in that memorable year of revolutions,

Called to the bar in 1849, Cross was assigned to
the Northern Circult, couwing eventually to preside over the
Preston and Salford Quarter Sessions. He had an eminent
legal career during the early 1850's, serving wmuch of the
tlme on the Quarter Sessions in his home county, often
sitting with Lord Stanley (Edward Stanley was made a peer
in 1851), His progress was steady and by 1858, Richard

Cross had accumulated sufficlient experience in legal matters

22y1115am Cross died in 1883 after a long and
suoccessful career in Lancashire. Henry, the youngest
brother, died in 1851 while a medical student. John Crosas,
who entered the church, died in 1897.

23see Richard's Commission as a Speclal Constable,
Cross Papers, British Museum Add. MSS 51269 f. 12,
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to write, in collaboration with Henry Leeming, a major work

dealing with the operations of Quarter Seasions.24 The

General and Quarter Sessions of the Peace (1858) was a

technical compllation of laws and precedents affecting the
maintenance of Quarter Sessions. The work was successful,
and a second edition, edited by Horatlio Llioyd and Henry
Thurlow, appeared in 1876 with a dedication to Cross, by
this time a member of the oabinet.25 The book dealing with
Quarter Sessions was not, however, Cross's first appearance
in print. In 1853 he had written another legal book, Acts
Relating to the Settlement and Removal of the Poor (1853),

again a compendium of laws and cases intended for the pro-
fessional, This earller book demonstrated Cross's command
of the legal problems involved in deallng with the poor and
with questions of poor relief, and established hils right to
speak with some authority in later years on the subject of

the poor. His choice of subject matter in 1853 further
suggests an interest in and concern with the problem of
poverty, revealing that Cross's later reform actlvities had
their roots early in his career,

For twelve years Cross practlced law 1n Preston

"with much success," so he reported. His opinion was not

2ucrosa and Leeming, The General and Quarter
Sesslons of the Peace (ILondon, .

25(London, 1876).
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without foundation, for his work brought him a large prac-
tice and widespread popularity. His promise as a candidate

was recognized when the Preston Conservative Assocciation
asked him in 1852 to stand for a seat in the House of

Commons. He refused the offer, however, in the belief that
he had not as yet achleved, as he later wrote, "a suffieci-
ently essured position at the bar."20
Although the decision to stand for Parliament was
deferred, the year 1852 was notable in a different way. In
that year he warried Georgilana Lyon, the daughter of a
prominent banker in Warrington. The marriage was a happy
one and later proved financially advantageous when Cross
assumed an important position in the Lyon family bank. The
marriage lasted for fifty years and its nature may be sur-

mised from the letters exchanged between Cross and his
wife. Georgiana's letters were both affectionate and
regular, full of family gosslp and references to loecal
affairs but never venturing into polities. Richard's in
return were briefer but always included an expressed desire
to be with his family and regret that public business so
often kept him away from home. Seven chlildren were born of

the warriage, four sons and three daughters; and the Cross

household was an active one, offering him diversion from

26cross, Family History, p. 36.
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political cares and all the much-appreciated comforts of a

large Victorian family, All the children grew to adulthood
and one of his sons, George, sat in the House of Commons in
the 1890ts .27

The assured poaition at the bar did not long elude

Cross; and five years after the initlal offer, the Preaton

Conservative Association, recognizing his activity in local
affairs, asked Cross once more i1f he would contest the seat
for Preston. In 1857 he acocepted the offer and began his
career in national polities. The borough of Preston was
then represented by Sir George Strickland, once labelled
an "old Radiocal."28 Only 34 years old when he began his
battle for a seat in Parllament, Cross was well known in
Lancashilire for his work on the Quarter Sessions but could

only be considered a newcomer to national political life,

Much more important, however, than his relative lack of
experience and national reputation was his continued rela-
tionship with the Derby family. The blessing bestowed upon
Cross?s candidacy by the fourteenth Earl of Derby was

cruclal for his success in the coming election. While

2Tpodts Parliamentary Companion 1890, p. 216,
28croms, Political History, p. 207. Dod's
1 T 1857 Eabelled Strickland a

Parliamentary Companlon for
reformer In favor o allot, church reform and short

parliaments,"”
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Cross could clalm no aristoeratic lineage, the laok of such
a background meant much less slince he had won the support
of the Derdy family. Cross, a genuinely middle-class
figure, had a firm association wlith the aristocracy and
that assoclation had important weaning for the future.
Cross as a political figure might be viewed as a harbinger
of significant changes taking place within the Conservative
party, in that he was among the first middle-class men to
be granted an active role in the traditionally aristocratie
party. In the years to come, the influence of these rising
merchants, bankers and industrialists would be widely felt
within Conservative ranks, as that party slowly turned away
from its aristocratic origins and towards an increasingly
middle-class structure and membership.

In Preston, moreover, the appearance of a middle-
class Conservative candidate was easlly aceepted, for
Preston was far from being the typical Conservative strong-
hold. Above all, Preston was a cotton city, situated in

the dreary industrial reglions of Lancashire and possessed
of certain attitudes and opinions that were not found in
other Conservative towns and counties, Its population was

expanding rapidly, inoreasing from 24,000 to 90,000 in the

years between 1821 and 1868 alone, and showing no signs of
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slowing doun.ag There were 27 cotton wills in Preston,

employing some 24,000 people, of whom a large proportion

were Irish immigrants., Cotton was the wajor industry of
Preston, indeed of all Lancashire; and the port of
Liverpool was the entry for the huge amounts of Awmerican
cotton which was processed in the mills of Manchester,
Bolton and Preston.

The combination of dependence upon cotton and Irish
immigration complicated the political 1life of Preston,
often creating seemingly contradictory positions on
important questions of the day. Preston, as a cotton city,
was devoted to the Prime Minister in 1857, Lord Palmerston,
a conservative Liberal whose Chinese policy was highly
beneficial to the cotton trade.30 Yet the borough
exhibited 1ittle sympathy with Palmerston's party, pre-
ferring to vote most often for a Conservative candidate for
reasons having no connection with cotton. The impact of the
heavy Irish influx was the decisilve factor 1in Preston's
political 1life, as in much of Lancashire., The desire to
defend the Church of England {(and Protestantism in general)

29Henry Fishwick, A History of lLancashire (London,
1894), p., 282, Preaton was supposedly e model for
Coketown in Dickens' Hard Times; Humphrey House, The
Dickens World (Oxford, 1942), p. 206.

30cross, Political History, p. 207.



against the Roman Catholicism of the newly arrived Irish
often prevailed in the minds of the voters, and the Con-
servative party was the natural beneficlary of this atti-
tude, Conservatives were the champions of the established
Church, and the often virulent anti-Catholicism of the
Preston electorate practically assured the success of Con-
servative candidates in that borough. The curious result
prevailed that in an industrial and trading region, where
Liberals and free traders wmight be expected to dominate,
the religious currents made Conservatism the majority
political doetrine. Coupled with the great power of the
Derby family, the defense of Protestantism enabled the
Conservatives of Lancashire to win wide and lasting support
among the voters and to bulld a Conservative domlnance 1in
the reglon that continued for decades.

Yet the Conservatism of Preston and of Lancashire
was prepared to consider and deal with contemporary prob-
lems. A large and relatively well organized working class
had given Preston & reputation for radical thinking that
included an element of opposition to the aristocracy, both
Tory and Whig. Cross for instance, was required by the
electors to give only one firm pledge: he was not to Join
the Carlton Club if returned to Parliament. '"While a

member for Preston," he wrote, "I never did belong to 1¢, 32

3l1p1d. He joined the Carlton Club after being
appointed To the cabinet in 1874, when he no longer repre-
sented Preston,
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To the voters of Preston, the Carlton Club was the symbol
of ocorrupt Londcon politics and of aristooratic pretensions,
a menace to the best interests of their borough. The
Preston electorate could trace a history of radical and
progressive politics back to the time of Richard Oastler in
the 1840's, when that Tory had advocated the 1dea of a
Conservative working man and had helped establish clubs in
Lancashire to give reality to his theory. During the 1860's
and 1870's, Lancashire was to be the embodiment of working
class .and Conservative unity, with both groups united in
oppoeition to the industrial maegnates and the pro-Irish
Liberals. In short, the Preston of 1857, in which Richard
Crosse successfully ran for Parlliament, was a borough that
required great adaptability on the part of its elected
officlals,

The election took place in March 1857, and resulted
in a sweeping victory for the Preston Conservatives. The
twc Conservative candidates, Charles Grenfell and Cross,
headed the 1ist with 1903 and 1433 votes respectively. The
aging Sir George Strickland went down to defeat with 1094
votes, thus giving Preston two Conservative mewbers in the
new Parliament. In the years prior to the Reform Bill of
1867, the total electorate of Preston was 2,793 out of a
population of 69,524, determined by the usual 10 pound

household franchise for borough voters.32 The election of

32podts Parliamentary Companion, 1858, pp. 175-176.
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1857 also brought victory to Palmerston, whose strong

policy in China was vindicated and whose personal popu-
larity was unchallenged. Cross announced his intention of
giving "strenuous support" to the Palmerston government but
gualified that support by expressing regrets that a war
had become necessary to protect British interests 1n
China,33

Cross was to spend the next five years in Parliament.
If these years were on the whole uneventful they neverthe-
less provide some glimpses into Crosst!s political growth
and beliefs, As a young and unknown Member, Cross made
scant impression upon the House of Commons, voting loyally
with his party and offering few novel ideas., His partiei-

pation in Parliamentary affairs was limited, and hils rare
speeches in the House were usually concerned with religious
matters or church affairs., But on at least one occaslon he
played a significant role by voting with the Liberals to
support the passage of the Munilcipal Electlions Bill of 1859,
His vote to reform election procedures in urban areas was
hardly surprising, given the nature of hls constituency and
the strong pressure exerted by the Preston voters for a
measure so closely affecting thelr borough. On still
another occasion, in 1861, Crﬁss acted with other Conserva-

tive members in deflance of the Derby-Disraell leadership

331bi1d., p. 175.
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when he voted for a bill to make church rates voluntary.
His position was that church rates should be paid volun-
tarily and that a Dissenter should have the right to exempt
himself from such payments without fear of violating the
law. On the more radical proposal for the abolition of all
church rates, Cross stood with Disraell and the party in
rejecting 1.'!:.3'4 Willing to admit the validity of the non-
conformists! obJectlons to the payment of rates for support
of a church not their own, Cross still believed deeply in
the necessity of maintaining the position of the established
Church of England.

Aside from these two legislative matters, 1t appears
that Cross did little to warrant natlional attention. He
hewed to the Conservative side and proved a steady and
loyal support of the Derby-Disraell leadership; yet he
demonstrated few outstanding abllities during these first
five years, Part of Cross's faillure to perform outstand-
ingly was due as much to the weakness within hils own party
as to his own personal faults. The Conservative party was
divided, unable to govern effectively when the opportunity
existed and dependent upon the support of other groups 1n
the House, Its weakness became apparent in 1858, when a
Derby-Disraelil government was formed but could meintalin 1ts
exlstence only for sixteen months before going out on a

3“Municipa1 Elections Bill, Parliamentary Papers
(1859), XXXV, 1; corrected copy in Cross’'s EanﬁerEIng,
Cross Papers, British Museum Add. MSS 51289 f, 30, On the

Church Rates Abolition Bill, see Cross Papers, Add. MSS
51289 £, 54,
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vote on Parliamentary reform that they themselves had intro-
duced. With the downfall of the Conservatives in 1859, the
mantle of leadership passed once more to the apparently age-
less Lord Palmerston. Although the general eleections of
that year had inoreased Conservative strength in the House
(Cross was easily reelected in Preston),35 the party still
lacked a majority and was content to leave the problems of
leadership to Palmerston, Gladstone assumed the post of
Chancellor of the Exchequer, and the ministry formed in
1850 was to continue its existence until 1865,

In 1859, however, family affairs were to conspire
to reduce even further Cross's moderate activity in
Parliament and eventually to remove him entirely from the
House of Commons, With the death of his father-in-law,
Thomas Lyon in 1859, Cross was offered a position in the
Lyon bank in Warrington., It was, as Cross himself wrote,

n36 Clearly

"such an offer as in Justice I could not refuse.
the lures of national politlics were not suffiolent to keep
Cross in his seat in the House, and he began slowly to
devote his energles to his banking career., In 1860 he gave
up his place at the Bar and moved from London to Warrington.

His limited role in Parliamentary affairs was curtalled and

35The results of the election of 1859 in Preston
are recorded in Dod's Parliamentary Companion, 1859, p. 4o,
Cross led the fie 0 ree, s running mate Charles
Turner was second and the Liberal candidate a weak third.

36Cross, Family History, p. 36.
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even his presence in the House of Commons was a notable
event. So infrequent were his visits to the House that he
earned the nickname "Stormy Petrel," after the bird whose
presence signifies bad weather, "my own appearance,"” Cross
recorded later, "being the signal that a storm was brew-
n37 Finally, in 1862, Cross asked for and received the

38 the traditional

ing.
stewardship of the Chiltern Hundreds,
method of resigning a seat in the House of Commons, and so
left natlonal government for a career in banking.

He did well as a financler, in time rising to be
chairman of Parr's Bank in Warrington and presiding over a
period of prosperity in the firm's affairs. The formerly
private investment concern of Parr's became a limited stoek
company during Cross's years'of service and entered into a
wlder range of investment activities, a procedure which
Cross happlly supported. He retalned his post with the
bank for wmore than a decade; not until his appointment as
Home Secretary in 1874 did Cross finally resign.39 This
meant among other things that Cross was absent from the
House of Commons in the 1860's, taking no part, for example,

in the historic debates over the Reform Bill of 1867. But

37Cross, Political History, p. 215, Cross gave
only passing attentiIon to his career prior to 1868 in his
political autoblography.

38James Croston, County Families of lLancashire and
Chesire (London, 1887), p. 805

39%arrts Bank to Cross, 21 February 1874, Cross
Papers, British Museum Add. MSS 51270 f. 99,
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Cross had not abandoned public service; hls years in
Warrington were filled with a wide range of charitable and
local government activities, He was busy with church
affairs, as befitted his Evangelical baockground, and the
highly charged religious atmosphere of Lancashire made his
participation in church 1ife a social necessity for a man
in his position. In addition, Cross gave time to the
establishment of technical schools and helped oreate a
school for the daughters of penurious clergymen, His social
conscience, in short, had not been laid to rest in 1862 and
he maintained a wide ranging interest in matters affecting
health, education and religion,

More important, in light of his later career, was
Cross's role in local government., The charitable work which
he undertook fulfilled his soclal consclilence and his religi-
ous conviotions, but the affalrs of local government in
Laneashiré enabled Cross to prepare for a more demanding
role in the 1870's. He engaged in work that taught him the
fundamentals of county administration and gave him an
acquaintance with the intricacies of finance relating to
government, publiec health and social reform. He later
wrote, "I became Chairman of the Board of Guardians, of the
highway board, of the lunatiec asyium, and of petty sessions
at Daresbury and Newton . . . and so gained much experience

in county matters."uo The life of a banker may have left

%0cross, Family History, p. 37.
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Cross unsatisfied, for both his inclinations and sense of
social awareness were being denied fulfillment without
active participation in charitable and government work.
Under the circumstances, Cross'!s sudden elevation to the
Home Office in 1874 did not find him unprepared for the
business of that office nor handicapped by lack of experi-
ence in administration. Cross came intellectually equlpped
with a wealth of knowledge pertalning to the needs of local
governments and an awareness of the obstaclea that could
hamper and even prevent entirely the effective admlinistra-
tlon of soclal legislation.

Cross had also continued his long-standing assocla-
tion with the Kirkdale Quarter Sessions, which was under
the chairmanshlp of Lord Stanley, the friend he had known
for some two decades, As early as 1858, while still in
Parliament, Cross had asked to be taken back in the Quarter
Seasions and Lord Stanley had enthusiastically agreed.ul
The publication of his book on the Quarter Sessions had
made Cross a recognized authorility on the subject and B0 a
valuable addition to the Court., His participation in this
work brought Cross into a close relationship with Lord
Stanley, as Cross himself remembered: "It was at this time
/1860's_/ that, as deputy chairman of quarter sessions at
Kirkdale, that I saw much of my old college friend Stanley

bl1ora Stanley to Cross, 24 August 1858, Cross
Papers, British Museum Add. MSS. 51266 f. 1.
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. « « Who was chairman, staying constantly at:!(‘nomley."‘42
Certainly his friendship with Stanley enabled Cross to keep
abreast of the latest affairs in London and to observe at
first hand the work of the Conservative party. H1ls decision
to forsake the House of Commons, therefore, had not removed
Cross from the wmainstream of political 1life; and when the

opportunity once agaln presented itself, he was prepared to

return to the political arena.

Although he had no part in the debate over the
Reform Act of 1867, Cross was closely affected by its
passase.u3 A redistribution scheme was also passed as part
of the Act, under which Lancashire was divided into two
parts: South East and South West, Eaoch was to send two
members to the House of Commons., South West Lancashire
comprised the area from Preston to lLiverpool, bordered by
the Irish Sea on the west and Bolton on the east, including
within 1ts boundaries some of the most industrialized

4l

regions in Britein. The reglon was an Iirresistible

42croes, Family History, p. 37.
43cross, Political History, p. 12.

4ipishwick, History of Lancashire, passim.



attraction to the poverty-afflicted Irish and thousands
crossed annually to work in the factories and docks of
Liverpool and Manchester. The immigration doubled and
redoubled after the terrible years of famine in the 1840's,
with the result that by 1868, Lancashire had become the
center of Irish habitation and the stronghold of Roman
Catholicism 1in Britain. With the wholesale enfranchisement
of borough householders in 1867, the Irish won an important
place in the political l1life of Lancashire and a rellgious
flavor often clung to elections in that county. It was in
busy and religiously divided South West Lancashire, an
electoral district newly drawn in 1867, that Cross was
once more asked to stand as the Conservative candidate.
And 1t was there in 1868, as a result of the unusual voting
patterns of that district, that Cross became a national
figure overnight by hils startling victory over none other
than William Ewart Gladstone.

Gladstone had been elected for South Lancashire in
1865, in a dreary campaign. He was by 1868 a well-known
Parliamentary figure with many years of experlence behind
him and a brilliant future predloted., It was not antilci-
pated that the redistribution of 1867 would place obstacles
in the path of Gladstone's reelection; at worst he
envisioned a decrease in his winning margin but not enough
of a drop to lose the seat. The Liberal Whip Henry Brand,
Gladstone's chief advisor, urged him to stand for the new

district of South West Lancashire and assured him that the
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seat was a safe one. Brand wrote with cheery confidence:

All 18 serene with regard to S.W. Lancashire,

Grenfell will stand, and I have no doubt will

be your colleague, Lord Sefton cordially con-

curs, & subscriﬁgs & 2000, a good test of his

goodwill, , . .
Henry Grenfell was a moderate Liberal, a well-known person-
ality in Lancashire who had the further advantage of being
supported by the wealthy Earl of Sefton, a landed aristocrat
of ancient Whig lineage, The influence of the landed peers
was strong 1n Lancashire, where these men customarily
alligned themselves with the Conservative party. The Earl of
Derby was the most influential of the peers in Lancashire
and in 1868, was staunchly Conservative, as were most
others with the exceptions of the Duke of Devonshire and the
Earl of Sefton, Under these clrcumstances, 1t was essential
that the Conservative candlidates for Lancashire wmeet certain
conditions, The candidates would need to be of sufficlent
reputation in lancashire to offset Gladstone's national
fame and they would have to be persons capable of winning
approval of the landed aristocracy, perticularly the Derby
family.

Richard Cross fulfllled both requirements; and his

running mate, Charles Turner, brought to the campaign the

wealth gathered 1n his career as a shipowner and railroad

builder., As in 1857, Cross was unprepared for the

45prand to Gladstone, n.d., quoted in H.J. Hanham,

Elections and Party Management in the Time of Disraell and
OTadstone (London, 1959), p. 292.
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invitation to stand for election. "Much to my surprise,"
he later remembered, "and greatly to my delight, I was
asked to stand . . . in opposition to Gladstone."ue Cross
was prompt in accepting the proposal and obviously anxious
to reenter political l1life. Equally happy were Cross's
Liberal opponents, who conslidered him a dull provincial
banker of limited local appeal who would be totally out-
classed by Gladstone. "I am very glad," wrote William
Rathbone, a member of the Liberal Committee in South West
Lancashire, "that Turner and Cross are out. . . . I was
afrald they were only dummies to conceal some more formid-

able opponem:.e."u7

Despite thelr expressions of confidence, and the
reassuring words to Gladstone, the Liberéla displayed sligns
of uncertainty. Liberal political managers had declded
that South West Lancashire did 1indeed present a risk and
to ensure the return of the party's leader, placed Gladstone's
name on the ballot in the safe Liberal seat of Greenwich.
Gladstone therefore went into the election of 1868 with his
return assured--if he lost in Lancashire he would find
gsafety in Greenwich. The cause for the deepening Liberal
consern about South West Lancashire was Gladstone's pro-
posal to disestablish the Irish Church. Although he could

count on the support of the Irish voters in Lancashire,

46cross, Political History, p. 6.
UTRathbone to George Melly, n.d., quoted in Hanham,

Zlections and Party Management, p. 295.
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Gladstone had alienated large numbers of Protestants in
that county by his inoreasingly radical statements on
Ireland. Lancashire being traditionally Conservative in
any event, the Liberal candidate, even a Gladstone, could
i1l afford to stir up the latent dislike of the Irish and
their religion which played so lumportant a role in
Lancashlire politicecs. With the new distribution and the
broadened franchlse, the Liberals were uncertain about the
outcome in South West Lancashire and the refuge in
Greenwich was deemed necessary. Gladstone, however, was
hardly satisfied to drift into offlce; he proposed to fight
hard for hls seat in Lancashire,

In a lesser filgure, the assurance of victory in
another distriet might have resulted in a dull and half-
hearted campaign. Gladstone, however, rushed into the
battle for South West Lancashire with every ounce of his
remarkable energy. In an intensive effort to win the
voters of the district, Gladstone became among the first
nineteenth century politiclans to utilize the technique of
smothering the reglon with speeches and party propaganda.48
He opened his campalgn in QOctober, delivering seven major
speeches between the 12th and the 23rd of that month, and
vislting every 1mportant clty in the district.ug His

uaHanham, Elections and Party Management, p. 202,
discusses Gladstone's politicEI Technique gn IBGé and the
issues of that election.

491b1d., p. 296.
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addresses were made to large and enthusiastic audiences and
attracted widespread national attention, as wmuch for their
style as for the dgamatic proposals advanced in them, It
was a forerunner of the eple Midlothian campaign which
Gladstone was to wage twelve years later, but the results
in 1868 were not commensurate with the effort.

Gladstone's prestige and oratorical talents were
insufficient to hide the bitter fact that, no matter how
well and how often he said them, he was saying the wrong
things to the voters of South West Lancashire. Gladstonels
greatest burden, and the vital issue 1in the campalgn, was
his attitude regarding the Irish Church and hls proposals
to disendow 1t. In a distriet where the Protestant spirit
had been stiffened by years of battle with the Catholie
immigrants, Gladstone's call for the Church of England to
retreat from its position in Ireland was unlikely to win him
votea. But the lssue of Irish Church reform was preclsely
the sort upon which Gladstone stood llke a fortress, unwilll-
ing to compromise and intolerant towards those who refused
to accept his pronouncements. It was a moral as well as a
political fight whiech Gladstone undertook, and in his best
pulpit manner he called unhesitatingly for the remodeling
of the Anglican Church in Ireland. These appeals fell on
deaf ears in Lancashire, although in the rest of England
i1t was the popularity of Irish dlsestablishment which helped
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provide the Liberals with & majority in the new Parliament.2°
In Liverpool, the largest city in Lancashire, the
question of religion was the dominant one. The size of the
Irish community in Liverpool, the rapid growth of their
religious structure in the city and their inoreasing politi-
cal power made Liverpool a center of dispute and confronta-
tion.51 Yet it was in Liverpool that the Liberals won their
greatest success 1n Lancashire. Enocugh of the Irish house-
holders had been given the vote in 1867 to enable them to

52 Liverpool, therefore, gave a

support Liberal polley.
8lzeable vote to the Liberal party desplte its ancilent
Conservative tradition and the existence of a well-organized
Conservative machine,

Unfortunately for the Liberals and for Gladstone,
the Irish throughout the rest of Lancashire were too
diffused and politically disorganized to change the
electoral results. In the agricultural regions of

Lancashire the traditional Conservatlive voting patterns

reasserted themselves and the Protestant farmers trooped in

5oAlthough certain members of the House of Lords
were distressed by Gladstone's proposals for the Irish
.Church, the nation as a whole took them calmly. Many
English Church leaders opposed the Irish Establishment in
any case, viewing 1t as the stronghold of "Low Church"
activity. ' '

5lganham, Elections and Party Management, p. 285.

52pnnual Register, 1868, pp. 172-173. Liverpool
was the site of the largest Roman Catholic church in
England. '
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to cast thelr ballote in favor of Cross and Turner. The
Conservative landowners 2lso Jolned enthusiastically in the
struggle and employed their local authority to win votes
for the Conservative candidates., The Marguis De Rothwell
wrote Cross following the election:

I myself voted for you, and I am happy to say

about ten of my tenants_at my request most

willingly did the same.53
In Lancashire, the political attitudes of the loecal squire
-and landlord stlll determined to a great extent the voting
of thelr tenants. The redistricting provisions of the
Reform Act of 1867 ailded the Conservatives in Lancashire.
The addition of new voting areas to the Parliamentary dis-
triets brought the heavlily Conservative rural dilstricts
into the balance, and thelr impact was often enough to turn
already scarce Liberal seats into Conservative ones.5u

Richard Cross, for his part, did not rely on the

Conservative bias of his county nor upon Gladstone's unpopu-
lar Irish pronouncements to win his seat in Parliament. On
the contrary, Cross waged a vigorous and effective campaign

which carried him to scores of meetings‘and rallies in the

district. As one of Cross's supporters observed following

53Marquis de Rothwell to Cross, 25 November 1868,
Cross Papers, British Museam Add. MSS 51269 f. 12.

5430nn Vincent, "The Effects of the Second Reform
Act in Lancashire," The Historical Journal, XI, I (1968),
84-94, It was not the extended franchise which gave victory
to viectory to the Conservatives in 1868, but rather the
redrawing of district lines to ineclude rural voters,
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the viectory:

The displacement szr Gladstone is unquestion-

ably relt to be mainly due to the prominent

ability, "oluck” and zeal displayed by you in

"thumping the stumps” at his various campaign

meetings; qualities which.we hope again to see

expended by you occasiogally for Mr. Gladstonels

benefit further south.D
Cross was a respectable public speaker; if no Gladstone, he
could still make a favorable impression and 1ﬁ later years
was one of the most sought after of Conservative speakers,
Accused of lapsing sometimes into powmpous verbosity, Cross
nevertheless delivered hls message ably and won respect as
a speaker in the House of Commons. He struck a steady
Conservative note in his message to the Lancashire electorate
in 1868: defend the Church, the Constitution and the
established institutions of Britain. Sensing that the Irish
question was crucial, he made the most of 1t, dwelling
heavily upon the damage that would result to the nation 1if
Gladstone'’s Irish poliecy were adopted.56 In short, it was
a campaign thet was solid, unspectacular and successful.

It dealt wlth precisely those 1ssues that the voters of

55p W, King to Cross, 25 November 1868, Cross
Papers, British Museum Add, Mss. 51269 f, 13,

560ross, speech in Liverpool, n.d., in Seraps From
Newspapers Conoernigg the Election of 1868 This collection
of newspaper c¢lippings dealing w every district in
Britain during the 1868 election 1s held by the Columbia
University Library. No author or compller is indicated,
nor 1is a date or place of assembly given, but apparently
somecone at the time thought the elections important enough
to warrant gathering this vast amount of material,

Referred to hereafter as Columbla University, Soraps.
There 18 no pagination,
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South West Lancashire were interested in and it provided a
clear alternative to Gladstone and the Liberals,

To a great extent, Cross's campaign reflected the
expert ald rendered by the Derby household. The Conserva-
tive effort in Lancaéhire was managed from the Derby estate
at Knowsley and as a result was both efficient and well
financed. The fourteenth Earl of Derby, although alling,
took an active 1nterest'1n the campalign. In addition, the
Natlional Protestant Unlon, which was especlally actlive in
Lancashire during the elections, provided Conservative
candidates with literature and propaganda focused on the
issue of Protestantism versus the Roman Church.?! In
general, the Conservatives made good use of Gladstone!s
seemingly radical demands for church reform and happlly
encouraged a mistrust of Liberal intentions. One view of
Gladstone and the Liberals was well expressed by a Cross
partisan, who wrote:

May it please God to give you strength to

devote your talents towards checking that

fearful tide of latitudinarianism and

democracy which has now commenced to r011.58
Hatred of the Roman Church often mingled with fear of

radical democratic politics to produce what has been called

"that strange compound of Orange bigotry and political

57Hanham, Elections and Party Management, p. 215.

5BSamue1 Holme to Crosa, 25 November 1868, Cross
Papers, British Museum Add. MSS 51269 f. 16,
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stupidity of which Lancashire Toryisw is composed,"?? The
issue of church reform was particularly important to the
Derby family, whose leader in 1868, the fourteenth Earl,
had aplit with the Whig party in the 1830's over an
attempted alteration in Church structure and who remained a
tireless defender of the religious eatablishment.60

Not all the Conservative supporters were devout
Protestants who feared democratiec innovations. The Conserva-
tives also claimed the powerful allegiance of the Conserva-
tive Working Men's Assoclations, which delivered large
numbers of working men's votes, and provided in wmany cases
the wargin of victory. Lancashire had long been a center
for the Conservative Workling Men's Assoclatlions, groups
allled with the Conservative party but dedlcated to improv-
ing the wages and living conditions of thelir members.61 The
combination of Conservatism and working class activism was
for many years an accepted part of the lancashire political
1andscape.62 Many of the Assoclatlons dated back to the
1830!s, when they were founded as part of Richard Oastler's

effort to bulld a Conservative movement that included the

yeymss Reid, Politlcians of Today (2 volumes;
London, 1880), I, 283,

6°W.D. Jones, Lord Derby and Vlctorian Conservatisw
(oxford, 1956), pp. 42-06.

6lkriec Nordlinger, The Working Class Tory (Berkeley,
1967), pp. 11-17,

62Hanham, Elections and Party Management,
pp. 105-106,
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working classes.63 Liverpool was particularly rich in
these working men's groups and Richard Cross for many years
received their enthusiastic support.

The Liberals, in sum, were at a disadvantage in
South West Lancashire. Ranged against Gladstone and his
party were the traditional Conservative sentiments of the
district, the deeply-seated alleglance to the Established
Church, the fear of Irish Catholiclism and political power,
and finally the effective campalign tactics of Cross, Turner
and the Conservative organization., When the polling, eom-
pleted on November Euth,'revealed Gladstone'!s defeat, his
maneger Brand summed up the wmeaning of the events 1n these

words:
The truth 1ls, Lancashlire has gone mad and the
contest there has been one of race, Saxon 64
against Celt. This 1is a sad state of affairs,

Brand was correct about the religious and raclal
issue but he ignored another important cause of Gladstone's
embarrassing defeat: the fact that the Liberal leader had
already been elected in Greenwich and had not placed his
trust in the voters of lancashire. The prior election in
Greenwich, held one week before the polling in Lancashire,
lost Gladstone the sympathy of many of the uncommitted
voters in the latter distriet. Gladstone himself sought to

mitigate the effects of the Greenwich election when he told

631p14.

645 and to Gladstone, 28 November 1868, Gladstone
Papers, British Museum Add. MSS 44194 £, 107.
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a meeting in Liverpool: "I have not spoken a word, I have
not drawn & scratch of the pen, to obtain any other seat in
Parliament but youra."65 He took great care to emphasize
his familial and personal ties to Lancashire and denied an
effort to label him a "parliamentary vagrant."66 In strict
fact, Gladstone wmay have been correct in maintaining his
innoccence, for it was the work of his political wmanagers
that placed his name on the ballot 1n Greenwlich. Yet he
could not erase the feeling of mistrust and disappointment
caused by his election in another district--he had simply
lacked falth in his home county. The attitude in Lancashire
was observed by Henry Cross, Richard's cousin, who wrote to
Georglana after the electlon and told of a conversatlion with
a Liverpool voter:

The growing feeling in Liverpool for this past

week had been anger against him / Gladstone_/

for making himself sarfe in G-wich. The people

sald what need to elect a man already an M.P.

The cry was we'll have nothing to do with warming

pans--1f Gladstone had trusted to S. Lanc we'd

have returned him, but he'g doubted us and there's

no need to help him, . . . 7
Gladstone's blunder in standing for Greenwlch and the seem-
ing affront to the Lancashire voters cost him enough support
to give the election to the Conservatives.

Lancashire went heavily Conservative in 1868. The

6501adstone, speech in Liverpool, n.d., in Columbia
University, Scraps.

661p14.

67Henry Cross to Georglana Cross, 25 November 1868,
Cross Papers, British Museum Add. MSS 51268 f. 35.
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returns revealed that 22 Conservatives had been eleocted as

opposed to 11 Liberals for the whole county, an increase of
10 Conservative seats and a decrease of four seats to the
Liberals.ee Although a commanding Liberal majority in the
House of Commons foretold a Liberal government, Gladstone!s
personal defeat in South West Lancashire was a damaging

blow. The great Liberal leader ran third in his own dils-
trict, some 300 votes behind Cross who headed the p011.69

Cross was thus returned to Parliament for a second

time. He had emerged from the contest a victor and a

recognized political figure in lLancashire, although he sat

as a member of a party that had suffered defeat nationally.
His viotory over Gladstone made Cross a celebrated person-
ality in Conservative circles during the years of the
Liberal ascendancy. Nor did Gladstone find 1t easy to for-

give Cross's victory in 1868, Weymss Reid, a contemporary

68por election figures, Vincent, "Effects of the
Second Reform Act in lancashire,” pp. g8h-90. Slightly
different geographical boundaries would show 24 Conserva-
tives to 12 Liberals,

69¢ross 7,729
Turner 7,676
Gladstone 7,415

Grenfell 6,939

Returns from John Morley, Life of William Ewart
Gladstone (3 volumes; London, 19035, s P . 80,

fanham, Eleoctions and Party Management, p. 295.
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observer, related this incident during Gladstone's speech
on the introduction of the Irish Church Disestablishment
Bill in 1869. Cross, sitting on the opposition benches,
made the error of laughing aloud during the peroration, and
the Liberal leader fixed upon Crose a devastating stare
that reduced him to embarrassed silence, never again to

70 Relations between

oppose Gladstone in such a manner.
Gladstone and Cross were never cordlal, and in later years
Cross suffered an embarrassing rebuke when Gladstone
refused his request for a pension.71

On the whole Cross played a minor role during the
busy years of Gladstone's ministry, from 1368 to 1874. He
opposed Gladstone's reform measures on several ocoasions
despite a later admission that "much of such legislation
was no doubt required."72 His attitudes towards the major
leglslation of the Gladstone government will be explored
more fully in the next chapter, when a closer study of the
Conservative opposltion 1s attempted. Let 1s be sufficlent
at this point to note that during the slx years of Liberal
ascendancy Cross played a competent but generally wminor
role in Parliamentary affairs., He sat regularly in the

House, taking his dutlies seriously but speaking only rarely

TOResd, Politlcians, I, 284-286.

71Correspondence between Crosa and Gladstone,
6 Maﬂ-g July 1881, Gladstone Papers, British Museum Add.
MSS L44L69 £, 226, 238.

72Cross, Political History, p. 1l.
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and then in support of his party's leadership. Under
Disraelli's guidance Cross sat on the opposition benches and
earned é reputation during the early 1870's as a dependable
and capable party man, He formed lasting friendships with
several of the younger and mlddle-class Conservatives--the
"new Conservatives." Chief among this loosely allied group
was W, H, Smith, whose background was similar to Cross's,
and who was to become & life-long companion. Cross was
regarded as one of the satellites revolving around the
rising star of Lord Derby, the former Lord Stanley who had
assumed the family title on the death of the fourteenth
earl in 1869. Few political observers in the years prior
to 1874 would have predicted cabinet rank for Cross. He
lacked, as one contemporary wrote, "that sparkle which
attracted attention.” It caused widespread surprise,
therefore, when Cross was chosen in 1874, followlng the
Conservative electoral victory, for the Home Office. Yet a
closer reading of the years of opposition from 1868 to 1874
renders less surprising Disraeli's decision to offer Cross
a cablinet post. To these years, then, 1t 18 necessary to
turn for insight into the political and socilal elements
that explain why Cross emerged in Disraeli's eyes as a sult-
able, indeed necessary person for high office. These years
of opposition also bring to the fore the reasons why the
Conservative government should have so quickly embarked
upon a program of social and sanltary reform sufficlently

ambitious to have caught the attentlon of twentieth century



students of Viotorian socciety and important enough to be
viewed as perhaps the most signifilcant program of social

reform to be enacted prior to 1906.
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CHAPTER II
FROM OPPOSITION TO FRONT BENCH, 1868-1874

The social reforms linked to Cross's name did not
emerge fully formed and complete when Cross took office as
Home Secretary in 1874; they had their origins during the
long perilod of opposition before the Conservative party
assumed power in 1874. The achievements of the Disraelil
ministry in the realm of social legislation, and Cross's
involvement with that legislation, had a long period of
incubation during the years of Liberal ascendancy. Indeed,
the success of the Conservative ministry and Cross in deal-
ing with social reforms was due in part to the shortcomings
of the acclaimed Gladstone government (from 1868 to 1874)
which 1is remembered especlally for having enacted a lengthy
list of reforms. Yet when Gladstone left offlce a number
of vital and pressing lssues remained unresolved, and 1t
remained for the incoming Conservative minlstry to offer
its own solutions. As it happened, it was Cross who served
as chlef Conservative spokesman on matters of social reform
and who would gulde the majority of social legislation
through Parliament. But he could have been forglven had he
believed during the Gladstone years, that his opportunlty
would never come and that his political career would run
1tas course in obscurity.

‘During these years, Gladstone was welding together
a powerful party and providing the nation with the ablest
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ministry in living wmemory. A brief survey of the wmembership
of the Liberal cabinet permits a realization of 1ts quality.
At the Exchequer, Gladstone placed the brilliant if unlike-
able Robert Lowe, a bitter opponent of the Reform Act of
1867.1 At the Forelgn Office, Lord Granville succeeded
Lord Clarendon in 1870 and brought to his work a high
intelligence and, more ilmportant, the abllity to work

2 John Bright took office as

closely with Gladstone,
President of the Board of Trade, more to satisfy the

Radical element within the party than to offer advice on
matters of commerce. The Marquess of Hartington, future
leader of the party, became Secretary for Ireland in 1870,3
while the Poor Law Board was directed by G.J. Goschen, soon
to have a powerful volece in party arffalrs, Presiding over
these personalities was the imposing figure of William

Ewart Gladstone. Although he had never before held office
as Prime Minister, Gladstone was outstanding among political
leaders by virtue of hils long experlence under Peel,

4
Palmerston and Russell, as well as his own extraordinary

ability. His gift for oratory, his driving energy, his

llowe was removed from the Exchequer in 1873 after
a mishap involving the use of Post Office funds, and he
then assumed the dutles of Home Secretary. Gladstone him-
self took over the Exchequer,

°Bright resigned from the Cabinet in 1870 but
rejoined again in 1873.

3Lord Hartington was given the difficult Irish post
in 1870 upon the resignation of Chichester Fortescue, who
went to the Board of Trade.
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acknowledged mastery of government affairs, his imposing
moral stature and even hia'physical appearance made
Gladastone the center of attentlion in the House of Commons,
Yet sltting on the opposition benches was a figure
who could claim to match Gladstone in political experience
and who could equal and perhaps surpass him as an orator.
This man was BenJjamin Disraell, who was now undisputed head
of the Conservative party after years of Joint leadership
with the fourteenth Earl of Derby. Although stricken by
the death of his wife in 1872, and plagued by 111 health,4
Disraell retalned a steady hold on the leadership during
the years of Liberal rule and united his party in opposi-
tion B0 as to present a constructive alternative to
Gladstone's program. He was rewarded for his years of
persistent labor when the Conservatives were returned with
a large majorlity and Disraell could c¢laim the Prime Minister-
ship in a secure Conservative government. The electoral
results vindicated Disraeli's leadership in the preceding
years. During the period of oppositlion Disraeli pursued a
dual policy, bullding Conservative strength and organization
in preparation for the next election whlle at the same time
formulating an alternative Conservative pollcy for the
nation. It was necessary for the Conservatives to offer an

alternative to Liberal soclal policy but creating such a

program was slow and painstaking work; the necessary first

uMary Anne Disraeli died in December 1872. See
Robert Blake, Disraell (New York, 1967), pp. 525-526,
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step for Disraell was to rebuild his party.

Certain factors augured well for party unity, even
in opposition, By thias time the party no longer insluded
the Peelite element, most of whom had followed Gladstone
in his migration to the Liberal benches, Disraeli had
freed himself, and his party, from the narrow protectionist
policy of the past whilch had distressed the middle-class
and commercial voters. In terms of party machinery and
organizaticn, the long years of opposition were well spent.
The national organization of the Conservative party was
carefully nurtured during the early 1870!'s by men such as
John E., Gorst, Disraeli's closest political advisor and a
tactician who understood the changing conditions of post-
1867 Britain.5 Gorsat's work, fully supported by Disraell
and the party leadershlp, converted the Conservative party
from a loose assoclation of local groups headed by a peer,
to a centrally governed and responsive structure able to
expand rapldly in districts once considered Liberal strong-
holds., The improved political machinery constructed by the
Conservatives between 1868 and 1874 was to prove its value
in the electlions of the latter year and would provide the
foundation upon which the party was to bulld a dominant
position in the following twenty-five years of the century,

Equally necessary to Conservative success was

5J.E. Feuchtwanger, "J.E. Gorst and the Central
Organization of the Conservative Party," Bulletin of the
Institute of Historlcal Research, Xxx11I TI959), 192-208.
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Disraelit's formulation of party ideology. In a series of
speeches, notably the one given at the Crystal Palace in
June 1872, Disraeli outlined the Conservative program for
soclal reform upon which Cross was later able to builld his
1egislation.6 The Crystal Palace speech reaffirmed
Disraeli's commitment to sceial reform and demonstrated his
continuing concern for the welfare of the mass of the
people. The Conservative party, Disraell declared in his
speech,

« « » Unless it is a national party, 1is

nothing. It 1s not a confederation of nobles,

it 18 not a democratic wultitude; it 1s a party

gg:?;? fr?m.?ll the numerous classes 1n the
He appeanled to the people, as a body, for support and not
to the wealthy and well born. It wmarked a realization that
the Reform Act of 1867 had permanently altered the ground
rules of political behavior and that in the future a party
that falled to win support from all segments of the nation
would be unable to govern, let alone he elected.

As a logical corollary to thls appeal for national

unity came a Conservative emphasis on soclal reform, Cross
would come to find the terms employed by Disraell at this

time extremely useful when the party was granted the oppor-

tunity to enact thelr announced program., Cross found a

6Ccrystal Palace 2U June 1872, in T.E. Kebbel, ed.,

Sgeeches of the Earl of Beaconsfield (2 volumes; London,
’ » PP, - . '

Tibia., II, p. 524.
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vocabulary of social reform ready at hand as well as a
sultable outline that he could employ in his legislative
plans, Disraeli had asserted at the time of his Crystal
Palace speech that the Conservative party sought the eleva-
tion of the condition of the people and that his party was
far better sulted for the task than the Liberals.8 He
struck another note of consequence in 1872, when he told
his audience 1in Manchester that social reform, in the
Conservative view, meant sanitary improvement. Sanitas

sanitatium, Omnla sanitas,9 Disraell noted in his best

classlical style and thus coined a phrase that would remain
tled to Conservative philosophy. Whlle his opponents
guilckly labelled the idea as "a policy of sewage,"
Disraell's concept of sanltary reform went far beyond
sewers and drains., Speaking of sanitary legislation,
Disraell noted, "that it is a wide subject and if properly
treated, comprises almost every consideration which has s

"0 me scope

Just c¢laim upon legislative interference,
was surprisingly wide, almost unbounded. As viewed by
Disraeli, sanitatlon was not restricted to matters of
drainagé or health but might be considered a rubric under
which might be llsted every condition and cireumstance

affecting the llves of the people. Many Conservatives,

BIpid., II, p. 525.

SManchester 3 April 1872, Kebbel, Speeches, II,
p. 511. ' : o T

101p14.
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including Cross, came to favor the term "sanitary reform"
instead of "soeclal reform"and Cross was to make especially
good use of the word "sanitation" in his efforts at passing
the Artizana' Dwelllng Act. Cross's description of improved
worklng class housing &s a sanitary measure was consistent
with his own thought and with Disraeli's earlier pronounce-
ments, for at the Crystal Palace in 1872, Disraeli had
speclified housing as one problem which might Jjustly be con-
s8idered sanitary in nature,ll
In these important speeches of 1872, the Conserva-

tive leader had vigorously expounded his theory of the role
of the state 1n soclial welfare and had begun, in effect, a
campalgn for power. The next electlons were clearly in
mind when he told his sudlence 1n the Crystal Palace thet
the common people were becoming disenchanted with Gladstone's
unthinking alterations and would soon demonstrate their
support for the Conservative viewpoint:

I can tell you this, gentlemen, from personal

conversation with some of the most intelligent

of the labouring classes . . . that the poliocy

of the Tory party--the hereditary, the tradi-

tionary / 8ic_7/ poliey of the Tory party, that

would improve the c¢ondition of the people--is

more appreclated by the people than the

ineffable mysteries and all t?s palins and

penalties of the Ballot Bill.

Disrasell's criticism of the Ballot Bill of 1872, a eriticism

1l1p1g., 1I, p. 533.

lelbid., II, p. 533. By pains and penaltiles,
Disraeli was referring to the various fines and court
actions made possible by infringement of the Ballot Act.
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whieh Cross shared perhaps exemplified hls opinion of the
majority of the laws passed by the Gladstone ministry. In
Disraeli's eyes, the measures enacted between 1868 and 1874
were, with rare exception, of a kind that interfered dras-
tically with the lives of the people. He was determined to
write finis to the long 1list of interventionist laws and
pass instead what he viewed as leglslation that would
reform without destroying. The Conservatives promised
improvement and change, but change with moderation, reform
with the interests of soclety carefully preserved. The
elections of 18T7H suggested that a significant proportion of
the electorate had indeed grown weary of Gladstone's dynamic
reform activity, although these voters were not neceasarily
adherents of Disraeli's method.

By 1872, Disraeli was in a position to prepare the
ground for the general election that had to be held before
1875. The choice of Manchester for a major speech in 1872
was unsurprising, since the c¢ity, located in the staunchly
Conservative county of Lancashire, offered unique advantages
to the party leadership. It was a happy choiece for Cross
as well, enabling him to share the spotlight with Disraell
and other important Conservatives in his home county. The
success of Disrseli's addresses in Lancashlire did wmubh to
enhance Cross's reputation in the party and helped bring
his name to Disraeli's attention, so that two years later,
when a Conservative cabinet was belng formed, Cross was not

forgotten, On this ground alone, Disraeli's visit to
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Lancashire in 1872 is worth noting at some length,

In decilding to visit Lancashire, Disraell had béen
influenced by a number of considerations, not the least
being Gorst's advice that such a vislit would do much towards
s0lidifying the Conservative party in that county. Even in
Manchester, so Disraell was told, & nominally Liberal c¢city,
the Conservative party had many loyal supporters who would
demonstrate thelr enthusiasm in the event of Disraeli's
visit.13 Disraeli was receptive to the idea of a western
Journey. Fully aware of the importance of lLancashire in the
fortheoming elections, he was solicitous of the wishes of
the Lancashlire Conservatlives 1ln Parliament, whom he |
described as "our most powerful friends."# Disraeli's
estimate of the Lancashire Conservatives was reasonable,
since the party in that district was especlally well organ-
1zed, it belng one of the first in Britaln to be modernized
and equilpped to deal with a mass eleotorate.15 Party
leaders 1ln the distriet had been anxious to have Disraell
and the other natlional figures visit Lancashire in order to
broaden support for the Conservative program. A planned
excursion by Disraeli in 1870 had been postponed because of

a momentary division among the leadershlp but after the

13peuchtwanger, "J.E. Gorst," pp. 198-199.

1"‘l\flon;srpenmr and Buckle, Life;gg BenJjamin Disraell
(2 volumes; New York, 1929), II, p. 525.

131b14.
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8plit was healed in 1872, a Lancashire excursion was onge
again urged.1

The local Conservative party organizations in
Lancashire prbpoaed that Disraell address them in Manchester,
a cotton city with a heavy working-class population. It was
the industrial character of Manchester that appealed to the
Conservative Working Men's Assoclations, who were confident
of bringing thousands of labouring people into the streets
to honor the Conservative leader, These Conservative Work-
ing Men's Assoclations were especially important in
Lancashire and were among the most politlcally powerful
groups in the district. Their estimate of Conservatlve
support in Manchester proved correct when Disraell was
honored by a masslve torchlight parade through the city in
whleh thousands of working people demonstrated their confi-
dence in Conservative promises of reform.17 They also
selzed the opportunity to present Disraell with petitions
calling for ald in the passage of factory legislation and
health bllla and thanking him for his past efforts on the

18 The Conserva-

Ten Hours'! Bill and the Reform Act of 1867.
tive leader was not blind to the message of the Conservative

working men; and 1t is of some significance that

1peuchtwanger, "J.E. Gorst," pp. 291-292.

1TLondon Times, 5 April 1872.
181p14.
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W.R. Callender, a Conservative member from Manchester,
informed a workers' deputation that while Disraell attached
great political Amportance to his visit, "there was no sub-
Jeot in reference to whieh he attached more importance to
that visit than to 1its connexion with great social and
industrial questionms."!®
On April 3, 1872, Disraell spoke before a vast
crowd in the Free Trade Hall, Receiving the acclalm of an
assemblage estimated at between 6000 and 7000, Disraell was
cheered by loqgl party groups,lcOnaervative Working Men's
Assoclations, Ofange Lodges and assorted constitutional and

political organizationa;eo

sitting on the platform with
Disraeli was a dlstingulshed group of party figures, includ-
ing Cross, who had been prominent in eagerness to have
Disraell visit the distriet. Cross was a natural cholce to
share honors withlthe party leaders, being a popular
political filgure in Lancashire and especially favored by

the working men's groups who made up a major portion of the
Manchester audience, Still he was a comparatively minor
personality among the leading lights of the Conservative
party who sat beslde Disraell in the Free Trade Hall,

There was Lord Derby, the traditional Conservative spokesman

for Lancashire Conservatives; Cecll Ralkes, the Conservative

191, 0ndon T™wes, 5 April 1872.
2°London Times, 4 April 1872, On the day before
his speech, Disraell was honored by a huge parade of his
supporters, a crowd which the Times estimated at 30-40
thousand, London Times, 3 ApriT 1872.
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member from Chester and one of the party's leading intellec-
tuals; Hugh Bilrley, representative of Manchester and a
vigorous supporter of soclal legislation; and Charles
Turner, Cross's colleague from South West Lancashire. Even
Disraeli's wife attended, desplte her poor health.al The
audience was of course highly partisan, and Disraeli's
address received a tumultuous ovation.

Cross's presence at the side of his leader was to
be expected, if only out of norwal political courtesy. But
the unexpected boon of a visit by Disraell very probably
determined Cross's political future, It 1s likely that the
Manchester speech provided the first opportunity for him to
meet seriously with Disraeli, with whom he was hardly
acquainted prior to 1872.22 In addition, the outpouring of
pro-Conservative sentiment must have convinced Disraeli,

had he any doubts, of the depths and dependabllity of

21London Times, 4 April 1872. The Times, which pro-
vided & vivid account of the Manchester speech, considered
Disraeli's visit to lLancashire a major story of the day.

22Monypenny and Buckle, Disraeli, II. p. 629. The
authors maintained that Disraeli "recognized'" Cross during
this Manchester visilt but the claim 1s disputed by Disraeli's
latest bilographer, Robert Blake, who indlicates that firm
evidence 1s lacking of a supposed Cross-Disraeli meeting in
1872, see Blake, op. c¢cit., p. 539. It is true that sub-
stantial evidence o e meeting is not avallable but it
would seem likely that Disraelil had at least some political
discussions, perhaps for the first tiwme, with Cross, who was
a leading Lancashire Conservative and would have been able
to provide first-hand informatlon to the party leader.
Certainly the Lancashire vislt would have revealed to
Disraeli the popularity of Cross in his home dilstriect.
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Conservative sentiment in that western county. The impor-
tance of lLancashire in the Conservative plans for electoral
victory was reemphasized during Disraelits April visit, and
Cross!s role assumed correspondingly greater weight,

Yet his status in party circles prior to 1874 ought
not to be exaggerated, Cross was by any measure a rela-
tively unknown back-bencher who only rarely entered publie
awareness and whose power in political circles was circum-
scribed. Although he enjoyed a certain notoriety stemming
from his surprise victory over Gladstone in 1868, Cross
remained a comparatively unimportant member of the party as
late as 1872. His earlier Parliamentary career, from 1857
until 1862, had been uneventful and had contributed little
towards providing him with national stature.

There was little evidence at this time, elther in
his Parliamentary activity or in his public statements, to

indicate that Cross was marked for high office, Perhaps

the most favorable sign for the future was that a high
degree of party loyalty kept Cross eligible for later pro-
motion, if circumstances proved right. A strong sense of
allegiance to party characterized Crosst?s record in

Parliament from 1868 to 1874, and it was only on rare lssues

that he acted independently of the Conservative leadership.
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On the momentous votes Cross was normally to be found on
Disraeli's side in the lobby. The difficult Irish Land
Bill of 1870, for instance, was bitterly fought by the Con-
servatives (and many Liberals) and Cross labelled it “"ecom-
pensation for disturbance, pure and simple."23 He disliked
the Ballot Bill with growing intensity and expressed fears
that the ballot would lower political morality by pefmitting
voting in secret. So strong were Cross'!s obJjectlons to the
Ballot Bill that Disraeli had to caution him lest he speak
too loudly. Disraeli advised him not to "dwell on the sub-
jeot," but to let the Whigs battle among themselves.2¥ "Let
the Whig Peers through / sic_/ 1t out if they like," wrote
Disraeli to Cross, "I should not attempt to influence their
course one way or the other."25 In his speech to the House,
Cross told of hls fears that the Ballot Bill would be
disastrous to the sense of public duty and urged "absolute

n26

rejection. The legislation, in his mind, would inevitably

lead to "impersonation," enabling unscrupulous individuals to

23Ip1d., p. 9. Writing in 1903, Cross made 1t clear
that he had been and remained bitterly opposed to Gladstone's
policy in Ireland. 1Ibid., pp. 7-10.

2b’Monypenn},r and Buckle, Disraeli, II, p. 514,

@5pisraell to Cross, 23 December 1871, Cross Papers,
Add. MSS 51265, f. 27.

26Monypenny and Buckle, Disraeli, II, p. 514. Cross
had called for stronger opposition on the part of the Con-
servatives, a policy which Disraeli felt unnecessary and
unwise.
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win elections unrairly.27 In opposing the Ballot Bill, he
demonstrated considerable courage, since his oonstituents
in Lancashire favored it and urged Cross steadlly to change
his position.28 Yet 1t appeared that Cross retained his
support in Lancashire, for he proved a stronger candidate
than ever in the election of 1874, His stands on wmost
matters until then were entirely consistent with his
Lancashire origins., He had voted against the disestablish-
ment of the Irish Chureh in 1869,29 and spoke in favor of
government intervention to adjust unfair or lllegal rall-
road rates.3°

A contradiotory attitude regarding the vital
Education Bill of 1870 revealed Cross's own inner doubts
and 1llustrated his social bellefs. The 1issue was one of
religious tralning, whether or not the local school boards
to be oreated under Forster'!s Act would be permitted to
exclude religious teaching, or more accurately Church of

England teaching. At one point Cross voted in favor of the

273 Hansard 208 (22 June 1871), 401-404. Cross had
spoken first for the Conservative party during the Committee
stage of the Ballot Bill,

283¢e, Disraeli to Duke of Richmond, 11 January

1872, Monypenny and Buckle, op. ¢it., II, p. 514, where
the Conservative leader noted that Cross and Lancashire had

been "particularly embarrassed" by the Ballot dispute.

"~ 29pod's Parliamentary Companion, 1874 (London,
1874), p. 193,

30London Times, 1 April 1873. Cross introduced an
amendment which would have prevented the government from
lowering rallroad rates in one area while higher rates were
being legally imposed in another reglon.
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bill, along with a group of younger Conservatives including
W.H. Smith, and thereby violated party discipline. Yet he
spoke of himself as "in favour of national education of

131 and was 1in

which religion should form an essential part,
accord with the Conservative position that all state-
supported schools be required to provide instruction in
Church of England doctrine, Nevertheless, Cross bellieved
that the need for widespread education was so oritical and
Britaln so far behind in the creation of an effective educa-
tional system, that the religious question must for the
moment be overlooked.32 His willlingness to accept the
~Education Bill of 1870 and to tolerate secular education
reflected Cross's generally undogmatic approach towards
religious matters, While a sincere adherent to the Church
of England, he never became bound by doctrine or rigid in
his practlice, and was willing to admit wide variations in
both doctrine and practice within the Church. 1In later
years, Cross found himself working comfortably on educa-
tional matters with Cardinal Manning. He even cultivated
that notable Catholic's friendship.>S

High office inevitably brought Cross into closer

31podts Parliamentary Companion, 1870, p. 193.

32Paul Smith, Disraelian Conservatism and Soecial
Reform, pp. 133-140; also Viscoun ston, . oM
{London, 1965), p. 67T.

33Manning to Cross, 1 November 1882, Cross Papers,
British Museum Add. MSS 51273 f. 159.

I
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outward conformity with the ritual of the Church of England;
but it was, as for so many others, a socially required con-
formity. The continuing debate concerning science and
rellgion which agltated the country during the Victorian
era was reflected in Croass's thought as well, In his
correspondence with Benjamin Price, an Oxford economist who
served on various government commissions, Cross admitted
his doubts regarding the Biblical truths in the light of
Darwinian and agnostilic assaults. Price attempted to
reassure Cross as to the lasting veritles of Christianity
but apparently wlthout success, for Cross remained doubting
and disturbed.Bu His questioning attitude never became
public, however; and he remained throughout his life a
dutiful member of the Church of England.

Cross's independent course»concerning the Education
B1ll did not however signify a departure from traditional
Conservative thinking regarding the purposes of educatlon,
The point was that he differed as to means, As for the
ultimate goals of any educational system, with or wlthout
religious instruction, Cross maintalned that the schools
were designed to "make people more fit to do their duty in
that station of 1life to which they are called."3? Schools

were not intended to foster diseontent or elev&te

3“Prioe to Cross, 1 October 1879, Cross Papers,
British Museum Add, MSS 51272 f. 118. On Price, see
Dictionary of National Bilography, XVI, pp. 322-323.

350ross, speech in lancashire, London Times,
22 September 1875,
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artificially the lower classes, but to train the people of
all classes in thelr duties and responaibilities, To
educate meant for Cross, as for most Conservatives, the
instilling of social responsibility and a strengthening of
the existing soclal arrangements, He was later to expand
upon the need for reinforeing soclal ties, and much of his
reform legislation was predlicated on the assumption that
better conditions for the people would mean a stronger,
closer knit soclety.

If Cross's career in the early 1870's was unspectac-
ular, he nevertheless demonstrated that he was loyal,
capable and hardworklng--qualities that were not unusual
but were all the same desirable in & political figure. And
on one occasion at least, he did rise above the crowd of
party men and demonstrate an ability that perhaps enhanced
his position in Conservative ranks. The event ltself was a
relatively minor one, an abortive vote of confidence over
what the Conservatives viewed as Gladstone's misuse of
power in 1872. The censure vote falled to gain a majority
but it was a conslderable personal vietory for Cross, who
exhibited great composure and ability in leading the fight
against the Liberal government. It was an episode which
solidified Gladstone's dislike of Cross but equally, 1t
confirmed Cross in the eyes of his Conservative colleagues
as a man with a potential for leadershilp.

The move to censure Gladstone arose out of the

appolntwent of Sir Robert Colller, a noted Lilberal
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barrister, to the Judicial Coumittee of the Privy Counecil
in December 1871 by means that many considered questionable.
Existing statutes made it necessary that members of the
Judicial Committee be Judges, and in order to qualify,
Collier had been hurriedly appointed to the Court of Common
Pleas, where he sat for two days prior to his elevation to
the Judiclial Committee. Cross was chosen to speak for the
Conservative party in the assault on Gladstone's transparent
circumvention of the law, and he was Jjolned by & sizeable
number of Liberals, all of whom cooperated in bringing a
vote of censure before the House. "It fell to my lot,"
Cross wrote later,

to bring the matter before the House on the

ground that his appointment as Judge, . . .

and his immediate transfer to the Judicial

Committee were acts at variance with_the

spirit and intention of the Statute,3
Cross was a highly effective speaker in the debates on
censure, a8 he ralsed serious constitutional and moral
issues connected with Gladstone's behavior. “England loves
not the exercise of arbitrary power," Cross told the House,
and so telling were his wordsvthat the Liberals were hard
pressed to avold defeat. Only when Disraell himself passed
orders not to bring down the government, but merely to

embarrass the Liberals, did the censure resolution fall by

twenty-seven votes.37

36cross, Political History, p. 13.

37Annual Register, 1872 (London, 1873), pp. 30-31;
see also, Cross, Po ca story, p. 13.
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The defeat of the Liberal party would come two
years later, and that defeat was due as much to their own
errors as to the assaults of thelr Conservative opponents.
The collapse of Gladstone's government in 1874 and its
electoral defeat 1s well worth exawmining in some detall,
for it was the conditions of the Liberal defeat which
helped determine the Conservative legislative program.
Crossa's role in the new government, in particular, was
severely circumscribed by the manner in which the Conserva-
tives took offlce.

The decline of the Liberal party was visible only
to the most astute politiecal observers in the early years
of the decade, Gladstone's great reform program had, at
first, won for him the approval of the middle classes; and
with a sizeable majority, desplte the loss of s ome bye-
electlions, the Liberals maintalned a confident attltude.

As late as 1873, Gladstone's powerful leadershlp allowed
scant opportunity for rebelllion within the party or even
for alternate programs--he kept the ship moving so rapidly
that the crew was fully occupied simply in staying on board.
In addition, the vast social and political movements under-
way seemed to ensure & continued Liberal ascendancy., There
was evidence to indicate, as one recent scholar has written,
that the entire political structure in the early 1870's was
moving leftward, so that the Liberals were galning steadily
in working-class votes while the Conservatives inherlited

those former Liberals who could no longer support
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Gladstone's advanced program.38

Yet Liberal confidence proved unjustified, Far
from establishing themselves as a permanent majority, the
party went down to defeat within two years of the Crystal
Palace apeech. From 1873 onwards, the Liberals began
noticeably to experience political difficulties. Ironically,
by satisfying wany middle-class demands in the early years
of his government, Gladstone had almost assured himself of
opposition from the same middle classes to further reform.
The merchants, bankers, artizans and clerks who made up the
foot soldiery of Gladstone's liberalism willingly accepted
the Irish Land Act, the abolition of Army purchase, the
Education Act and all the other noted reforms of the early
1870's. But the nation at large, and even the Liberal
partisans, came to desire a resplte from the debate and
controversy surrounding reform leglslation--further change
was unweloome. With thelr fundamental demands satisfied
the ranks of the Llberal party began to question the need
for additional reform, and Gladstone began to encounter
resistance within his own party to new legislative programs,

The measures which had won Gladstone hls greatest
victorles had, at the same time, disturbed the more tradi-
tional elements within the Liberal party. The Whigs and the
landed aristocracy within the varlegated body of Gladstonian

38;.p.D, Dunbabin, "Parliamentary Elections in

Great Britain 1858-1900: A Psephological Note," English
Historical Review, LXXXI (January 19%6), 82-99:.
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Liberalism were unreceptive, almost from the beginning, to
many of Gladstone's ldeas and they came to present a solid
front of opposition in 1873.3% The bitter fight over the
Irish Church Act had naturally raised up powerful enemies
within the established Church, and the traditional alliance
between the Church and Conservative party was made even
more secure by the whispered possibllity that Gladstone
would soon proceed from Irish disestablishment to English.
In faot, as Spencer Walpole wrote:

Almost every class in the natlon thought that

its Interests had in some way or other been

menaced by Mr. Gladstone and his colleagues.uo
This meant that the nation as a whole was coming to accept
Disraeli's plea for a pause in drastioc legislative activity
and a return to a more stable and leas controversial parlla-
mentary program, .

The Conservative party ltself was eager to return
to the polltical arena. Three victorious bye-elections in
1872 had renewed its spirit; and Disraeli's leadership,
after a hiatus, was reimposed with admirable effect. A
Conservative reaurgencé was evlident in the large boroughs,
traditional Liberal strongholds, where in the early 1870!'s

Disraeli's party had significantly improved 1ts posfu:ion.u1

391b1d., p. 89; see also, Spencer Walpole, The
Histo;g of Twenty-Five Years (4 volumes; London, 190%-08),
R )

uOWalpole, History of Twenty-Five Years, III, 285,

ulDunbabin, "Parliamentary Elections, " p. 89.
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The Conservative borough organization, having given valuable
service in 1868, had been steadily improved and broadened
under Gorst's direction, so that the Conservative party was
firmly established in several urban areas and was ceasing

to be a purely rural organ:l.za'l:ion.u2 Equally important to
the Conservatives was the steadlly inoreasing support which
revealed 1tself in the middle-class suburbs of the great
cities. Once Liberal in voting habits, the suburbs were
giving large majorities to Conservative candidates and were
fast becoming the strongholds of Conservatilve sentiment.u3
Inhabited by the large body of middle-class people created
by an industrial civilization, the suburbs and outlying
reglons of the cities had once been considered the 1ldeal
breeding grounds for Liberallsm, But the suburbs had been
widely enfranchised by the Reform Act of 1867 and, to the
dismay of the Liberal leadership, had begun to vote Conserva-
tive, Part of the explanation of the Conservative bias was
the desire of the middle classes to avold any more of
Gladstone'!s troublesome reform programs, But an equally
important factor was the desire of the rising wmiddle-class
voter to improve himself soclally and to lmitate the style

of wealthy and well born--and the wealthy voted Conserva-

tive., To those who wished to rise in the estimation of

ueHanham, Electlons and Party Manaﬁement, p. 222,
The Conservatives were notably successfu n london, whiagh
was slowly becoming a safe area for Conservative candi-
dates. '

H31p14., p. 225.
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their neighbors and to exhibit thelir new wealth, a vote for
the Conservative candidate was a necessary filrst step, and
the Conservative party became the willing recipient of
support given by those who were climbing the soclal ladder.
At the other end of the soccilal structure the
labourers and trade unionists also exhibited a deep and
growing dissatisfaction with Gladstone, As early as 1871,
labour groups and politically aware workers were criticizing
the fallure to satlsfy the legislative expectations of the

working classes.uu

A Liberal Trade Union Act, 1t is true,
had been passed in 1871, which had removed the taint of
conspiracy from trade unions; but at the same time 1t had
imposed severe penalties for various forms of striking

and perauasion.u5

The union spokesmen argued that whille
the Liberals had dispensed with one hand, they had hindered
wlth the other, and had removed from the trade unions their
most powerful weapon, the strike. Their anger was demon-
strated in 1871, when the Labour Representation League
followed an attack on the Liberal government with a tenta-
tive plan to organize a third party, so as to fulfill the
demands of the working czlemnses."l6 The growing Trades Union

Congress also voiced opposition to Gladstone and 1in several

My . McCready, "The British Election of 1874,"
The Canadian Journal of Economics and Politlcal Science, XX

y 2 - .

45See Chapter V, supra, for a fuller discussion of
the Trade Union Aect of 1871,

46Beehive, 9 September 1871, quoted in MeCready,
"Election of I1874," p. 166.
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bye-elections in 1873, the loecal workingmen's group sup-
ported independent candidates in opposition to the Liberal
par"l-.y.wr In districts with & heavy working class vote, the
Liberals found themselves at a distinct disadvantage in
1874, In Morpeth, a mining area, the Gladstone Liberals
could not even find a candidate to oppose the Conservatives
and had to give thelr support to Thomas Burt, a union
leader who styled himself a "Liberal-Radical."*® fThat some
Liverals were aware of the discontent among working men was
evident when William Harcourt pleaded with Bright to use
his influence on the government in 1873. Harcourt wrote:

I wish you could get the Government to address

itself seriously to the grievances of the

Criminal Law Amendment Act, the Master and

Servant Act and the Consplracy Law, These are

the soul of things the wmass of the people do

care aboutugnd which have been strangely

neglected,
Frederic Harrlson, the positivist philosopher and a vocal
defender of the trade unions, was egqually mystified by the
refusal of the Liberal ministry to deal with the workers'!
demands. He considered the trade union proposals for

legislative relief as minimal, more a matter of principle

4YT1p1d., p. 166.

48mmomas Burt, Autobiography (London, 1925), p. 216.
Burt defeated his Conservative opponent 1in 1674 to become
one of the two "working class representatives'" in the House
of Commons,

4SHarcourt to Bright, 8 August 1873, quoted in
MeCready, "Election of 1874," p. 167.
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than of substance.50

In the early 1870's, working men as well as other
important groups were disturbed by Gladstone's handling of
a8 delicate and emotional 1s8sue: the Licensing Laws,

Thomas Bruce, Gladstone's Home Secretary, was burdened with
the unrewarding task of regulating the sale of liquor. In
1871 an abortive Licensing Bill had been proposed which
would have placed & ten-year limitation on existing license
holders, at the end of which tlme the local wagistrates
would determine the maximum number of publle houses for the
distriet and then sell licenses to them. The measure was
allowed to die in an unenthuslastic house, but in the
following year the Liberal government succeeded 1in passing
a more moderate, although equally unwelocome, Licensing Act.
The Act of 1872 fixed closing hours of public houses in
London and in the county areas but allowed some discretion
to local borough maglstrates outside the metropolitan area.

Tampering with the nation's drinking habits aroused
considerable resentwent among working class and middle class
voters; but more important politically, the Licensing Act
ensured the unrelenting enmity of the powerful liquor
interest. Owners of publlic houses, brewers and llguor
dealers were converted into bltter enemies of Gladstone,
and their opposition resulted in serious losses to the

Liveral cause in the years following 1872. The displeasure

50Hgrrison to John Morley, 21 August 1873, gquoted
in MeCready, ibid., p. 170.
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of the publicans was an especlally seriocus blow to Liberal
electoral hopes, In the era before radio, the newspaper
was the single most 1mportant source of political inforua-
tion, second only to the public speeches of the candidate.
The place to read newspapers and to discuss their contents
was naturally the local barroom or public house, and when
the pub owner turned Conservative, the political atmosphere
of his pub was altered as well. A Conservative publiecan
would subseribe only to Conservative newspapers, or invite
only Conservative candidates to speak, or permit only
Conservative meetings on his premises, and thus could exer-
cise considerable influence over political events in his
locallity. For the first time, following the Llcensing Act
of 1872, the publicans became actively Conservative and the
Liberal party was to feel the loss in 1874.51

Under Disraell's leadership the Conservative panrty
prepared for the coming electlions with a series of bitter
attaocks upon the Liberal party record., The essence of the
Conservative criticism was that the Liberals had forced
upon the nation a long list pf unwanted and unnecessary
reform measures and that the reckless legislation of the

Gladstone ministry must be brought to a halt in order to

51Hanham, Elections and Party Management, p. 222
See also, R,C.K, Ensor, England 1O xTord, 1936 ),
pp. 21-22, Ensor belleved the liquor question to be
decisive in the election of 1874. Hanham, however, while
recognizing the importance of the 11quor dispute, maintains
that Gladstone was not beaten by '"beer and bible," see
Hanham, pp. 223-225, f
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preserve the constitution. Not only, said Conservative
spokesmen, had Gladstone been unthinking in tampering with
the vital organs of the nation, but he had also bungled
those measures which had some redeeming qualities, Dilsraell
led the assault upon the Liberals, not only in his two
important addresses in 1872, but in dozens of other speeches
around the country in the early 1870's. At a Bath bye-
election in 1873, for instance, he told the audience: '"The
country has , . . made up 1its mind to close this career of
plundering and blundering."?2 Salisbury followed Disraeli's
path in a speech two weeks later, when he addressed a
Conservative banquet:

The last forty years have brought us to such

an evil habit of belleving that organle change

is a necessary function of Parliament, that if

the year has gone by and nobody is despolled,

and no institution is smashed, we say the

Session has been wasted, and that it has been a

barren Session. Unless I mlsread the signs of

the times, the feeling of the country is_that

this heroic legislation must now cease.
The Conservatives had rightly Judged the temper of the
electorate, and the elections of 1874 gave them the votes
of many who wished a respite from further change.

Disraelil was not content to be merely critical; he

had a program based on Conservative principles to offer to
the electorate. The ideas and attitudes which Disraell

publicized during the early 1870's foreshadowed much of the

52Monypenny and Buckle, Disraell, II, 602,

53Samue1 H, Jeyes, The Life and Times of the
Marquis of Salisbury (4 voluwes; London, 1895), I, 172.
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emphasis that was to govern Conservative activity after
1874, Convinced that the mass of the people sought deeper
motives in government action than simple economic relief,
the Conservative leadership made determined efforts to
appeal to the less material needs of the people. Disraeli
called for pride in the growing British Empire, for a

spirit of dedicatlon and self-saorifice which would‘help
apread the ideals of the British nation far beyond 1its
shores, Although Disraeli had once been an anti-colonialist
and in the 1840's had referred to the colonies as "wretched

54 he had come to see in the

millstones around our neck,
Empire more than a source of raw materials or a drain on
British gold. What he now saw as the most valuable contribu-
tion of the Empire was 1its abllity to weld the people into a
community and to provide an obJect of affection and dedica-
tion. He did not favor overseas expansicn so much for 1lts
economic or military benefits, but for the spiritual
strength which Empire bullding might provide. Furthermore,
the Empire might provide the means whereby the necessary
domestic reforms would be enacted, The attractive poliey
of reform in Britaln and expanslon overseas was to remain a
gtaple of Conservative leadershlp for decades to come.

Cross was a strong advocate of such pollioey, particu-

larly the reform aspect of 1t. 1In a letter to Viscount

Sandon, who had long been speaking in favor of social

5“Monypenny and Buckle, Disraell, III, 385.
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reform, Cross advised that the Conservatives needed "some
thoroughly scund views of their own which they really were
determined for the sake of the Country to carry out."22
The areas where Cross preferred to concentrate, 80 he told
Sandon, were "soclal, administrative, economical reform, I
would add colonlal watters to unite our Empire."56 The
steady pressure of a group of reform-inclined Conservatives
did mueh to bring Disraeli to the polint when he publicly,
and emphatically, called for programs of social legisla-
tion. Indeed, these reforming Conservatives, including
Sandon, W.H, Smith and Gathorne Hardy, formed an implied
threat to Disraeli's leadership of the party and wmay have
forced him to speak earlier than he had planned.57 It
should be stressed that Cross himself had long understood
the need, at least in his own county of Lancashire, for

Conservatism to adopt a poliocy of improvement and reform,
On a national scale, Disraell sought to bring all

levels of soclety into accord with Conservative goals, He

55Cross to Sandon, 28 August 1871, quoted in Paul
Smith, Disraellan Conservatism and Social Reforwm, p. 155.

561b1d., p. 155.

57Several ranking members of the Conservative Party
met in 1872 to discuas the possibility of replacing Disraeli
with Derby. The meeting, which included Cairns, Northcote,
Hardy, and Lord John Manners, did not make a decision but
dld indiocate the dissatisfaction within the party ranks
with Disraeli's cautious approach to social questions. See,

A. Gathorne Hardy, Gathorne Hardy, PFirst Earl of Cranbrook:
A Memoir (2 volumes; London, I§I%,, T, 304-300.
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emphasized the differences between the orderly improvements
advocated by his party and the Liberal reforms, which he
viewed as dangerous in the extreme. To the working class
electorate, Disraell held out promises of a somewhat differ-
ent nature from the Liberals. He invoked the always

present emotions of pride in the Crown and nationalism and
attempted to make the working classes feel themselves as
part of a grand national undertaking with a decisive role

58 The Conservative promised not only social

to play.
Justice to the working class voter but appealed as well to
the higher motives which Disraeli and his followers 8o
carefully spelled out. Not content with speechmaking,
Disraeli took steps in 1873 to bring the Conservative party
into direct association with the working-class voter. He
objected to the exlsting structure of the Conservative
party, in which the working man was isolated 1in hils own
e¢lubs and socletles. Instead, Disraell preferred to
abolish the division based on class and to establish a

unity based on party loyalty and agreement over broad
objectives. His plan was to blend the working man into the
regular Conservative party structure and to do away wilth
the Conservative Working Man's Association.®? With the
important exception of Liverpool, Disraell achieved suoccess,

and by 1874 the Conservative Working Men's Associations

58Jeyes, Salisbury, op. oit., I, 188,.
59Hanhan, Elections and Party Management, p. 108,
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were declining and their membership rapldly being absorbed
into regular Conservative cluba.6° In Lancashire, however,
the ancient union of working man and Conservatism resisted
change and the popular Conservatism unigue to Lancashire
retained its vigor and strength.

It remalina, then, to note with some detall the
process by which the Conservatives ousted Gladstone and his
party and paved the way for Disraell's second, and greatest,
minlistry, in which Cross was to play a prominent role.
Although both parties in 1873 were girding themselves for
the coming general election, nelther expected the rapidity
of events whioch culminated in an election in January 1874,
Gladstone's first lmportant defeat occurred in March 1873,
when his Irish University Bill was rejected in the House of
Commons by a vote of 287 to 284, with 43 Liberals voting
against the government. Although defeated by only three
votes, Gladstone lmmedlately offered his resignation and
advised the Queen to send for Disraeli, who would be asked
to form a minority government. DBut Disraell had seen
enough of weak governments and wminority rule over the past
three decades; and sensing the defeat of (Gladstone in a
general election, he refused office in order to force &

dissolution of Parliament. Gladstone was compelled to

604anham, Elections and Party Management, p. 109.
Disraell was especially considerate of the Working Men's
Assoclations during his Lancashire visit in 1872 and lauded
their allegiance to the Conservatlive party. Kebbel,

Speeches, II, p. 510,
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resume leadership and shortly afterwards he initiated a
series of Cabinet changes in the hope of regalning some of
his government's popularity before dissolving. The
remainder of the session of 1873 was ineffective, with the
exception of the final passage of the Judlcature Act. The
mismanaged Ashantee War in June 1874 further damaged the
reputation of the Liberal government although the Commander
of Britlsh forces on the Gold Coast, Sir Garnet Wolseley,
ewmerged as & popular figure.61
' The Liberals remained in office throughout 1873,
despite theif setbacks, Political observers foresaw
another meeting of Parliament in 1874 before Gladstone
asked for a dissolution; some even thought 1t possible that
Gladstone would remain in power until 1875. In the

Quarterly Review (January 1874), an anonymous writer cited

the st1ll large majority held by the Liberals and forecast
nothing more drastic than additional Cabinet ohanges.62 It
came as a stunning surprise, therefore, when on January 24,
1874 Gladstone announced the dissolution of Parliawment and
called for a general electlon,

The reasons for the sudden dissolutlon remain

largely conjectural, The Prime Minister had apparently

61R.c.K. Ensor, England 1B870-1914,
pp. 27-29.

62nme Diffioulties of the Liberal Party,"
Quarterly Review, CXXXVI (January 1874), 132-151,
Gladstone's resignation from party leadership was seen as a
remote possibility but dissolution was not even considered.
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confided in no one, and his own explanation was unconvinc-
1ng.63 A contributing factor was the Liberal defeat in a
bye-election in Stroud, in early January. Possibly wmore
important was Gladstone'!s real desire for a rest from
Parliamentary activity after a career that spanned decades.
In addition, there was a constitutional question at stake.
Gladstone had assumed the office of Chancellor of the
Exchequer following Lowe's departure in 1873, and under the
pertinent statute of Queen Anne, had thereby accepted an
"office of profit," an action which necessitated a reelec-
tion in his constituency. Gladstone belleved that he could
not carry Greenwich in a bye-election but might be success-
ful in a general contest. This explanation of the sudden
election was accepted by several highly placed Liberals at
the time, including C.E. Childers, who doubted Gladstone's
own reasoning. He wrote:

Of course we are bound to accept Gladstone's

reason, 1,e. the defeats of the Government at

the single elections, But I fear that he has

persuaded himself that this was hils reason,

My own strong impression is that his mind was

really influenced by the complications about

his seat for Greenwich. He had been thinking

about nothing else for some time, writing to

all sorts of pgﬁple voluminous arguments, and
asking advice,.

63013datone argued that he called for dissolution
as "the best means of putting an end to the disadvantage
and weakness of a false position," John Morley, The Life of
William Ewart Gladstone (3 volumes; London, 19037, II,

p. 486,

64oniigers to Sir Andrew Clarke, 1 May 1874, in

Spencer Childers, Life and Correspondence of the Right Hon.
Hugh C.E, Childers (2 volumes; London, I§GI’, I, p. 230.
CﬁiIaers went on to say that he was "amazed" by the disso-
lution.
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It was possible, therefore, that Gladstone, in order to
preserve his own seat, called for the general election that
proved disastrous to his party.

Gladstone's own reasoning behind the unexpected
call for elections was that the Llberal government had
reached the end of its endurance, Writing to Granville,
Gladstone hinted at the coming dissolution on January 8th.

The government / wrote Gladstone_/ 1s approaching

though I will not say it has yet reached, the

condition in which 1t will have ceased to possess

that amount of power which 18 necessary for the

dignity of the_grown and the welfare of the

country. . . .Gg
Little more than two weeks after this grim appralsal,
Gladstone had decided that the government had indeed
reached the ceritical polnt, and could no longer carry out
1ts dutles. On January 22nd, Gladstone met with several of
his leading wministers, including Granville and Bright,.
"Dissolution probable,"” wrote Bright in a terse diary entry
for January 22nd,66 and the next day his countrymen were
awakened to the news of Gladstone's decision.67

Richard Cross found himself at Knowsley, the Derby

65Gladstone to Granville, 8 January 1874, in
Morley, Gladstone, II, p. 480.

66R.A.J. Walling, ed., The Diaries of John Bright
(London, 1930), p. 360, '

67 London Times, 24 January 1874, The Times
observed that on the previous day, opinion had been strong
in political circles that the present Parliament would be
allowed to run 1its course until 1875, See also, David
Plunitett, "The Fall of the Liberal Party," Quarterly
Review, CXXXVI (April 1874), 301-312.
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seat in Lancashire, where he customarily stayed during

68 The news of the dissolution amazed

Quarter Sessions,.
both Derby and Cross, but both were confident that the
impending elections would put an end to the Liberal govern-
ment. Cross himself had ample reason for confidence, for

he ran unopposed in South West Lancashire.69 The Liberals
could not bring forward a candidate to challenge Cross or

to threaten the Conservatism of Lancashire, If Gladstone
himself, reasoned the Llberals, had gone down to defeat in
1868, what chance had a lesser man in the less propitious
climate of 1874%? Cross was once agailn Joined in the cam-
paign by Charles Turner, but with the outcome assured, the

two Conservatives had little to do other than issue elec-

tion addresses, Cross delivered a moderate and uninspired
address which deviated little from the Conservative party
program and was 1in fact more cautious than Disraeli's

public statements two years earller in lancashire. Instead

of promising change or reform, Cross was content to restate his
earlier position of 1868 and pledged himself to maintain
Conservative principles 1ntact.7° He critlcized the

Liberal party for i1ts constitutional alterations and told

the electors that he would "maintain unimpaired the two

68ross, Political History, p. 20.

69W1111am Patten to Cross, 12 February 1874, Cross
Papers Add, MSS 51270 f, 69, Patten was one of the Con-
servative party agents in Lancashire.

TODprart of Election Address (1874), Cross Papers
Add. MSS 51270 f. T79.
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grand institutions of the country in Church and State under
which we all enjoy such liberty.. . ."T1 Cross conducted
his campaign in a relaxed wanner, natural under the circum-
stances, and therefore was not hard pressed to state his
vliews on controversial toplecs of the day. He undertook to
win working class votes by condemning the existing trade
union laws, but he offered no alternate plans and in rfact
relegated the question of labour laws to the very end of
his election address.72
Polling took place throughout Britain over a two-

week period, but it was early in the contest that Gladstone's
defeat was evident. The Llberal party had suffered a
nation-wide upset, wmuch to the surprise of party leaders,
who had anticipated reverses but not disaster. Frederioe
Harrison expressed his shock to Morley, writing:

This cataclysm 18 beyond all expectatlion., It

has clearly astonished the Conservatives as

much as Liberals. . . this annihllatlon of th

Liberal party is beyond their wildest dreams./!3
The Conservatives emerged with a majority of at least fifty,
but their actual strength was greater i1f the members

returned by the newly formed Irish party were subtracted

Tl1pid.

721b1d. A oontemporary observer belleved that a
majority of the election addresses of 1874 were retrospec-
tive and moderate, rather than forward looking., See, John
B. Martin, "The Elections of 1868 and 1874" Journal of
the Statistical Society, XXXVII (June 1874), I§3-SE§.

T3Harrison to Morley, 10 February 1874, quoted in
McCready, "Election of 1874," p. 175.
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from the Liberal minority. Gladstone himself ran second in
Greenwich; and on February 17, without waiting to meet
Parliament, he resigned his offlce and advised the Queen to
send for Mr, Disraell,

In South West Lancashire the Conservatives were
triumphant. Letters of congratulations poured in to Cross,
and the Conservative spirit of Lancashire was held up as an
example for the nation. Observed one delighted Conservative:

We certainly gave the Radlcals a good thrashing,

but it was Lancashire in 1868 who /sio_/ set

the good example whioch Middlesex and the

Metropolitan boroughs have now followed, ., ., .T4
The Conservative candidate in Liverpool ran 100,000 votes
ahead of his Liberal opponent, and the city as a whole
returned two Conservatives to the one Liberal,75 the latter
from the Irish district. In Preston, the Conservatives
swept the polls, gathering 8,000 more votes than opposition
oandidatea.76 In Lancashire as a whole the Conservative
party won twelve seats to the Liberal one, a victory
impressive even for a distriet with traditional Conservative
sympathies,

In addition the Conservatives made substantial

gains in the counties, where they had long been established,

7uc&eoz'ge Hamilton ﬁo Cross, 16 February 1874, Cross

Papers Add, MS3 51270 f., 75.

T5Martin, "Elections of 1868 and 1874,"
pp. 204-205,

T6Ib1d., pp. 206-207. In 1868 the Conservatives
won by only 1,000 votes.



85

but even more distressing to the Liberals were the notable
Conservative victorles in the larger boroughs., Disraeli's
party won 44 seats in the bhoroughs, compared with the
Liberals! 68, but the figure represented an increase of 19
from the Conservative total in 1868,77 A further measure
of Liberal distress 1s the number of candidates each party
put into the battle. The Liberals had 22 fewer men stand-
ing for election, while the Conservatives had 59 more than
in 1868, The Conservatives were largely successful in 1874
with the voters who had been newly enfranchised in 1868, or
among those who had for some réason not voted in the pre-
vious general eleotion.78

Reasons for the Liberal defeat are difficult to
asslgn. Conservatives attributed it to the nation's
rejection of Liberal philosophy, whlle Liberal observers
hinted at shadowy influences at work in Conservative ranks,
especlally the liquor interests, Gladstone himself seemed
certain as to the cause of his downfall, as he wrote his
son Robertson: "I have no doubt what 1s the principal /“of

the Liberal defeat_/. We have been borne down in a torrent

TTHanham, Elections and Party Management, p. 92,
The Conservatives were especially successfu n the Home
Counties,

T81b1d., p. 195.
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of gin and beer."? The well-known hostility towards
Gladstone exhibited by the liquor industry made it a
simple matter to attribute their woney and political
pressure as Iindispensable elements in the Liberal downfall.
Some observers, however, considered that Gladstone's
loss was occasioned by more than the drinking man's dis-
pleasure. Punch, for example, while agreeing that Bruce's
licensing regulations had generated hostility among the
liquor interests, also pointed to the Ballot Act as a lead-
ing cauée of the Liberal defeat. A two-page cartcon in
Punch plctured Gladstone's chariot in the dust, with
Disraell sweeping forward to victory carrying a banner

insoribed "Beer and.Ballot."Bo

The Ballot Act had just
been glven its first natlon-wide test and to the discomfort
of the Liberals who had passed 1t, the Act resulted in ’
large numbers of voters abandoning Gladstone's cause,
Liberal tacticlans had expected the Ballot Act to enable _
rural voters to escape the domination of the Conservative
landlord and to vote for the party of progress and humanity,
the Liberal, Instead, the new voting procedures gave oppor-

tunity for urban working men to vote contrary to the wishes

of their employers, and in large numbers of cltles, the

T9Morley, Gladstone, II, 495, A twentieth
century socialist historian, G.D.H, Cole, agreed with
Gladstone and observed: "It was not Trade Unionism but the
drink trade that overthrew Gladstone's government at the
General Election." G.D.H. Cole, British Working Class
Politics (London, 1941), p. 73.

80punch, IXVI (21 February 1874), 78-T9.
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lower class voter seized the chance to "dish the Whigs."
The Conservative benefited when thousands of urban voters
expressed thelr displeasure with the factory owner and land-
lord by voting for the opposition. Some Conservatives,
however, had long predicted the swing towards Conservatism
under a seoret ballot system, on the grounds that the
nation was naturally Conservative and needed only the oppor-
tunity to demonstrate their true feelings. One of Cross's
correspondents, for lnstanoce, noted:

Within the last few weeks I have had the

greater pleasure of seeing the result of

late general elections under Household

Suffrage and the Ballot, which has shown that

my view of them was the correct one, . . . as

measures that would advgnce the interests of

the Conservative Party.®l
Many Conservatives, including Disraeli himself, could faoce
the Reform Bill of 1B67 unafraid, armed with the expectation
that wider voting rights would mean simply more Conservative
votes.e2

Another popular evaluation of the election result

cited not "Beer and Ballot" as the deciding factors, but
"Beer and Bible." The Liberals were still reaping the
bitter frults of the struggle over the Education Act of

1870, The powerful non-conformist community of Britain had

Blcharles Gerrard to Cross, 28 March 1874, Cross
Papers, Add. MSS 51271 f. 60. G@Gerrard was a Conservative
newspaper editor from Lancashire.

82p1araelits speesh in Buokingham, 10 Pebruary 1874,
London Times, 11 February 1874, in whioch the Conservative
leader cites the election results as proof of the Tory
faith in the essential good sense of the people,
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not forgiven Gladstone and the Liberals for their compromise
with the established Church, By not instituting at once a
system of voluntary and public education in 1870, the
Liberals had stirred up the Non-conformist anger while not
fully satisfying the desires of the Anglican Church.53
Thus Gladstone found himself caught between two abrasive
and opposing forces, the Church on one hand and the move-~
ment towards state alded schoolling on the other. Such a
political position could not but have unfortunate results
for Liberalism, and indeed the polls in 1874 demonstrated
the powerful religious feelings which animated so many
British citizens. |

One further cause might be cited to explain the
Iiberal defeat: the efforts of the trade unlonists, Dis-
appointment over the failure of the Liberals to eradicate
fully the injustices in the laws governing union activity
had, by 1874, alienated the once-powerful trade union
support for Gladstone. The rapidly growing trade union
movement mobilized significant numbers of voters in 1874,
and worked to defeat those candldates who refused to adopt

84

pro-union principles, The Trade Union Congress and

local union organizations urged thelr members to vote on

83A good account of the dispute is G.F.A, Best,
"The Religious Difficulties of National Education in
England, 1800-1870," The Cawbridge Historieal Journal,
XII (1956), 155-173.

84y, w. MoCready, "British Labour's Lobby 1867-1875,"
Canadian Journal of Economics and Political Sclence, XXII

¥ » - .
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the issue of the labor laws, not on the party affiliation.
By thus manifesting a desire to change the existing trade
union laws, Conservative candidates could win votes in
areas once oconsidered safe for Gladstone'!s Liberals,

The election of 1874 has been labelled by one
recent writer as one of the first "modern" contests in
British history, in that each side appealed to a nation-
wide electorate with equal chances of winning, and each
side conducted its campaign on a party basis.85 Cross was
one such party loyalist; and if he can be taken as repre-
sentative of the younger generation of Conservatives,
pointed the way towards greater adherence to party dis-
cipline in the future. Cross rarely displayed any zeal for
independence, elther in Parliament or on the election plat-
forma, He was a man who could be relied upon by the party
leadershlp, without those unsettling characteristiocs of
independent behavlor and erratic voting which often brought
grief to a political party. His loyalty was sorely tested
when his mentor Derby bolted Conservative ranks in 1878;
but Cross remained falthful even at the perill of losing his
most valuable ally. As thils episode revealed, the day of
the bhold political independent in Britilsh 1life was drawing
to a close, and the bonds of party discipline becoming ever
more secure, ‘

Upon assuming office in February 1875, Disraeli was

85Hanham, Elections and Party Management, p. 209.




g0

faced with the uncommon but enjoyable problem of a multipliec-
ity of talents with only a limited number of eabinet offices
in which to place them. In rapid succession, however,
Disraell filled the leading posts with a group of capable
individuals to form a ministry that Herbert Paul called
"one of the strongest that had ever been formed in
Ehgland."ss

As Chancellor of the Exchequer, Disraell selected
Sir Stafford Northcote, a former private secretary to
Gladstone when both were Peelites.87 Northeote'!s financilal
ability was well known and he was consldered seocond only to
Gladstone himself as a direotor of the nation's finances.
He was an expected cholce for the Exchequer post and in his
budgets during the following six years, Northoote fulfllled
his promise. The Northecote budgets were lacking in the
surprises and showmanship whlch Gladstone had exhibited,
and Northecote himself was a less dazzling personality than
Gladstone. He prepared and delivered able and workmanlike
speeches in the House but as a political leader he failed
to inspire his followers. Even his blographer admitted

that Northeote's "strength was one of balance, not of

86Herbert Paul, Hist of Modern England (5
volumes; London, 1905), I*I, pP. 372.

87See, Andrew Lang, Life, Letters and Diarles of
Sir Stafford Northecote, Pirst Barl of IHHesIeI.;__E (2 volumes;
Tondon, IB30). The Tddeslelgh Papers are In the British

Museum,
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briliiance of parts,"S8

Disraell went to the House of Lords and picked the
Earl of Derby as Foreign Seoretary. Once again, Derby was
the natural choice for the difficult role as manager of the
nation's foreign affairs. He had occupiled the post during
the ministry of his father, the fourteenth Earl, in 1867,
and his knowledge of diplomatic affairs was unquestioned,
Derby'!s tenure at the Foreign Office was to be a storuy
one, culminating in his resignation in 1878 over the
Eastern Crisis,

The Colonlal Secretaryship.went to the fourth Earl
of Carnarvon, who had rebelled against Disraeli's leader-
ghip during the debate over the Second Reform Bill but had
remained a dominant figure in the Conservative party.sg
Another rebel of 1867, Lord Salisbury, was named to the
Indla Office 1in an effort to malntain unity within the
party. Sallsbury, despite his vigorous opposition to the
Second Reform Blll, was a politiecal figure impossible to
ignore as spokesman for the traditionalist wing of the
party. It was in fact a notable vietory for Disraeli when
he induced Salisbury to Join the Cabinet, and while there

88Ibid., xiv,. Northeote began his tenure as
Chancellor with the pleasant problem of dealing with a six-
million pound surplus passed on by the Gladstone government.
See Lang, Northoote, II, 56-58,

8934r Arthur Hardinge, The Life of Henry Howard
Molyneux Herbert, Fourth Earl o! garnarvon ZEE;EIEQQ
volumes; London, . e Carnarvon Papers are 1in the

Public Record Office, London.
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continued to be moments of confllet between these two
strong-willed men, their assocciation proved rruitful.go
In 1878, upon Derby's resignation from the Foreign Office,
Salisbury assumed the duties of Forelgn Secretary, and with
Disraelil!s death in 1881, virtual leadership of the
Conservative party.gl
Sir Michael Hicks Beach was the Secretary for
Ireland and did so well in that troublesome post that
Disraell was compelled to grant him a seat in the cabilnet,
a new status for the Secretary for Ireland.92 Andrew
Gathorne Hardy, former President of the Poor lLaw Board and
earlier Home Secretary, was named to the War Office. Hardy
fulfilled Disraelils expectations at the War Offlce and
later succeeded Salisbury at the India 0ffioe.93 In the
Upper House, Lord Cairns was chosen as Lord Chancellor and
the Duke of Richmond as President of the Counell. Both

were loyal Conservatives and acqulitted themselves well

during the years of Conservative ascendancy. In only one

9°Lady Gwendolen Cecll, The Life of Robert Marquis
of Salisbury (4 voluwes; London, 1921-31).

91Unt11 1885 there was a joint leadership of the
party, divided between Northcote in Commons and Salisbury
in Lords, but Salisbury was wlthout question the senior
partner, In 1885 he was formally chosen the sole head of
the Conservative party. Ensor, England, p. T7l.

92Lady Victoria Hicks Beach, Life of Sir Michael
Hicks Beach (2 volumes; London, 1932)% e period o
srae 8 government was an unusually qulet one in Ireland,
and Hicks Beach was credited with the peaceful ocondition.

93A.E. Gathorne Hardy, Gathorne Hardy First Earl of
Cranbrook: A Meudir,
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case did Disraelil!s Jjudgment falter, in naming George Ward
Hunt to the Admiralty. Hunt was an able politician and
orator, who had been energetic in supporting the Reform
Bill of 1867. In the Adwiralty, however, Hunt's predilic-
tion for reform produced a bitter dispute with the Liberal
party over the condlition of the Navy, and he proved to be
an unwelocome center of controversy, With Hunt'!s death in
1877, Disraell went to the ranks of the younger Conserva-
tives to select W,H, Smith as a replacement. Smith, a
friend of Cross and a self-made man, performed his role
satisfactorlly and continued a steady rise into the
Conservative 1eadersh1p.9u
It was Disraeli'!s firm intention to limit the
number of Cabinet members to twelve, an objective he won at
firet although subsequent events compelled him to enlarge
the body. Among those department heads without cabinet
rank were George Sclater-Booth at the Local Government
Board; Sir Charles Adderly at the Board of Trade; and
Viscount Sandon, Vice-President of the Counell on Education.
Disraeli believed that large cabinets of twenty or more
were detrimental to effective leadership, causing only con-
fusion and debate when the goal was unifled action.
Disraell meant to keep the reins 1ln his own haﬁds, held
loosely but firmly so that the decislions would come, 1in the

last analysis, from the Prime Minister. He allowed

94V1soount Chilston, W.H. Smith (London 1?65);
also Sir Herbert Maxwell, W.H. Smith (Dondon, 1893).
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extensive leeway to his Cabinet wmembers, in long-range
planning as well as in dally administration., Yet there was
no question who had the final word, It was an administra-
tive structure well suilted to Disraeli'!s tewperament; he
was able to propose and influence whlle steering clear of
the prosaic business of administration, for which he had
neither aptitude nor liking. Cross himself testified to
the high quality of the new cabinet, although not with
perfect accuracy, when he wrote:

I have had the honour of sitting in many

Cabinets, but that is the . best in which I

have ever sat, The members were few, all

Jolned equally in discussion; there was no

shadow of a shade of a Cabinet within a

Cabinet,9>
Cross found the loosely organized Disraell cablnet congenial
to his own talents, He was glven substantlal freedom at the
Home Office to organize legislation, administer his depart-
ment and deal swiftly wlth problems of parliawmentary rela-
tions. While final authority remained with the Prime
Minister and often Cross had to defend his actions in
cablnet meetings, there was no question but that he was
firwmly in control of his own departwent. It was a lérge
measure of trust to place in a relatively untrled man, but

Disraell seems to have well understood Cross's nature, for

: 950roas, Political History, p. 23. Cross ignored
the merious split In cabinet ranks that ocourred in 1878 at
the time of the Eastern Crisis., Derby and Carnarvon
resigned in protest over Disraeli!s war preparations, and

in the remaining cabinet "war" and "peace' factions
emerged, ‘ .
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Cross would have performed poorly under close direction
from above. A self-willed wan, confident of his own
abllity, Cross required the loose control which Disraell
exercised. Under a more demanding Prime Minister, Cross
may well have abandoned his task.

Disraell early decided to give Cross high office
although the appointment to the Home Office was unexpected.
Disraell struggled with the cabinet assignments and his
indeclsion was noted by Hardy, who wrote in hils diary entry
for February 17:

I have been with Disraell and have gone_ through

his plan for a Ministry, in some points altered

in talking over. Beach, Booth, and Cross changg

places originally with doubt assigned to them,
The offer of the Home Office seems to have been a surprise
to Crosa, hut he had expected some post in the cabinet.
His wife Georglanna had appapently been informed of Cross!s
impending elevation but she also had not expected the Home
Office. "I hope Georgy will be pleased," wrote one of
Croass's relatives after the news was revealed, "although
your post 1s not exactly the one which she wished for
you."7 Georgianna left unnamed the desired cabinet post,
but 1t may have been the Board of Trade, a positlion whieh
would have been prestigious but was probably unsulted to

Cross!s training and interests. The possible substitution

96gathorne Hardy, Memoirs, Vol. I, p. 335.

9Trrancis Lyon to Cross, 22 February 1874, Cross
Papers Add. MSS 51284 f, 60,
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of Cross for Sclater-Booth at the Local Government Board
would have wade sense in the light of Cross's background in
local government, but Sclater-Booth probably lacked the
moderate temperament needed to deal with the intricacies of
the Home Office, On the other hand, Cross's knowledge of
governuent, especially on & local level, his financial
experience, and his resognized expertise concerning the
legal system, made the Home Office a more likely, and
logical, position for him than any other.98 It may have
been the position that Crogs himself sought. "Am I right
in thinking it 1s the offlce you should have desired?"
wrote Cross's sister.gg The final decision came on
February 17th, after a ninety-minute meeting between
Disraeli and Cross.loo

On February 18th, Disraell sent the cabinet selec-
tions to the Queen for her approval, Opposite Cross'!s name
on the list was the notation, "an able man, much

a n101

respecte There was probably little more that

Disraell coculd say to recommend Cross since he was barely

98B1ake, Disraeli, p. 539.

99arah Cross to Cross, 21 February 1874, Cross
Papers Add, MSS 51284 f, 60. Italies in original,

loqwilliam Cross to Cross, n.d., Cross Papers Add,
MSS 51285 f, 51. Hardy was also present at the meeting,
according to William Cross, but made no mention of it in
his diary or later autobilography.

1010eorge Earle Buckle, ed., The Letters of Queen

Victoria, Second Series (3 volumes; London, ,
UOI. II, p. !;EI.
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acquainted with his new cabinet member. Nor did Queen
Vietoria. have any deeper knowledge of Cross or his qualifi-
cations for high office. Disraell felt it necessary to
explain, in person, the selection of the relatively unknown
Lancashire banker to be Home Secretary. He told the Queen:

It would be necessary to introduce a stranger

to publie, or rather official, life for the

office of Home Secretary . . . and mentioned

ol LR E R

. s .

Disraell offered no further explanation to the Queen as to
why i1t would be "necessary" to name a political unknown for
the Home Office, but the Queen might have easily understood
the advantages of having a fresh, and therefore unencumbered
man in the delicate Home Office position. She made no
objection, in any case, and Cross was duly appointed a
Minister in Her Majesty!s government, an appointwent that
caused "some surprise" in the country.l1%3 The Prime
Minister then notified Cross of his new post and cautioned
him regarding his dutles and the unusual responsibility
which he now carried:

I have advised Her MaJesty to confer on you

the high office of Seoretary of State for the

Home Department, This is an act of almost
unexampled confidence, both in your character

102p1sraell to Richmond, 18 February 1874, quoted
in Monypenny and Buokle, Disraeli, Vol., II, p. 627.

1°3Jeyes, Salisbury, Vol. I, p, 186,
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and abilities, but I have assured the Queen th t
/ her_7 confidence will not be disappointed,l

The unexpected nature of Cross's appointment is
well illustrated by a desoription of the change of govern-
ment upon Gladstone?!s resignation, written by Queen
Victoria'!s private secretary, Sir Henry Ponsonby, He
remembered:

At 3 the new ones came but I did not see any

except Derby who hoped I would correspond

freely with him. Ee introduced me to

Mr, Cross, Torrington asked Lord Malmesbury

if Mr. Cross wes married. 'I haven't an idea--

I never saw the man hefore.! Aand so the

government was changed,l
Malmesbury was an aging Tory aristocrat who might ordinarily
be unaware of the private l1life of'a Lancashire banker and
lawyer such as Cross, but he was nevertheless a leading
figure in the Conservative party and his unfamiliarity with
a future Home Secretary was indicative of Cross!s lack of a
substantial political reputation. Queen Viectoria and the
court cirecle were equally unfamlliar with Cross, but this
situation soon changed as he became a regular visitor to
Windsor and in later years a close friend of the Queen,

It remains to be considered why Disraell should

OuDisraeli to Cross, 19 February 1874, Cross
Papers Add. MSS 51265; also Cross, Political Histo
p. 24. Cross had known for at least two days of 51- nomi-
nation to the Home Office, The tone of the letter suggests

that Disraell was reemphasizing the risk involved in
appointing a political unknown to a cabinet post.

105apthur Ponsonby, Henry Ponsonby, His Life From
His letters (London, 194 2¥ P. 1¥ Q.
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have chosen Cross as Home Secretary. Indeed, one might ask
why was Cross inoluded at all in the cabinet? The answer
is doubtless contained in Ponsonby's desoription of the
change of government, where the secretary noted that he had
been introduced to Cross by Lord Derby. The close personsl
relationship between Cross and Derby, extending back
decades to thelr school days, played a crucial part in
Disraelils ueleotion.lo6 Lord Derby's inclusion in the
cabinet was inevitable but the politically experienced
Derby realized that he needed allies within the cabinet,
and, furthermore, that he possessed enough political
leverage to impose conditions upon Disraeli, Cross, an
0ld friend and unshakable supporter of Derby, was pressed
upon Disraell as part of the price of Derby!s support for
the new ministry.

The alliance between Cross and Derby remalned
strong until the very day of Derby's resignation in 1878,
Cross was considered, and rightly so, as the "Derby wan" in
the cabinet; and it was accepted on all sides that Derby
exerted a powerful influence in the affalrs of the Home
Department. Charles Darwin, for instance, in trying to

organize opinion in favor of an antl-vivisection bill in

1°6For a discussion of the influence of the noble
families in late Viectorian polities, see J.P. Cornford,
"Parliamentary Foundations of the Hotel Cecill,"” in Ideas
and Institutions of Vietorian England, ed. by R. Robson
{New York, 1367), esp. p. 212. cornford indicates that
Cross's career was substantlally alded by his having
attended school with one of the Stanley family.
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1875, first called on Lord Derby to "gain his advocacy with
the Houme Secretary."lo7 Although both were cabinet members,
the relationship between Cross and Derby was unmistakably
that of a noble with a middle-class businessman, with all
the deference that might be expected in mid-Vietorian
England between two such men. Cross was Junlor, if not in
years, then certainly in rank and status, Derby, for
instance, advised Cross freely about his political behavior,
telling him in 1875, "I do not think it 1as the business of
a Home Secretary to be canvassing a constituenecy in the
interest of his colleague; . . . in your place I should do

n108 1t was a regular

no more than is indispensable.
occurrence for many years that Derby, finding himself unable
to sit as Chalrman of the Kirkdale Quarter Sessions, would
aak; or rather instruct, Cross to take his place.lo9
This deference which Cross exhibited and which
Derby seems to have expected did not, however, imply that
friendship was absent, Derby felt comfortable 1in speaking
or writing to Cross, secure in the unowledge that Cross was

both sender and receiver of the frank letter. "I have the

107prancis Darwin, ed., Life and Letters of Charles
Darwin {2 volumes; New York, 1959J, Vol. II, pP. 381. Derby
agreed to help Darwin and wrote a short note to Cross on
the subject of the Viviseotion Bill, Cross Papers Add. MSS
51266 £, 24,

1°8Derby to Cross, 20 October 1875, Cross Papers
Add, MSS 51266 f. 17.

1°9Derby to Cross, 2 January 1871, Cross Papers
Add, MSS 51266 f. 3.
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never-to-be-sufficiently-execrated job to do at Edinburgh,"
wrote Derby, "in the way of coddling the students of the
big Scotch school they are pleased to call a University."llo
Again, in 1877, when Cross was unhappy over the laak of
initliative shown by the party leadership, Derby advised
that general apathy was the cause as much as the Eastern
Question, and told Cross "to speak to the Cabinet in this
sense, you will find backers enough."111

The break between Cross and Derby came when Derby
found himself unsble to sppport Disraéli‘s war preparations
against Russia, and left the government. ‘Cross remained in
the cabinet but sadly reduced in political power and fear-
ing for his position without the support of his noble
friend., Cross, along wlth Northcote, made a determined
effort to calm Derby's fear and to induce him to return,
not merely for the sake of Conservative unity but because
both Cross and Northecote needed Derby's backing. Lady
Derby accurately described the situation in a letter to
Carnarvon:

The way in which Stanley was asked to come
back was so curious, It was the work of the

colleagues--Cross and Northcote; the Premiler
hardly appeared in it; it struck me that

11°Derby to Cross, 2 December 1875, Croes Papers,
Add, MSS 51266 f. 19. Derby also relled on Cross to keep
politiocal secrets, as when he asked Cross to deliver a
message to Gorst, the party!s political manager, Cross
Papers, Add. MSS 51266 f. 8, ‘

. 111perby to Cross, 28 October 1877, Add, MSS 51266
fu 3 .
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neither he nor the great lady wished to have him
erby / back, but that C. rossE7'and
./ ortheote_/ saw theiilghole future was gone
in separating from him,
Cross was unsuccessful in convinecing Derby to return and
the resulting alienation between the two men was a personal
as well as a political hardship for Cross. In the elec-
tions of 1880, when Cross and Derby faced each other
aoross the political ramparte, neither man oared to attack
the other., Derby refused to speak against Cross in South
West Lancashire, believing that it would not "be becoming
for him to campaign actively against a late colleague. He
should rewmailn neutral."113 Cross, for his part, carefully
avoided the painful subject and steadfastly refused to
belabor Derby as a "renegade" as some of the party workers
wished him to do.llu The friendshlp was ended, however, as
might be seen in the absence of correspondence between
Cross and Derby following 1878, The number of letters
falls off rapidly in 1878, and after one brief business-like
note in 1880, stops altogether.ll5
But in 1875 the Cross-Derby relationship was firm,

and 1t certalnly influenced Disraelil in his choilce of Home

112194y Derby to Carnarvon, 7 February 1878, in
Hardinge, Carnarvon, Vol., III, p. 2.

113Hanham, Elections and Party Management, p. 288,

11uSee letters to Cross following his unopposed
reelection in 1880, in which the party workers in
Lancashire were bitter against Derby'!s defection and
gloated over his inabillity to defeat Cross, Cross Papers,
Add, MSS 51273 f, 30

115Bee, Cross Papers, Add, MSS 51266,
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Secretary. But another factor has to be weighed, this
being the need to satisfy lancashlre. The vdters there had
given outstanding support to Disraelils ocause and it there-
fore became expedient for him to reward somehow the loyal
Conservatives in that county. Ignoring lLancashire in the
creation of his government would have entailed serious risks
for Disraell; and while Derby might be oconsidered a repre-
sentative of Lancashire, 1t was imperative that the csounty
have a voice in the House of Commons as well, Herbert
Asquith, in 1B75 a newly eleoted Member, later observed of
Disraelils new government:

In the cabinet of twelve there was only one

new man--Cross--whose appointment was a recog-

nition of the electoral debt which the Conserva-

very oapable Home Seorecary 136 o oo
Cross, as a long-time mewber for Lancashire and a powerful
volce in local political l1life, would have eminently satis-
fled the Lancashire Conservatives. In addition, Crossa's
brand of Conservatism was compatible with the deslres of
his constituents, who had long been notable for their
advocacy of legislative reforms. His extensive experience
on the Quarter Sesslons, plus his work in local government
during the years he was out of Parliament, demonstrated
Cross!s ability to deal with local affairs and further

reassured the lLancashire voter of Cross!s commitment to

needed reforms.

116gap1 of Oxford and Asquith, Fifty Years of
Parllament (2 volumes; London, 1926), VoI, *, P. 33.
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The working class voters of Lancashire were especi-
ally pleased with Cross?!s appointment to the Home Office.
Being vitally affected by the administration of the Home
Office, the union members and working men of Lancashire
were Iinterested in having as Home Secretary a man who would
be elther sympathetie or at least neutral in regard to the
conflicts between capital and labor., Cross received
enthusiastic cheers from the Working Men's Associations in
Lancashire, as well as from working class organizations
that were normally Liberal in thelr politics. Representa-
tive of the congratulatory letters was the one sent by the
Liverpool Working Men's Conservative Assoclation. The
letter congratulated Cross

upon the high and important offisce, which her

most Gracious Majesty, acting on the advice of

;ggagighgouggggzgfe.B: ?i§$ae11 M.P., has been
The Liverpool working men were deeply interested in factory
legislation, sanitary measures and law reform; and they
carefully phrased an appeal to Cross asking his aid 1n the
coming session. '"Hoping that it will be your pleasurable
task,"”" they wrote to Cross, "to assist in the administra-
tion of measures that will satisfy the nation, and‘at the

same time preserve our national institutions." 18 e work-

ing men pald the required obeisance to COneervative

117L1verpool Working Men'!s Conservative Assoclation
to Cross, 2 March 1874, Cross Papers, Add. MSS 51271 f. 24,

1181444,
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principles in defending "national institutions" but they
left no doubt of their desire for reform.llg In his
replies to the scores of congratulatory letters, Cross
exercised considerable caution in promising specific legis-
lation but left the very clear lmpression that he listened
with an open mind to such requests and would be prepared to
satisfy the Justifiable demands of the working men.12°

Cross moved rapidly to adjust hls personal 1life to
his new political status, On February 26, 1874, he sent a
.letter of resignation to the clerk of the Kirkdale Quarter
Sessions, ending his tenure as Deputy Chalrman of that
body.l21 He secured lodgings on Warwick Square, a fashion-
able address which better suited his new station. Cross's
family rarely Jjolined him in London, even during the
Parliamentary sessions, preferring to reside on the Cross
estate at Eccle Riggs in Lancashire. Cross himself hurried
home to Lancashire as soon as Parliament was adjourned,
finding little comfort or attraction in London soclal life.
Only when invited to attend the Queen at Balmoral did he
forego his stay at Ecole Riggs, and whlle he seems to have
been deeply honored at belng an invited mewber of the

Queen'!s party, he wrote to his wife of his deaire to be

llgsee also, Southport Working Men's Conservative
Aasoziation“to Crosa, 28 February 1874, Add. MSS 51270
£, 243, '

12051088 Papers, Add. MSS 51270,

lelcross to Clerk of the Peace at Preston,
26 PFebruary 1874, Cross Papers, Add, MSS 51271 f. 60.
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with her, He took little part in the busy soclal activitles
of London. Cross attended on ocoasions when his politiecal
role rendered it necessary, but left early, earning a repu-
tatlon as one of the less festive of the cabinet membere:.:l‘a2

Cross wae fifty-one years old when he took office
as Home Seoretary, a relatively young man among colleagues
who served for decades in publie life, often in high
offices. Contemporary photographs reveal him as a tall,
sturdily built man whose most notlceable feature was a mag-
nificent beard, worn full length and in later years brushed
to either side to reveal his ohin.123 Otherwise there was
1ittle to distinguish him in appearance. He wore rimless
glasses and his hair was grey in 1874 but the passing years
treated him well, Ill health was rarely a problem for him
and he possessed the powerful frame famous awmong the
Lancashire gentry. Cross was not a sportsman, unconcerned
with even the traditional Congervative pastimes of riding
and shooting, an attitude he shared with Disraell, But he
nonetheless retalned a youthful vigor throughout much of
his life and l1lived to an advanced age in remarkably good
health;

Cross's ascension from opposition to the Front

1220ross, however, was aglle on the dance floor,
and Queen Vioctorila once commented on his "activity and
agility" during a Balmoral visit in 1890. @athorne Hardy,
Cranbrook, diary entry for 21 October 1890,

123See photograph in Ponsonby, Henry Ponsonby,
p. 60, Cross was plotured as part of the holiday group
attending the Queen at Balmoral in 1878.
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Bench was a rapid one, He barely had sufficient time to
acquaint himself with the procedures of the office before
he had entered the arena in the House of Commons in his new
capacity. Disraell had promised reform, and pledged publiely
his concern for the condition of the people. It was Cross,
however, who was to lead the Conservative legions in the
fulfillment of their leader's promises.

The c¢ircumstances of Cross!s appointment, and the
political climate of the day, encouraged Cross‘a‘own
inclinations towards dealling with questions of soclal and
sanitary legislation, He Jjoined the cabinet with the bhene-
fit of a secure position, his assoclation with Derby guaran-
teeing him a respectful hearing and releasing him from the
uncertainties often faced by new men in the government. In
addition, the necesslty of having a Lancashire man in high
office made Cross a useful figure for the Conservative
leadership-~to dismiss him would have allenated the wmost
powerful allies of the party. Agaln, the party'!s need to
bring new blood into high councils was erucial to Cross's
appointment, for the image and continued success of Con-

servative leadership.124

The matter of public image also
contributed to Disrseli's eagerness to initiate reform
legislation, for 1t was imperative that he prove his party

more capable and successful than the Liberals in passing

lauaerard Noel to BenJjamin Disraeli, 12 February
1874, quoted in H.J. Hanham, The Nineteenth Century
Constitution (Cawbridge, 19697, p. 103.
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needed health and reform measures. For all these reasons,
Cross came into government with more than usual freedom to
2ct, and with a unique amount of security in office. He
could, in short, follow his inclinations with some assurance
of support from the leadershlp and without constant anxiety
about his position,

His firm position in the cabinet freed Cross!s own
reforming instinets and permitted the full use of the
personal resources acquired during a long career in local
government, Croas, for instance, had grappled with the Poor
Law in Lancashlre, he had studied the question of public
health in his own county, he had served local authorities
in dealing with Jjalls, schools and lunatic asylums, The
progressive traditlons of Preaston, combining a strong work-
ing class movement wlth a readiness to adopt novel methods
of improvement, had accustomed hiwm to think in terms of
government-sponsored sanltary reforms. By training and
inclination, then, he began hls work as Home Secretary with
the goals of reform well established in his mind. He
sought the opportunity of inltiating useful legislation and
his unexpected appointment to the cabinet provided him with

the propitious moment in national affalrs.
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CHAPTER III

CONSERVATISM IN POWER: TENTATIVE STEPS
TOWARDS SOCIAL REFORM, 1874

Despite the formulation of a Conservative poliecy of
soclal reform in the preceding years, the electoral victory
of 1874 found Disraeli and his party unprepared to launch a
legislative program that would match their declared inten-
tions., In matters of soocial and sanitary reform, the
Conservatives entered office with a set of principles
announced by Disraell over several years, but with almost
no concrete measures or bills in hand to submit to the new
Parliament. Part of the explanation for the desultory show=-
ing of the Conservatives in their first year may be found
in the suddenness of their election. The new government
had barely enough time to wage a campaign, after an unex-
pected dissolutlon, when they were faced with an expectant
Parliament and a host of eager soclal reformers who looked
to Disraell to fulf}ll his promises made in 1872, Under the
circumstances 1t is not surprising that the new ministers,
Cross 1inocluded, had not organized an effective leglslative
program for 1874, The few important measures that the new
government dealt with were either continuations of earlier
Liveral proposals, such as the Factory Act of 1874, or were
mishandled and unproductive attempts to fulfill the demands
for action, such as the Licensing Aot of 1874, 1In either

case, the legislative record of the Conservative minilstry
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was barren in its first year and seemed to offer little
encouragement to those who expected Disraell to carry out
his promise of rational sanitary leglslation,

Just the same, the Conservative party had been
granted an unexpected opportunity for reform, although 1t
remained for the new ministry to learn how to use more
effeoctively the political power gained at the polls, The
lessons of that first year were hard won, but they were to
prove invaluable in 1875 when Cross led his party to a
dazzling series of soclal and sanitary reforms., The program
of that year, including the Artizans! Dwelling Act, derived
both in spirit and executlon from the period of adjustment
in 1874. It 1s necessary, therefore, prior to examining in
detall the passage and contents of the Artizans' Dwelling
Aot of 1875, to review the events of 1874 in order to com-
prehend the successful enactment of reform measures i1n
Disraeli's administration,

If the leglslative record of the first year of Con-
servative government was disappolnting, the future still
held thg promise of fulfillment for many of Disraelits
electoral programs. The scanty results of thelr first year
in power stimulated the reform-minded winisters, notably
Cross, to prepare more completely at an earllier stage, so
that the next session would witness a rush of important,
well-written legislation in several areas of soclal poliey.
The new legislatlion alsoc owed much to an lncreased skﬁll in

parliamentary technique of the Conservative leadership, as
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the cabinet became more asocustomed to exereising political
power, Thé first year of Conservative government may be
viewed as a period of apprenticeship, especially for Home
Secretary Cross., He learned some difficult lessons in 1874,
but he learned them well, as he was to prove in subsequent
years.
The earliest days of the Disraeli ministry gave

Cross his first unpleasant surprige. Sitting ﬁs Home
Secretary at the first cabinet meetings, Cross was disturbed
and disappointed by the absence of anything resembling a
party program for the coming session. He later recalled
his dismay when the c¢abinet discussed the Queen!s Speech:

Iwas, I 6onfess, disappointed at the want of

originality shown by the Prime Minister ., . .

I had quite expected that his mind was full of

legislative achemes, but such did not prove to

be the case; on the contrary, he had to

entirely re}y on the various suggestions of his

colleagues,
Cross, expecting more from the tone of Disraeii's addresses
in 1872 and 1873, had anticipated much activity by the
Conservatives to fulfill the pledges made by their leader,
only to find Disraell eupty han¢ed.

Nor did the Queen!s Speech contaln much that was

original with regard to reform legislation. Noting the
cabinet!s diffieculty in framing the Speech, Cross concluded

that, aside from matters of foreign polisy, "the Queents

1cross, Political History, p. 25.
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Speech was not much to boast or.“a It appeared, however,
that Disraeli would make good his pledge to end the
"harassing legislation” of the Gladstone era and provide a
period of rest and reflection for a nation whioh he belleved
to be tired of change and dispute.

It fell therefore to the responsible cabinet
ministers to proceed acoording to their own discretion,
although the posslbility of a veto by the Prime Minister
was always to be considered in thelr planning. Disraell in
fact preferred a loosely controlled cabinet, providing each
minister ample scope for his own initiative but keeping
final authority in the Prime Minister'!s hands, He loathed
the tedious work of detail and formulation, His talent,
indeed his genius, lay in other areas, When plans were
drawn and petty problems solved, then Disraeli would enter
the discusslon, not as the adminlstrator but as the supreme
political strateglst. In the words of his latest blographer,
"Disraeli reconciled differences, settled disputes, decided
priorities; but he did not initiate nor did he try to under-
gtand the details of the measures propoaed."3 This cavalier
attitude towarda the dull business of dally government

lingered in Disrasell as a reminder of a different era in

°Ibid. The Ashantee War and the famine in India
were the major topics of foreign poliox touched upon in the
Speech; see London Times, 20 Mareh 1874,

3Blake, Disraeli, p. S43. Blake attributed
Disraeli!s lack of energy and direction to old age and 11li-
ness, but oriticized him nevertheless for ignoring the
details of his own government'!s activities,
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British life, one rapidly disappearing beneath the urgent
demands of a modern industrial soclety. For Cross, the
business-minded administrator and efficient Minister,
Disraeli's lack of attention to detall was difficult to
accept. As he later observed:

Disraellls mind was either above or below

(whichever way you like to put it) mere

questions of detall, When the House was in

COmmitteﬁ he was, comparatively speaking,

nowhere,
Yet he was compelled to adwmit Disraell!s undoubted leader-
ship of the Conservative government. "On great questions
of principle," Cross wrote, "and on all questions of high
and imperial policy he without doubt asserted his suprem-
acy."?

The different approaches to administration widened,
but did not ereate, the often visible breach which existed
between Disraeli and his Home Secretary. On Disraelils
part, the gulf hetween them was a soclal one: Cross was
inescapably middle-class, a fact rarely forgotten by the
Prime Minister. His feellngs were unmistakably expressed
in a letter to his cherilshed friend lady Chesterfield,las
he described an embarrassing moment in the House of Commons.
The Prime Minister wrote:

I was in the House last night till midnight,

and only left because I was assured there would
be no more divisions, There was one, however,

Ycross, Political History, p. Uk,
5Ibid.
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and Mr. Seoretary Cross talked, I see, of the

Prime Minister'!s absence on account of the state

of his health! What language! This oomeg )

glving high office to a middle olass man.
Disraell viewed his Home Secretary &s a hard-working, faith-
ful administrator, but hopelessly beyond his clasé origins
and clearly not the manner of man to be accepted upon terms
of soclal equality. Communications between them rarely
avolved beyond the level of correctness and official
reserve, To Cross's letters, addressed to "Dear
Mr. Disraeli,"! Disraeli replied "Dear Cross," or sometimes

n8 There were occasions when the Prime

"Dear Mr, Seceretary.
Minister's manner was abrupt, as when he reprimanded the
Home Secretary for sending a faulty list of proposals:
"Have the kindness," Disraeli ordered, "to send the correct
titles of the bills which you propose introducing this
gession."’ At times, Disraell expressed amusement at the

eagerness and zeal of Secretary Cross, as on one oacasion

OMarquis of Zetland, ed., Letters of Disraeli to

Lady Chesterfield and Lady Bradford (2 volumes; New York,
Ig§¥!, Vol. I, pPp. O7-88., Disraell to Lady Chesterfield,
18 April 1874,

Tsee Disraeli's letters to Cross 1n, Cross Papers,
British Museum Add., MSS 51265. The Prime Minister rarely

addressed more than a sentence or two to Cross and almost
always on matters of lmmedliate business,

81n 1880, the aging Disraeli mentlioned several of
his former cabinet ministers, including "Mr, Secretary
Cross, whom I always forget to call Sir Riochard." Lord
Ronald Gower, %{rneminiscences (2 volumes; London, 1883),
Vol. II, p. 356.

9Disraell to Cross, 19 January 1875, Cross Papers,
Add. MSS 51265 f. 21,
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when deputations of working men threatened to cause
trouble outside the Parliament. "Mr. Seoy. X /Cross_/,"
wrote Disraell, "who is a naturally brave and firm man, got
80 frightened about his chief, that I belleve there were
1,000 constables hid in the bowers of Whitehall Gardens and
about, "1° |

Perhaps 1nrluenced by Crosa's success as a cabinet
minister, Disraell, with the passage of time, adopted a some~
what friendlier tone towards his Home Secretary.ll In 1878,
upon his elevation to the House of Lords, Disraell addressed
a long and cordial note to Cross, explaining his acceptance
of a peerage and thanking Cross for his devoted aervioe.12
The element of friendship remained absent in their relation-
ship but certainly Disraell came to admire the qualitiles
which a cabinet career revealed in Cross.13

For his part, Cross expressed the deepest regard

for Disraell as a political strateglst and leader of the
party, including him among the leading Prime Ministers of

British history and comparing him favorably with Lord

-1°Monypenny and Buockle, Disraelil, Vol, II, p. T726.

llopossts loyal contributions during the Eastern
Crisis, when he made a successful speech to the House and
generally defended Disraeli's polisies, may have brought
him into greater favor with the Prime Minister, See Cross,

Political History, pp. 48-49,

12p3israeli to Cross, 10 August 1878, Cross Papers,
Add, M3S 51265 f. 37.

13B1ake, Disraeli, p. 543, Cross may have, as
Blake noted, won Disraell’s confidence but never his
friendship,
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d.lu He inter-

Palmerston, & man whom Cross greatly admire
preted Disraelit!s retirement in 1878 as a serious blow to
the Conservative party. "There was no one of like genius

to succeed him in the House of Commons, "

wrote Cross later,
"and in course of time he himself lost touch with the House
of COmmons."15 When Disraeli died in 1881, Cross expressed
fears for the party and the nation. "It 1s a great loss to
the nation," Cross observed to W.H. Smith, "and to the

Queen and to our party. How and when his successor will be

nl6 In later years, Cross

chosen 1t 18 not easy to see.
reviewed the events surrounding Disraelil!s retirement and
viewed 1t wmore philosophically. Cross wrote:

Eventually . . . he fell, as other great

Ministers have fallen, and without doubt he

was a great Minister; but I always thought

that he felt that country had not used him

well, and he died in 1881--1093 before the

reaction came in his favour,l
Cross did not pursue, nor did he explain, his statement
that Disraell felt 111 used by the nation. Clearly, how=-
ever, Cross himself regarded Disraell as one of the tower-
ing figures of Britilish life.

As noted, Cross had expressed deep disappointwment

140ross, Political Hiatosz, pp. 44-45, Palmerston
was a vastly admire gure in Lancashire due to his China
Policy of the 1840's, which opened the Far East to the
cotton trade and thus increased Lancashire's wealth.

151bid., p. 45.

16cposs to W.H. Smith, April 20, 1881, in Chilston,
W.H. Smith, p. 165,

17cross, Political History, p. 45.
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over the abéenoe of any firm plan for legislation., At the
earliest meetings of the new cabinet in 1874, Cross had put
forward suggestions for various reform measures and had
asked for some commitment on the part of the Prime'Minister

18 Disraeli however declined to

regarding future programs.
initiate a full-scale leglslative program, resisting Cross
and other ministers who pressed for some outline of Con-
servative plans. He put the matter to Cross with unusual
frankness, in reply to a suggestion by the Home Seoretary
that the government take action concerning the reform of
London municipal organization, 'We came in," Disraeli told
Cross, "on the principle of not harassing the country, and
I think from prematurely embarking on such questions as
Raillway Reform, University Reform and the one reaspecting

wl3 Political Jjudgment

which you have written we today.
thus played a crucial role in the Prime Minister's decision
to avoid what he considered excessive legislation in the
first year of the Conservatlve government, Disraell felt
that he had taken the measure of the nation, and that it
demanded repose, not reform, in 1874. Further, Disraeli
had to contend with pessimistic economic forecasts being
submitted by his advisors. If, as Disraell was regularly

informed, the financial ploture was dim and expected to grow

1§$m1th, Disraellan Conservatism and Social Reform,
pp . 198""202 .

19pi1sraell to Cross, 22 October 1874, Cross Papers,
Add, MSS 51265 f. 29,
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worse, then reform on & large scale was economically
impossible.

A pessimistic note was struck when Northeote,
Chancellor of the Exchequer, informed Disraeli as early as
April 1874 that by all available indications the economy of
the nation was declining and knowledgeable persons were
warning of ﬁorse days ahead.ao An extensive background in
finance and business led Cross to Join in predicting a
trade setback in the ocoming years. Northocote told Disraell
that "many persons . . . and especially Cross (who is very
urgent on the subject), think that we are going to have bad
times and that we ought not to speculate on a rise in the
revenue."®! Lord Salisbury also feared declining trade and
cautioned Northoote in 1874 not to lower the income tax
below 3d for fear that the Conservative government would
leave themselves "without means for the reforms of.next

."22 These bleak forecasts proved correct, for

year. . .
Britaln was entering a perlod of financlal and ecohomio
distress which would not end until the 1880's,

The steadily declining trade revenue, the drop in
agriecultural production and the reduced taxation, combined

to cast a shadow upon the reform efforts of the mid-1870!s,

20Northeote to Disraeli, 2 April 1874, Iddesleigh
Papers, Add., MSS 50016 f. 196,

2l7ddesleigh Papers, Add, MSS 50016 f. 196.

22Northeote to Disraell, 22 March 1874, ibid., Add.
MSS 50016 f£. 179.
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In the case of the Artlzans! Dwelling Act, the state of the
economy led to a cautious approach to building workingmen's
homes in the c¢cities, Municipal governments were not
encouraged to engage in large-scale rebuilding efforts,
when they were faced with unemployment and falling revenues,
Nor was the Conservatlive government inclined to stimulate
local efforts; the loans and financilal supports that would
have come from the natlonal government were 1in short supply
during depressed years,

The uncertain economie pieture painted by government
advisors and by private observers as well went far to
create an atmosphere within Parliament unfavorable to
reform legislatlion. The posslbllity that it might result
in heavy expendltures was carefully examined within the
House of Commons, for fear that the government would burden
itself to the danger point by embarking upon expensive
programs of soclal lmprovement. The emphasis on economy
was manifest when the Public Health Act of 1875, although a
consolidating measure, recelved a painstaking examination in
the House until the government gave assurance that the Act
would not add to the nationts financial burden. Cross and
Conservatives were always careful to minimize the expendi-
tures involved in their reform legislation, and as a result
a good deal of the legislation enacted during the 1870's
did not result in large government expenditures. The Trade
Union Acts, the Public Health Act, and the Friendly

Societies Act, among the leading measures, committed only a
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minimal amount of government funds to their use, and even
these small amounts were grudgingly given by the Parliament,
In defending his housing legislation Cross steadily made the
point that the financial oclauses of the Bill were carefully
drawn to prevent a heavy outlay of fundas, 1In fact, the
strongest debates in the House were engendered by the loan
and cost provisions, not by the underlying principle of the
legislation., The House accepted the need for government
participation in bullding workingmen'!s homes, but fooused
its attention upon the cost. In a more favorable economic
climate, wlth trade and industry producing revenue as
before, the reforms of the Disraell ministry wight have
been different, even bolder in their approaches to govern-
ment assistance.

If the Conservative government as a body was being
educated in the realities of political 1life in 1874, it
was & valuable period for Croes as well, During that year
he endeavored successfully to lmpose his authority on the
Home Office, and in addition gained priceless experience in
legislative affairs., The process was often painful for
him, but when he returned to face Parliament again in 1875,
Cross was secure in his ability and able to translate hils
ideas into legislation. Cross, it must be reemphasized,
entered the cabinet without experience in nationsl affairs,
An extensive background in local government and polities
was useful, but it did not prepare him adequately for the

demands of high cabinet office. Cross!s two major attempts



121

to enact legislation in 1874 demonstrated this lack of
experience., The Licensing Act and the Factory Act com-
prised the heart of the Home Office legislative plans in
1874, but the wmeasures failed to reveal any substantial
abilities on Cross's part.

The Factory Act had been introduced as a private
members bill by A.J. Mundella, the Liberal friend of the
working man, as the "Nine Hours Bill." Mundella had first
made his proposal in 1872, asking for a limit on the hours
worked by women and children and extending the powers of the
Factory 1nspectora.23 When Mundells and several -other
Liberal members again ralsed the issue, Cross was receptive,
Taking control of the legislation and labelling it a govern-
ment bill, Cross slightly altered Mundella's Factory Bill
and passed it rapidly through the Conservative House of
Commons. Cross was careful to uphold the rigid doctrine
that able bodied men should remain free agenta in the
market place, unhindered and unprotected by state action,
but he acknowledged willingly the responsibility of the
state to shelter the weak and unknowing.eu Having been
slated for consideration by Liberals in 1874, the Factory
Act encountered little opposition from the Liberal benches

23w,H.G. Armytage, A.J. Mundella: The Liberal
Baokﬁround to the lLabour Moveumen ondon, R
PP. - .

2hewoss told the House of Commons during the debate:
So far as adult males were concerned, there could be no
question that freedowm of contract must be maintained, . . ."
3 Hansard, coxviili, 1793 (6 May 1874),
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and was quickly enacted. The Act extended the earlier
legislation dealing with factorlies and working men, but
signalled no fundamental departure from previous measures,
Cross was careful to declare his failth in existing tenets
of lalssez faire and non-intervention.

The Licensing Act of 1874 was a far more contentious
issue., The problem of regulating the drink trade and making
some effort to control the serious matter of aleocholism had
long troubled the Liberal government. In 1872, the
Gladstone ministry had passed a measure limiting the hours
of sale for drink and raising the possibllity of further
sontrol by local governments, Known as the Bruce Aet,
after Gladstone's Home Secretary Herbert Bruce, the legis-
lation was unpopular among both temperance groups and
obviously among the liquor dealers.25 The llquer industry,
as noted, had played a significant although widely exag-
gerated role, in the electoral victory of the Conservative
party in 1874. The liquor interests looked forward con-
fidéntly to some rellef from the Conservative government,
expecting revocation of the Bruce Act or, at the least,
amendments to render 1t useless, They first assumed Cross

to be responslve to thelr requests; he llstened

25See, Earl of Kiwmberley, A Journal of Events
Durin the Gladstone Minist 1868- , ed, Ethel Drus,
ya storlca ocliety cations Camden Serles, XXI
(1958), third series. Kimberley played a role in the
drafting of the Licensing Act of 1872, claiming that he and
Thring, the Home Office counsel, had written the measure
after Bruce had botched the Job, pp. 29-30,
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sympathetically and was not known to be a temperance
reformer.26 Cross, however, faced sizable obstacles in
altering the existing liquor legislatlon, and when he
introduced his own bill on the subject in 1874, he
foundered among the intrlocacies of parliamentary technique.

Cross might be termed a moderate on the temperance
question, neither an ally of the liquor industry nor a
strong opponent of alocholie drink. He deplored the
excessive drinking habite of the working class districets
and was willing to consider proposals for reducing the
amount of lliquor available to the poorer classes, Yet he
drew back from legislating on matters essentially private
in nature that touched upon the rights of property. Given
the cholce, Cross would have preferred to retain the exlst-
Ing legislation as a wminimum and necessary regulation of a
vexing problem. Political necessity, however, disctated
that Cross introduce a measure aimed at removing most of
the restrictions imposed by Brucet!s Act of 1872, 1In
April 1874, Cross brought in a bill to amend present legis-
lation concerning the liquor trade.

In essence, Cross'!s bill took from the local
authorities certain powers granted to them by Bruce!s Act
of 1872, moderated the sections of the existing Act dealing
with adulteration but, to the dismay of the liquor trade,

gave wide discretionary powers to local authorities

20Herbert Paul, History of Modern England, Vol, III,
p. 376; London Times, 11 ﬂEroE 18740,
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regarding closing houra.27 The heart of Bruce!s Act was
retained, to the anger of the liquor interests and the sur-
prise of many Liberals, who had expected a Conservative
licensing billl to be weak and politically determined. The
Earl of Kimberley, a member of Gladstone's government and
closely connected with Bruce's Act of 1872, wrote with
surprise:

I must admit that Mr, Cross deserved some

credit for not having given way further to

the liquor-interest which did suoh yeoman's

service to the Tories at the last eleotion.28
The moderate approach favored by Cross in this instance was
the most difficult for he found himself not only eriticized
by the disappointed liquor interests, but by the very voecal
temperance group within the House of Commons, who found his
timidity infurlating.

Members of the Unlted Kingdom Alllance, the nation-
wide temperance organization which had carriled on a long
struggle agalnst the evils of drink, Jolned with supporters
of the brewer!s interests in the House of Commons, to

attack the Cross proposal and eventually to force changes

in the measure. Neither side was satisfled with the

27'I'he 1ssue of local control was crucial, for many
localities had strong temperance movements and would have
banned ligquor entirely if given the opportunity. The
change 1in the law concerning adulteration was a concession
to the liquor industry and possibly harmful to the publie,
R.CﬁK. Ensor, England 1870-1914 (oOxford, 1936), p. 75,
n. 4.

2Bximberley, Journal of Events during the Gladstone
Ministry, p. 30.
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arrangements for closing hours, for licensing of new drink-
ing houses, the sepearate rules for London and the rest of
the nation and with the vague powers granted to local
governments, The bill was severely battered during
Committee stages, emerging finally in a stronger version.
The battle over the Licensing Bill reflected little
credit on Cross or on the Conservative government. "I have
not much tc be proud of in this matter,"” wrote Cross
later.ag The 1inexperlenced Home Secretary had committed
the grave error of losing control of his own billl in the
House of Commons, seeling 1t altered and oriticlized freely
by members of his own party as well as by the opposition,
Even within the cabinet, Cross found himself 1solated,
glven sympathy but no aid by Salisbury. Many Conservative
members were troubled by the extension in drinking hours
permitted under the Cross Bill, and enough discontent was
felt within the party to reach the cabinet, which insisted
that Cross remove the added time from his measure, Cross
submitted a revised table of closing hours to the cabinet,
which accepted 1t, except for Salisbury, who wrote on his
copy of the memo sent hack to Cross, "I regret it exceed-
ingly but am obviously in & minority."SC Both Salisbury

and Cross shared the opinion, expresséd during the debate

29cross, Political History, p. 25. Henry W. Luey,
A Diary of Two Parliaments (London, 1885), pp. 36-40,
For an eyewitness account of the episode.

303a118bury to Cross, n.d., Cross Papers, Add., MSS
51265 £, 11.
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over Licensing, that matters of morality should be privately
corrected and not form the subject of state action or inter-
vention. Cross warned the House of Commons against trying
to "insist by Act of Parliament on the sobriety of the
people,"31 while Salisbury castigated the Bishops in the
House of Lords for relyling upon laws instead of moral per-
suasion to correct the evils of drink.32

The episode ended inglorilously. The Conaervative
government was forced to rewrite a measure in the face of
bipartisan opposition in the House of Commons, and Cross
had to bear the indignity of sitting by whille his own bill
was altered. It was a valuable lesson, however, both for
Cross and for the new government, Cross oame to understand
at this time that being a member of a majority government
did not ensure passage of a bill and that the House of
Commons had a mind of its own, often expressed and fre-
guently unpredioctable., In the future, Cross would tread
more lightly and with greater success, In the words of
Wemyss ﬁeid, an astute political observer who watoched the
debate over the Licensing Bill, Cross became "satisfied
that he had not the power needed to enable him to o@mmand

the House, / he_7 resolved to conciliate it; and this

313 Hansard, oexix, 968 (4 June 1874),

323 Hansard, ooxx, 2101-1202, "Sobriety was no
doubt a very good Ehing, but 1t ought to be enforeced not
by Aot of Parliament,"” said Salisbury, "but by moralists
and preaching and admonition." (% July 1874)
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n33 In the next

course he has since consistently pursued.
session, Cross was to demonstrate a far more sophisticated
approach to the problem of parliawmentary control, He had
learned the technique of alternating persuasion with power,
and he would prove highly capable during the debates over
the major reform wmeasures of 1875.

"In the major parliamentary confliet of the session,
concerning the Public Worship Bill of 1874, Cross played a
minor role.3u He was strongly opposed to the growth of
Catholicism in Britain and came out against any laxity in
Church ritual which might have opened the doors wlder to
Roman practices., Yet he stood aloof from the bitter fight
over the Public Worship Blll, perhaps more occupled with
his role as Home Secretary.

The problems facing Cross as Home Secretary were
many, ranging from the eternal question of Ireland to a move-
ment against vivisectlon. Cross needed time to gather the
reins of power in a cabinet office and to formulate plans
that would be national in thelr scope., He was aided in his
work, as were all cabinet officers, by the permanent staff
of the Home Office, Iwmediately upon his assuming the

post, Cross received an urgent note from Adolphus Liddell,

33Wemyss Reid, Politicians of Today (2 volumes;
London, 1880), Vol. I, p. 297.

34G1adstone came out of retirement to fight this
measure, which Disraeli desc¢ribed in a careless phrase as
one "to put down ritualism." Cross, jJudging from the space
devoted to this bill, was deeply interested but not
directly involved. Political History, pp. 29-30,
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Permanent Seoretary of the Home Office, telling him "the
question of the HO legislation for the next session must be
considered as soon as possible." 2 Cross needed 1little
urging on the guestion of legislation, for he came to the
office aware of the need for action in many areas. The
immediate question, as Cross viewed 1it, was the necessity
for organizing and consolidating the huge amount of legis-
lation that had been passed in preceding decates. In
August 1874, Cross addressed a note to Lord Cairns, the
Lord Chancellor, asking adviece in planning legislation for
the session of 1875. He outlined his plans to Cairns,
noting that the most immediate task was to remake and con-
solidate "the Acts of Parliament with whioch this office is
now immediately connected."36 He wrote that he would
specifilcally like to deal with burials, factoriles, police,
municipal corporations and criminal law, asking Cairns to
provide a barrister to help with the drafting of several
b1115.37 Even earlier, Cross had indicated his firm
intention to deal with existing legislation. In March 1874
he had explained to & deputation urging a more comprehensive
Factory Act, that he intended to combine the mass of legis-
lation dealing with factories in a future b111.38 Tne

35L1ddell to Cross, 21 February 1874, Cross Papers,
Add. MSS 51270 £, 125,

36cross to Cairns, 3 August 1874, Cairns Papers,
PRO 30/51/12,

3T1b1d. 381.0ndon Times, 27 March 1874,



Faotory Act of 1876 fulfilled his promise, although he
supported the Act of 187k as an immedlate but partial solu-
tion to a diffioult question.>>
Cross had been cautioned by Liddell in his first

days in office that "The HO 1s the 100 yards target which
every fellow'fires his shot at and thinks he can hit--so you
must expeoct a little peppering ocoasionally."uo Liddell!?s
advice proved more than correct, as Cross struggled with a
whole galaxy of tender issues almost guaranteed to provoke
critiolsm from both sides of every question. He was confi-
dent of his abllities, however, writing to Carnarvon:

I have worked for so many years on Boards of

Guardlans, Highway Boards and Cattle Plague

Committees with mixed Jjustlices and elected

own way In the long pan Lo C S0ie ©O Eet W
Cross would rapldly understand the qualitative difference
between convineing & Highway Board and winning a wajority
in the House of Commons; his self-esteem was perhaps
damaged but his éffectiveness was lnoreased as he learned
the hard lessons of cablnet office. Yet, as several ocon-

temporaries noted, Cross was unusually successful in

39The Factory Act of 1874 was in reality the
Mundella Nine Hours' Bill of the previous session; the
Factory Act of 1876 was Cross's consolidation measure,

uoLiddell to Cross, 21 February 1874, Cross Papers,
Add, MSS 51270 f, 125,

4lcross to Carnarvon, 17 December 1875, Carnarvon
Papers, PRO 30/69 £, 27. The note was occasioned by a
proposal for changes in the ocounty court system, a change
which Cross was against,
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avoiding the obloquy which was the fate of his predecessors,
"As a2 rule," observed Wemyss Reid in 1880, "the Home
Secretary is the best abused man in every government. it
has been the great good fortune of Mr. Cross hitherto to
escape the common lot."ue Prior to 1880, Cross had indeed
been a popular figure in the cabinet and had rarely suffered
in publie eateem.u3 His generally concilliatory manner won
him respect on both sides of the aisle, as well as the
approval of large segments of the British publiec.

Cross's approach as an administrator was one of
moderation and consensus, Rarely did he assume an extreme
position, preferring rather to seek the middle road, to
find the best arguments on both sides and then to bring
forth a mutually acceptable program, In the potentially
explosive matter of Ireland, Cross demonstrated his ability
to unearth a mild sclution and to leave both sides, if not
fully satisfled, at least convineced of the Home Secretary!s
good intentions. Cross lmmedlately found himself embroiled
in a dispute over the release of several prisoners who had
been Jalled since the unsuccessful Fenian uprising in 1865,

He was besleged by deputations and petitioners of every

42Re1d, Politiclans of Today, Vol. I, p. 280. In
1880, Cross was widely critiolzed for his role in the Water
Companies Bill, in which he tried to sell stock in the
municipal water companies at an unusually low price. The

eplsode was both embarrassing and politically damaging,
although Cross laid the blame on his Home Office staff.

43cross, Political History, pp. 62-63.
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sort, some asking for immediate release and others demand-
ing that the dangerous Irish rebels be kept safely in
prison., Rather than issue an immediate decision, Cross
allowed the opposing sides to argue by the hour, so that
often he had little to do beyond refereeing shouting
matches between groups of angry men.uu In the end, he
dedided upon the policy of retaining the rebels in custody,
but not before listening politely to contrary arguments and
making oclear hils Intention of reviewlng the case in the
near future., His willingness to recelve deputations of any
varlety was to prove a valuable asset in the future, for he
avoided the charge of intolerance and aloofness which had
burdened so many other Home Secoretarles. He was a courteous
and avallable cabinet minister, prepared to discuss issues
and to take advice.45

In his role as Home Secretary, Cross pursued an
often contradictory course., He hesltated to overturn
established procedure in the Home Office, on many occasions
inslsting upon obedience to the rules rathér than effective
administration, Sir Howard Vincent, who was a minor police

official in 1877, related how Cross preferred to ascept the

4ipunch (April 11, 1874), pp. 150-152, has some
amusing descriptions of Cross!s meetings with the Irish
delegations, He was a biltter opponent of Home Rule and not
at all flexible regarding the Irish question.

45p1a0Kkwo0d 18 Magazine (May 1874), pp. 643-6M5,
The Conservatives were pralsed for being more truthful than
the Liberals, and the Conservative ministers, especilally
Cross, were described as being far more receptive to deputa-

tions and willing to accept advice, pp. 6U44-645,
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established rules and not to interfere in daily operations
of his Department. In the case of Scotland Yard, Cross as
Home Secretary overruled his own officilals in favor of
strict administrative rules, in effect standing behind the
bureaucracy while admonishing his Juniors in the Home
Office to do the same.'46 At times he took a restricted
view of his Department!s powers and responsibilities, seek-
ing to 1limit them in the face of pressure towards inoreased
intervention, 1In the case of the canal boat workers, Cross
1nfofmed the Local Government Board that in his opinion,
inspection of the boats was the duty of the local sanitary
authorities and not the Home Offioe.u7 He reslsted the
opportunity to increase the size of the Home Office staff,
commenting in 1877 to Carnarvon that he would make only two
appointments, "so that I cannot be accused of making more
patronage than neceasa::';,r."u8
Cross's administration of the Home Office might be
described as cautious, rather than restricted on the basis
of any administrative prineciple, He was capable of expand-
ing Home Offlce responslibllities if he felt the 1lssue was

1mportaht and would result in substantlal improvements. In

46sgmuel Henry Jeyes and F.D, How, The Life of Sir
Howard Vineent (London, 1912), pp. 64-65,

4Thome Office to Local Government Board, 30 December
1875, Public Record Office MH 25/27., See Roy M, MacLeod,
"Social Policy and the !Fleating Population! 1877-1899,"
Past and Present, X (December 1966), 101-132.

uBCross to Carnarvon, 19 July 1877, Carnarvon
Papers, PRO 30/69, f. 67.
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the case of control over the police, Cross found himself at
odds with Northoote when he tried to assert stronger Home
Office authority. Northcote argued strenuously for retain-
ing the traditional Treasury command over the police,
writing to Disraeli:

We feel at the Treasury that the whole prineciple

of Treasury control is at stake, and that if we

glve way to the Home Office we shall lose our

hold over Army, Navy and everything else. I

have sent Cross two strong protests . . . and

ggggr:::: 2gmyggfﬁgl see no course open but a
Disraell, not unexpectedly, sided with Northcote; and the
administration of local police forces remained firmly in
the hands of the Chancellor of the Exchequer. The incident
demonstrated, however, that Cross would, depending upon the
specific instance, exert his power and seek expansion of
his role in governmental affairs. As Wemyss Reld saild of
the Home Secretary, "He occasionally astonishes the world
by displaying that leaning towards centralisation which
is the distinguishing characteristic of all Home
Secretaries,"® This willingness to move towards increased
intervention was amply demonstrated during the session of
1875, when Cross introduced and carried the Artizans!
Dwelling Bill, a measure which added enormously to the
power of the Home Office,

Concerning a matter of widespread public attention

u9Northcote to Disraeli, 20 June 1875, Iddealeigh
Papers, Add. M3SS 50017 f. 32.

50Re1d, Politiclans of Today, I, 289.
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and of strong personal interest to Cross, the need for
reform of the labour laws, the Conservative government fell
back on the classic parlismentary maneuver of appointing a
commission to study the question. Disraell proposed a
Royal Commission in 1874, with instructions to report
within a year, to investigate the current status of the
laws governing trade unions and to recommend any needed
changes, The delay angered the trade unions, who had
expected more immediate satisfaction from the new govern-
ment in light of the valuable electoral support given by
organized working men in 1874, Their immediate reaction
was a refusal to cooperate in any way with the Royal
Commission, characterizing it as "a clever surprise" whose
real purpose was to sllence the rightful demands of the
workingmen.51 Cross'!s role, which he performed with great
sklll, was to win enough working class participation 1in the
Commission to make it representative and able to deal with

52 Despite the bitter obJjections

all reasonable proposals,
of the trade union leadership, Cross persuaded two well

known unlon flgures to sit as representatives of the work-
ing man: Thomas Hughes, 2 Christian Socialist and guthor

of Tom Brown's School Days, and Alexander MacDonald, a

mining union officlel who had won a seat in the House of

Commons in 1874, The report of the Royal Commission

511ondon Times, 19 January 1875,

52y, H.G, Arwytage, A,J. Mundells, pp. 148-1U49;
H.W. McCready, "British Labour's Lobby," pp. 156-157.
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appeared in 1875, with a minority opinion by MacDonald.
It will be shown that Cross, dissatisfiled with the official
recommendations, sponsored Trade Union legislation that
went far beyond the proposed ohanges.53 )
The Parliament was prorogued on August 7, 1874,

with a limited amount of work to show for its efforts and
with a generally unfavorable reception for its measures,
Cross, however, emerged from the session with his stature
inereased, having generated a oonslderable amount of good
will for his efforts at reform legislatlion. Even his naive
direction of the Licensing Bill brought him some rewards,
evidenced by the jingle whiech appeared at the end of the
session:

For he's a Jjolly good fellow,

whatever the Rads may think;
For he has shortened the hours of wor
and lengthened the hours of drink.5

The Factory Act of 1874 had won the tentative approval of
the trade union movement,.although the governmentts
temporizing attitude towards labour law reform disturbed
many working class observers, The lilguor interests were
ungsatisfied by the very minor concessions won during the
gession. They expressed their discontent in July 1874:

How the Trade would have fared had 1t not been

well and zealously represented in the lobby of
the House during the passage of the Bill we dare

53second and Final Report of the Royal Commission
on the Working of the Master and Servant Act, 1867, and the
g;iminal Law Amendment Act, Parllamentary Papers (1875),
» L.

54Quoted in Blake, Disraeli, p. 550.
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not reflect upon; for never in Parliamentary

history has a party shown so llttle disposition

to remedy a class and public grievance as the

party which now holds the helm of the State

ship.55
If Cross had not as yet demonstrated any outstanding ebili-
ties, his debut on the Parllamentary scene was by no means
the utter fallure which many had predicted for an inexperi-
enced man.

The problems and issues which remained untouched in
the first year of Conservative governmeht formed a long
list, Education, housing, shipping, friendly socleties and
public health were all matters that were becoming increas-
ingly urgent, both within and without the House of Commons,
The 1list was a fawilliar one, These subjects had been
debated and studied for years before the Conservatives
assumed power; some items, such as educatlonal reform, had
already been dealt with, while others, notably shipping,
had struggled unsuccessfully for a Parliamentary hearing.
It fell to the Conservative government to deal at last with
these difficult matters, and they did so in 1875, a year

deseribed by R.C.K. Ensor as the "annum mirabilis for use-
56

ful domestie legislation."
When Parliament opened in 1875, the Conservative

party was prepared to deal with the questions at hand,

55Licensed Victuallers! Guardian (18 July 1874),
quoted in SmiIth, Disraelian Conservatism and Social Reform,
p. 211, ~

56Ensor, England 1870-1914, p. 35.
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Cross, determined from the first to initiate legislation on
various problems, had settled firmly into his cabinet posi-
tion and was eager to act in several areas, The Conserva-
tive election promise of "giving the country a rest" had
been fulfilled in 1874; few persons could now accuse the
party of deception when 1t moved to satisfy the grievances
of many groups whose needs were matters of publiec concern
and discussion. The first minister to introduce a major
plece of reform legislation was Richard Cross. He rose on
February 8, 1875, to bring forward his Artizans' Dwelling
Bill, and in doing so he launched the Conservative govern-

ment upon an eventful and historie parliamentary session.



CHAPTER IV

CONSERVATISM IN POWER:
YEAR OF ACHIEVEMENT, 1875

The passage of the Artizans! Dwelling Act in 1875--
the climax of a year of achlevement in Conservative social
reform--grew in large part out of the increasingly common
reallization that reform of existing housing laws had become
mandatory. Groups and individuals had been at work for
decades before 1875, laboring both to convince the nation
of the urgent need for improved housing and to demonstrate

solutions.1

These early efforts at housing reform had
succeeded, 1f not in solving the problem of sub-standard
dwellings, at least in bringing the matter to the attentlon
of political leaders. There are numerous signs that when
the session of 1874 had come to an end, awareness was wide-
spread both in and out of parliament that the living condi-
tions of large numbers of people was far below acceptablé
standards., It had become plaln to many, including Cross,
that the working people in ciﬁies existed in surroundings
which not only shortened their lives but which by their
very presence posed a serious threat to social stabllity.

When Cross began to draft his housing legislation during
the winter of 1874-75 he did not lack for advice or

lpor a survey of earller efforts at housing reform,
see Frank L, Turner, "Origine of the Artizans /"sic_7/

Dwellings Act of 1875," Southern Quarterly, VI
(October 1968), 1-15,
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documentation, for housing had long been a subject of
study.2
Living conditions in urban Britain had been a
source of dismay and concern for decades.3 From the time
of Dickens in the 1840's, and before him of Hogarth in the
eighteenth century, the slums of London, Manchester and the
other large cities had been deacribed, condemned and sub-
sequently ignored by governments of every political shade,
and by society at large. Poor housing was often attributed
exclusively to ignorance and erime, the fault of the lower
classes themselves, The rapidly expanding cities which
grew up as part of the Industrlial Revolution attracted the
land developer and the bullder of crowded, unhealthy living

quarters.u Intended to house the workers from the new

factories and to turn a profit for the bullder, the urban

2Turner suggested that Cross discovered the l1deas
of the housing reformers when he began to draw up his own
legislation, in the manner of a buyer meeting a seller.
This seems overly simple, in that it denies Cross's own
prediliction for reform and his own contribution to the
legislation, see ibid., p. 10.

35.J. Clarke, The Housing Problem (London, 1920),
Pp. 17-21., Almost any novel o ckens was in some way
concerned with the housing conditions of urban Britsain,
e.g., Bleak House, written in 1853, where Dickens describes
the slum known as Tom-all-Alonet!s, Chapter XVI., Frederiek
Engels provided similar images of the Manchester slums in

the 1840%'s, Marx and Engels on Britain (Foreign lLanguages
Publishing House; Mosoow, 1962), Pp. S4-85.

uSome modern economic historians have disputed the
view that the early years of the Industrial Revolution
meant inoreased hardship for the working man, notably
T.S. Ashton, The Industrial Revolution {New York, 1964),
pp! 108-111-
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housing of the early and mid-nineteenth century provided
only the most elementary health facilities., Crowded
together, cheaply buillt, and erected upon unimproved lots,
the working olass housing of the mid-ninéteenth century was
both inadequate for its population and a health menace to
the surrounding scclety., Although the paternalistic atti-
tude of some factory owners led to thelr bullding proper
homes for the working wmen, the overwhelming majority of
factory employees were left to fend for themselves,

The resulting soclal disorder has been described in
several well-known works, In London, the condition of the
working classes was made a matter of public concern in a

series of articles in the Morning Chronicle written by

Henry Mayhew in 1849-1850. Later published as London lLabour

and the London Poor (1861-1862), these essays describing the

living conditions of the London poor ereated a sensation.5
It was true that Mayhew was a Journalist, who often ewpha-
sized the wmore dramatic aspects of the slum problem so0 as
to add color to his storles. Yet his work was built upon a
foundation of reality. Mayhew had é genuine concern for
the poor, and he was a good reporter, qualities to some
degree offsetting his instinct for the spectacular and
lurld detall. The evidence that he provided his readers
revealed London, the center of world trade, as a foul,

degrading dwelling place for masses of the poor,

SHenry Mayhew, London Labour and the London Poor
(London, 1861-1862),
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Mayhew was not alone in describing the grim exis-
tence of the urban slums, Dozens of writers, journalists
and reformers after vislting the working class dwellings
came away with additional evidence of the growing social
6

problem, Their proposed scolutions varied, ranging from
the practice of Christian charity to recommendations of
revolution on the part of the poor. What they could all
agree upon was the fact that the exlisting slums were a con-
tinuing affront to the consclence of the nation and must be
dealt with. A typlcal peroration came from John Knox, a
churchman deeply involved in soclal welfare projects for
the poor, when he wrote of London in the 1850's:

its wealth, power and greatness . . . / its_/

swarms of wretched, filthy, haggard, dissolute,

profligate, careworn, outcast masses who inhabit

the dingy courts, dingy cellars, and miserable

garrets , . . call loudly upon us to go and anry
the message of peace to their benighted homes.

This great clty, with all its pomp andégplendor--

The immigrant Irish in Liverpool existed in cellars, so
wretched as to defy description, while 1n Manchester in
1845, TO00 inhabitants shared 33 tollets--212 for every
faoility.s

Poor housing afflicted those people in soeciety who

6See the exhaustive bibliography in H.J. Dyos, "The
Slums of Vietorian London," Victorian Studies, XI
(September 1967), pp. 5-40.

Tknox, The Masses Without! SLondon, 1857), quoted
in Dyos, "Slums of Victorian London," pp. 13-14,

8Lewis Mumford, The City In History (New York,
1961), p. 462.
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were least able to bring about changes by their own efforts.
The inhabitants of the garrets and warrens of London con-
sisted of the lowest grade of unskilled labourers, street
peddlers, and semi-employable individuals, who lived apart
from the increasing prosperity of the Victorian era. Unlike
the organized trade unionists, who even in the 1850's were
finding their political strength, and who could if necessary
provide some measure of assistance by thelr own efforts,

the slum dwellers lacked the ability to change their condl-
tions., If their lot were to be improved 1t would require
the ald either of the state or of the wealthlier segments of
the society. The lead had been taken, early in the century,
by various humanitarian and charity groups.

But for some time it appeared that private wealth
and good will alone, unalded by the state, would be able to
make significant progress in the struggle against slums,
Long before the government began even a modest program of
housing improvement, the wealthiler segment of the society
had evolved a system to bring help to the poorly housed,

The lead had been taken early in the nineteenth century
by various humanitarian and charity groups., Particularly
notable was the Charity Organisation Soclety, which dealt
in all areas of soclial improvement but whose contribution
toward housing reform was vital, Almost equally important
in developing an approach to housing improvement was the
Peabody Trust, a philanthropic body which worked almost

exclusively on the question of slum conditions, Its members
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were intimately involved in the drafting and enactment of
the Artizans? Dwelling Act of 1875. Indeed, both organiza-
tions played crucial roles in the passage of Cross?®s hous-
ing legislation. The measure that Cross brought before
parliament in 1875 owed much to the efforts and arguments
of these private housing reform groups such as the Charity
Organisation Scciety and the Peabody Trust, who in turn
built upon the efforts of earlier bodles,

There were several organizations devoted to housing
reform created in the first half of the century. The
Metropolitan Association for Iwproving the Dwellings of the
Industrial Classes (1841) and the Society for the Improve-
ment of the Condition of the Labouring Classes (1844) were
the two best known housing reform groups in mid-century but
neither succeeded in even organizing properly to deal with
slums. They fought bravely agalnat the spread of unwhole-
some dwellings but made little headway.’ Undercapitalized
and constricted by cautious planning, these early groups
merely nibbled at the urban disease. New and larger
efforts were needed.

One such new effort was initiated by the Peabody
Trust, founded in 1862, which soon began a more significant
attack upon the slums. The Peabody Trust was oreated by an

American banker, George Peabody, who spent much of his life

9%illiam Ashworth, The Genesis of Modern British
Town Planning (London, 1954), pp. 02-BY. ese early
assoclations were essentially building companies with the
reform objects being second to profits, Ashworth, p. 83.
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in Britain and was moved by the conditions of the cities,.
He endowed the Trust with $150,000 and gave 1t wide latitude
to alleviate the 1l1s of Britain's poo:l.".]'o The donation was
timely, for the existing building soccleties were in a period
of inactivity, and housing conditions were worsening. The
direction of the Peabody Trust was given to a distinguished
Board of Trustees, preeminent among them being Crossts
friend, Lord Stanley, who was elected chairman in 1862 and
retained the post until 1892.11 The method of the Peabody
Trust, once it had decided that housing offered the most
promising field for giving aid to the poor, was to erect
clean dwellings and then rent them out to worthy tenants.
Although by twentieth century standards the Peabody build-
ings were grim and orowded, they marked a notable lmprove-
ment oier the dwellings usually available to the working
man in the 1860's. The Improved Industrial Dwellings
Company, founded in 1863 by Sir Sydney Waterlow, took a
similar approach to phe construction of working oclass hous=-
ing in London.l2 fhe goal, for both the Peabody Trust and

Waterlow!s group, was to raise the standard of living by

1070hn Nelson Tarn, "The Peabody Donation: The
Role of a Housing Soclety in the Nineteenth Century,"
Victorian Studies, X (September 1966), pp. 7-38.

110ther trustees included J.S. Morgan, banker;
James Tennent, Liberal Member of Parliament, and Curtis
Lampson, manufacturer; Tarn, "Peabody Donation," pp. 9-10.

12Auhuorth, British Town Planning, p. 83. Waterlow
played an important Tole in the Parilamentary debates over
the Artizans! Dwelling Bill of 1875; he sat on the Liberal
slde,
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enabling certain working men to rent improved dwellings,
The building societies in the years before 1875
were frank in their desire to earn at 1eaﬁt nominal profits
from their buildings. The Peabody group secured a rela-
tively modest 2% profit on its investment, while Waterlow's
organization reported a profit of 8% in its first years,
dropping later to 5%.13 The objeot was not to dispense
charity to the poor, for that would have violated the
economic thinking of the day and, in the minds of many,
would have reduced the poor to the level of beggars,
Rather, the bhuilding socletlies worked within the market
system and hoped to demonstrate that reasonable prices and
good guality would yleld a fair profit. To preserve the
profit, however modest, required that rents in the new
buildings be kept close to the market price, By adhering
to the existing rental prices, the building societies
effectively excluded the very lowest olass of working man,
so that the Peabody bulldings were, to all practical pur-
poses, open only to the better paid, regularly employed

"~ labourer, the artisan as opposed to the casual worker, or

in Eric Hobsbawm's term, the "labour aristocracy." 1In the
Peabody buildings of the 1880!s, for instance, the average
earnings of the head of household was 23 shillings, while
the average for the population at large was 20 shillinga.lu

A8 will be demonstrated, Cross followed a similar approach

131114, U1psa., p. 84,
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in 1875. The title of his measure indiocated, with good
reaion, that the persons being aided were artizans and not
paupers,

Concerned individuals were busily engaged in housing
reform before 1875, sharing the work of social improvement
wWith the charlity organizations and bullding socileties. One
of the moet intriguing of these individuals was Octavia
H111,15 who played a major part in the preparation and
passage of Cross's housing measure in 1875, In many ways
the Artizans! Dwelling Act was a monument to her unremitting
efforts on behalf of slum dwellers, Cross often looked to
her, both as an expert in housing affairs and as a skilled
political strategist., Octavia Hill devoted her l1life to the
cause of providing clean, pleasant homes for the city work-
ing man, Her method was rigorous: she directed the tenants
themselves into projects of self-help and self-management
and then left behind her smoothly operating groups of
tenants who had learned how to improve their own surround-
ings. Miss Hill would purchase slum bulldings with her own
funds, organize the tenants either by persuasion or coercion,
indicate the proper solutions to thelr problems and then
hopefully move on to the next street, having set the slum
dwellers upon the road to improvement. Her outlook was

often patronizing and she obviously regarded the poor as

15, Moberly Bell, Octavia Hill (London, 1943);
William Thompson Hill, Octavia Hill (London, 1956).
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kind-hearted children in need of adult guidanoe.ls Her
method was in accord with the wid-Victorian belief in self-
help and hard work as the means to soclal betterment--Samuel
Smiles provided her with much inspiration and she recom-
mended his works to the poor. Yet she succeeded in bullding
a movement, of self-management, which spread rapidly in
Britain and eventually was utilized by other industrial
nations as well, Setting herself squarely against the
notion of dispensing charity, Miss Hill advocated instead
that tenant self-interest in good housing, if properly
directed, would inevitably result in clean streets, healthy
inhabitants and, not least, sound profits for the property
owner. The rules were striet in Miss Hill's houses: rent
must be paid promptly or eviction was inevitable, Strict
financial integrity was lmportant for her goals, not only
to provide fair return on the owner!s investment, but to
instill a sense of responsibility in the tenants. The
goal, as in the Peabody bulldings, was to instruct the slum
dweller in the value of prudence and in the moral worth of
fulfilling his obligations. The result of such demanding
rules, however, was to limit rentals to regularly employed
workingmen who could afford the market price for thelr
dwellings.

Miss Hill's activities were varied. As noted, she

160otav1a Hill, House Property and Its Management
(New York, 1921), pp. 27-28. e advised her followers to
be striect and even harsh with the tenants in order to teach
them the qualities of prudence and diligence.
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took an active part in the preparation and enactment of
Cross!s Artizans! Dwelling Act, When Cross introduced his
measure, it was Octavia Hill who sat in the gallery of the
House and provided him with the factual data required for
answering his oritics,17 She eould speak on a variety of
subjects with an authority acquired from a career that
spanned nearly five decades. Nor was housing the only out-
let for her formldable soclal conscience and energy. Much
of her time was given tc sanitary and health reform, but she
also struggled for women'!s rights and helped in the estab-
lishment of the Natlonal Trust, which was dedicated to the
preservation of Britain's natural and historic resouroes.18
Finally, she contributed in an important way to the forma-
tion of the Charity Organisation Soclety, a union of reform
and ocharitable groups that played a vital role in housing
reform before 1875.

Organized in 1869, the Charity Organisation Society
(COS) had its roots in the philanthropy of Lord Shaftesbury
and the Evangelioala.lg Its 1lmportance lay in combining

17Twi111am Ghomwpson H111, Octavia Hill, p. 95. She
kept in close touch with several other Members during the
passage of the Artizans! Dwelling Act of 1875 and was
regarded as the authority on housing questions,

18pe11, Ootavia Hill, pp. 172-178,

19c.L, Mowat, The Charity Organisation Societ
186%-1%13 (London, 1961?; also, EEVIE Owen, English
anthro 1600-1960 {Cambridge, Mass,, 1963i, PP. 215-246,
The COS oonEInuea to T

o Tfavor private initiative and to oppose
government-sponsored welfare programs, It is presently
known as the Familly Welfare Association.
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the efforts of several previously unrelated groups into one
organization, whose aim was to administer charity in an
effective manner while seeking additional help from the
public. The COS performed creditably in placing the dis-
tribution of charity funds on & business-llike foundation
and in channeling the humanitarian impulse of these years
into useful projects. It was an eminehtly respectable
organization, untainted by suggestions of radicallsm or
trade-union connections, Its membership included many of
the 1ead1ng political, social and religious personalities
of the mid-nineteenth century, including important figures
within the Conservative party such as Stafford Northoote,
Gathorne Hardy and W.H. Smith,2°

The COS was deeply concerned with the question of
proper housing for the working classes, and performed some
of its most useful work in that area. A substantial part
of 1ts annual budget was devoted to constructing model
housing for the poor, to experimenting with new building
methods and to proving that proper housing would result in
a morally uplifted population. Again, this was no exercise
in charity, for the COS was dedieated to the principle of
self-help, The formal title of the COS was "The Soclety
for Organizing Charitable Relief and Repressing Mendicity,"
the last two words representing an important article of

faith among its membership. Its goals set forward 1in

20Mowat, Charity Organisation Society, p. 5#.
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1880, were:

To promote, as far as possible, the general

welfare of the poor by means of social and

sanitary reforms, and by the inculeation of

habits of providence and self dependence,?l
Self-dependence was stimulated by observing striot rules in
the housing erected by the Soclety. Rents were set at a
fair but competitive level and the dwellings were expected
to earn a reasonable profit. The purpose, aside from

' was to

instructing the poor in "habits of providence,’
demonstrate two things, First, that adequate housing was a
sound business investment, and secondly, that private enter-
prise was capable of resolving the housing problem without
massive ’t‘EQ‘%EEE?Y?Q§199'%?
The first polnt ;;a aoccepted by most observers,
There was profit to be made in providing working class
housing. But the second item was rightly questioned, not
only by businessmen but also by many government offlcials,
The rate of bullding was inadequate for the expanding urban
population, and after several years of effort on the part of
the COS, Octavia Hill and the Peabody Trust, the condition
of the great mass of urban poor had hardly been improved at
all., According to Octavia H1ll herself, the private efforts

of all the groups concerned had, by 1874, provided only

2lcharity Organisation Society Reports (London,
1881), p. 10, Tﬁe membership of the soclety in 1880,
according to its official report, included such names as
Gladstone, Salisbury, Forster, Goschen, and John Ruskin.

22Mowat, Charity Organisation Society, p. 55.




1151

26,000 people with new housing.23 Considering the steady
growth of the population by 1874, the housing situation was
in all probabilify worse after several decades of éffort by
the charity and reform organizations. “411 that private
effort unaided by statutory power could db to minimize the
evil had been or wmight be done," commented Miss Hill in
187&.24 Those who had been laboring to improve the housing
of the poor had begun to conclude, by the mid-1870!'s, that
private effort by itself could not weet the great, and grow-
ing problem of the slums. |

The alternative seemed to be some form of state
assistance to aid in the elimination of slums, or in
Miss Hill's words, some "statutory power." Wwhen Cross
turned to the problem of housing in 1874, he could call
upon ample precedent in the direction of state intervention,
notably the so-called Torrens Act of 1868, But there were
earlier efforts to involve the state in housing reform and
in this sense 1t might be said that the genesis of Cross's
Artizans! Dwelling Act 1s- to be found in the earlier decades
of the nineteenth century. These years had witnessed an
increasing concern with publie health, in large part stimu-
lated by the recurrent outbreaks of cholera and typhus in
the crowded cities. The cholera epidemic of 1838 disturbed
80 many people that the Secretary of the Poor law Board,

230otavia Hill, "The Homes of the London Poor,"
MacMillan's Magazine (June 1874), pp. 131-138. ,

241p44a., p. 132.
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Edwin Chadwick, was prevaliled upon to report upon conditions
of health throughout the country in an attempt to stifle
further outbreaks. His observations and recommendations
were contained in his famous Report on the Sanitary Condi-
tion of the Labouring Population of Great Britain, issued
in 1842, 1In essence, Chadwick described the unhealthy and

dangerous mode of life followed by great masses of the work-
ing population and advised that until the living conditlons
of these people were improved, disease would continue to
prevall among them. High upon his list of recommended
improvements was a proposal for clearing and rebullding the
worst of the silums.?? The Public Health Act of 1848 estab-
lished a General Board of Health, with Chadwick as one of
the Commissioners, but the Board was allowed to expire at
the end of five years, having done only a limited amount of

work in the area of substandard houaing.26

Dr, John Simon,
Medical Officer of the Privy Council, continued to call for
stronger government actlon against dangers to the publlc
health, ineluding poor housing. Simon was Instrumental in
the years after 1853 in keeping the problem of public health

before the government and in establishing a scientific and

1
|
1

25Re ort on the Sanita Condition of the labouri
Population of Great Britain (London, s PP. 370- .

263 E, Piner, Life and Times of Edwin Chadwick
(London, 1952); David Roberts, Vvictorian Origins of the
British Welfare State (New Haven, 1960); Royston lambert,

9 oys
8ir John Simon and English Social Adminiutration (London,
1963), esp. pp. 3“5-§E§.
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statistiocal basis for his recommendations,

The question of housing had been touched upon
specifically by a number of measures prior to 1875. Lord
Shaftesbury added to his reputation as the working man’s
friend by proposing and passing the Lodging Houses Aot of
1851.27 Shaftesbury was concerned about the existing condi-
tions within the thousands of rooming and lodging houses
which provided homes for many working people in the middle
years of the nineteenth century. Run almost without ocon-
trol, the lodging houses were notorious centers of orime
and vice which outraged the surrounding inhabitants and
presented a glaring threat to both health and safety.
Shaftesbury's Aot provided minimum standards of size, fire
safety and health regulationa.ee Shaftesbury also intro-
duced another Lodging House Act in 1851, this one giving
powers to the local authorities to conastruct proper housing
for the transient working man and to raise rates for that
purpose. The power was rarely employed, however, and the
second Lodging House Act of 1851 rapidly passed into dis-

use.29

27John and Barbara Hammond, Lord Shaftesbu
(Penguin edition; London, 1939), pp. 1b61-152.
281p1a., p. 155.

29Most local authorities were extremely hesitant
about using the powers granted to them by various publie
health and housing acts; it was one of the major problems
enocountered by Cross in attempting to make use of his Act

of 1875, See W.H.B., Court, A Concise Economic Histo of
Britain (Cawbridge, 1965), pp. 2b0~-201.



The most significant attempt to deal with asub-
standard housing prior to 1875 came in the form of the
Artizans! Dwelling Act of 1868, Commonly known as the
Torrens Act, after the man most responsible for its passage.
McCullagh Torrens, the Liberal Member for the London
borough of Finsbury, introduced his measure as a private
bill but gquickly won the support of the Derby-Disraeli
government, who passed the bill in 1868 after delaying it
for one year, The Torrens Act enabled loccal authorities to
order repairs upon slum housing and, in certain clearly
defined circumstances, to demolish and rebuild housing for
the working classes. The Act was directed not at slum
nelghborhoods, for it gave no power to deal with whole
areas, but at individual dwelllngs which violated the
health 1aws.3° Perhaps the most important defect was 1its
limited application, which Cross's legislation corrected in
1875, In addition, the rights of private property and
ownership were so Jealously guarded that long delays and
procedural difficulties made the Act almost impossible to
invoke, A similar problem hindered Cross'!s Act but was
overcome,

As might be expected, few local authorities were
willing to raise rates in order to implement Torrenst!s Act,
while others shielded theii eyes from the housing conditions

around them and so found little need for the legislation.

304.a. H111, The Complete Law of Housing (London,
1931), pp. xxxvi-xxxvil,
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The achievement of the Artizans! Dwelling Act of 1868 was
not in removing the slums, for it did not, but in establish-
ing a precedent on the statute books, The housing reformers
were encouraged by the Act of 1868 and when Cross introduced
his own measure seven years later, he desocribed Torrens as
a forerunner in the battle to provide healthy dwellings
for the poor.31 Torrens Judged his Act at best a noble
failure; he admitted: '"vast siums remained unredeemed, and
gigantic rookeries in the several of the centres of the
towns continued to set at naught the hope of improvement."3%
The Torrens Act demonstrated another significant |
point: that Disraell and many Conservatives were very
willing to invoke the powers of compulsory purchase and
involve the government in rebuilding working class housing.
It was the Conservatives who took the lead in 1868 in pro-
poging and supporting leglslation designed to alleviate
slum conditions. The Liberals were divided on the issues
involved; and while many on the Liberal benches, including
Torrens, voted eagerly for such measures, it is equally
true that the most determined opponents sat on the Liberal
side of the aisle. Insofar as he was committed to any
specific forms.of social reform, Disraell demonstrated his
support of housing measures, Thils became apparent during

the busy session of 1867, when Torrens was struggling to

313.Hansard, cexviii, 1981 (8 May 1874).

32y, McCullagh Torrens, Twenty-Flve Years of
Parliament (London, 1893), p. 317.
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ateer his Bill through a Select Committee. At that time,
despite his preoccupation with the Reform Act, Disraeli
threw his influence behind the Artizans' Bill and brought
it before the House, Disraell also gave public support
after Torrens estimated that the Bill might ultimately cost
+£100,000. Brushing aside that figure, Disraeli told
Torrens: "You shall have double that if you want 3¢, "33
After his Blll had been enacted, Torrens publicly acknowl-
edged his debt to Disraell when he referred to the Conserva-
tive leader!s "unsleeping sympathy, . . . untiring aid and
the true succor rendered . . . from first to last,"3%
Disraeli's determination to create better housing

conditlions for the working classes rested ultimately upon
his bellef that the stability of the social structure
required more adequate dwellings., Poor housing, leading to
an unstable and disruptive working class population, was by
its nature a danger to the security of all classes, He had
long believed, Disraell told an audience in 1874 upon the
opening of a housing development sponsored by the Charity
Organisation Sooiety;

that the best security for civilisation 1s

the dwelling, and that upon properly appointed

and becoming dwellings depends more than any-

thing else the lmprovements of mankind., Such
dwellings are the real nursery of all domestic

331bid., p. 53.
343 Hansard, coxviii, 1981 (8 May 1874),
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virtues, and without a becoming home the
exeroise of those virtues is impossible.35

A similar concern was expressed by several otper Conserva-
tives, and Cross himself was not unaware of the stabllizing
effects that proper housing would have upon the lower
classes, '

COnservative willingness to enact a housing bvill in
1868 4id not satisfy the various organlizations concerned
with public health and safe dwellinga.36 Torrens's Aot had
been seriously weakened in the House of Lords when the Peers
removed a clause permitting easy acquisition of slum sites.
The ensuing years demonstrated that the Artizans' Aot of
1868 lacked effective power to alter seriously the condi-
tions in the large cities, and a new campaign was begun to
strengthen or replace the existing law.

While the orilgins of Cross's housing legislation
may be found in the preceding decades, the immediate ante-
cedent conditions were developed in 1874, when the Liberal
Ughtred Kay-Shuttleworth introduced a bill designed to
reinforce the existing Torrens Act. Kay-Shuttleworth, a
close assoclate of Octavia Hi1ll and other housing reformers,
acted as spokesman for the various housing groups and played
& notable role in helping the passage of Cross'!s measure in

1875. In 1874, Kay-Shuttleworth's own proposal was not

35B1ackwood 's Magazine (September 1874), p. 260,

36T1mes, 10 April 1874, An exchange of letters
from assorted groups and individuals, all asking for some
decisions regarding housing.
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enacted at the insistence of the Conservative government.
Cross opposed the Kay-Shuttleworth bill, not on principle,
but because he was at that moment engaged in preparing his
own legislation,

Kay-Shuttleworth was inspired and guided by a
report of the Charity Organisation Society in 1873 that
called for a new approach to the housing question, Dealing
specifiocally with London, the Society urged Gladstone's
government to become involved meaningfully in the construe-
tion of adequate housing for the working classes.37 The
condition of the urban slums, 1t was said, had reached the
point where municipal government needed greatly enlarged
powers to deal with them; further, compulsory purchase of
poor dwellings must be made a central feature of any new

38 The report had been prepared by a Committee

legislation,
whose composition assured its findings of at least a
respectful hearing in Parliament. Kay-Shuttleworth himself
sat on the Committee, as did the Earl of Shafteabury and
twenty-one other Members of Parliament, including the Con-
servatives Northcote, Gathorne-Hardy and W.H. Smith, It
was a bl-partisan group, attesting not only to the respect-
abllity of the Charity Organisation Soclety, but to the
wideapread feeling that urban housing conditions called for

improvement. The Committee had been created out of an

37Mowat, Charity Organisation Society, pp. 55-58.
381p14.
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awareness that the existing housing legislation was insuffi-
clent, Its final report, written after several months of
investigation and hearings, was submitted to the Gladatone
ministry in Novemwber 1874, only two months before the
Liveral government dissolved Parliament. Gladstone, there-
fore, was unable to act upon the recommendations and the
report was passed Along to the new government.

Additional support was given the housing reformers
by a memorial presented to the new Conservative ministry,
written by the Medlcal Officer of Health for the City of
London, Dr. Henry Letheby.39 The Letheby recommendations
originally prepared for the Gladstone government, centered
on the widespread efforts on the part of the municipal
government to uplift the living conditions of the working
men. Letheby found the City of London in a state of
imminent danger as the result of appalling health and
sanitary conditions in the working class districts, Unless
immediate steps were taken, warned Letheby, the health
hazards to the entire metropolis would inorease and might
lead to grim results. Hle solution was that the municipal
government acquire slum sites, clear them and then sell the

land to private groups willing to erect suiltable housing.uo

39L.ondon Times, 5 May 18T74.

4OMemorandum on the Artizans' Dwelling Improvement
Bill, Public Record Office, PRO 3/6/72. This memorandum was
submitted to the Cabinet during discussions about Crossa's
measure in January 1875. It quoted extensively from
Letheby's report, pp. 234-239,
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Letheby believed that this scheme, based on a partnership
between government and private enterprise, would oreate
sufficient housing for the poor without violating the
princlples of free trade. The bullders would expect, and
earn, a reasonable profit for their work, while solving a
serlous social pz-oblem.nl Letheby's observations and
recommendations were substantiated in yet another memorial
presented to the Liberal ministry in 1874, from the Royal
College of l?lwa:\.c:!.as.ns.u2 This wemorial advised lmmedilate
government action to meet the serious health problems
brought about by sub-standard housing. In short, the health
hazard involved in slum housing was & much discussed tople
of the day, and it came as no surprise when, in May 1874,
Kay-Shuttleworth arose in the House of Commons to introduce
his bill,

Kay-Shuttleworth's address restated the position
taken in the Charity Organisation Soclety's report and
advised that only large-séale municipal endeavors, combined
with the powers of cowmpulsory purchase, could deal effec-
tively with the massive problem posed by slum housing.u3
It maintained the position that private enterprise, once
provided with the necessary land and legal backing, could
erect healthy dwellings at a profit both to the community

$11psa,
421 0ndon Times, 7 May 1874,
433 Hansard, coxviii, 1943-1967 (8 May 1874).
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and to themselves, Kay-Shuttleworth 4id not call for
government housing, certainly not for anything resembling
the soclalist vision of homes bullt for the poor by the
state. What he sought was governmental assistance for the
private bullder, a way to clear the field for the working
of free enterprise., He was careful to reserve a place in
his building plans for the work of the philanthropiec groups
and building trusts but the stress in his remarks was on
private enterprise that could and should provide adequate
housing for the urban poor,

Kay-Shuttleworth had acted as the spokesman for the
housing reformers in proposing a bill in 1874, His speech
was intended to be the combined opinion of several of the
active charities and slum clearance groups, and of individu-
als such as Octavia Hill and Shaftesbury. Writing long
after the passage of the Artizans'! Dwelling Act of 1875,
Shuttleworth recalled his debt to the Charity Organisation
Soclety report and to Miss Hill:

In 1874, with encouragement from Miss Octavia
Hill and others, I brought the subject of
slum housing before the House of Commons,
basing my speech a good deal on the excellent
gggngge?ﬁotioal report of the C.0.S,

Prior to his address in Parliament, Kay-Shuttleworth had

met with the housing reformers and with the directors of

Mligay_Shuttleworth to C.D. Maurice, n.d., C. Edmund
Maurice, Life of Ooctavia Hill (London, 1913), p. 323,
Maurice had apparently written Kay-Shuttleworth asking him
for recollections of his role in the Artizans! Dwelling Act.
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several bullding trusts, and had agreed that the Charity
Organisation Society report offered the most satisfactory
basis for legislation.uS The proposal then was hardly the
work of one man, nor did it represent a newly discovered
formula for dealing with slums, It was well planned legis-
lation whose purpose, frankly expressed by Kay-Shuttleworth,
was to lmplement the ideas of persons and groups long
interested in the problem,

The debate on Kay-Shuttleworth!s measure revealed
the harmony with which the House of Commonse viewed the
question of urban housing, The suggestion for compulsory
purchase, potentlally the most explosive section of the
Bill, received support from both sides of the aisle; indeed
some Conservatives called for even stronger language in the
Bfl.ll.u6 The Bill was abanddned in 1874, but not due to
opposition in the House of Commons. Rather, the government,
in the person of Home Seoretary Cross, advised the House
that he had been devoting much attention to the housing
situation and that substantial legislation would soon be
introduced, The government measures, Cross sald, would
fully satisfy the sponsors of the present bill and on that
basis, asked that Kay-Shuttleworth refrain from introducing

451p1a,

uGJohn Hubbard, a Conservative, remarked that
"nothing short of a severe despotism would meet these
cases,” 3 Hansard, coxviil, 1978 (B8 May 1874).
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his propouls.47 Cross was careful to demonstrate that his
obJections to the Kay-Shuttleworth bill were not based upon
principles but upon timing, In the session of 1875, he was
to utlilize almost all of the suggestions put forward by
Kay-Shuttleworth and his allies.

The first year of the Conservative government was
jmportant and valuable to the housing reformers, for Cross
had clearly demonstrated his commitment to improvement. He
actively supported and helped pass a bill introduced by two
Liberal Members whose purpose was to give municipal govern-
ments the power needed to construct artizans'! housing on
municipally owned lemd.u8 Known as the Working Men's
Dwelling Bill of 1874, the legislation avoided the crucial
issue of purchase, for it dealt only with land already
owned by the local authorities. Speaking of the Act, Cross
sald:

He was sure that anything which tended to an
improvement of the dwellings of the poor ., . .
provided it did not infringe those laws of
political economy by which they ought to be
::gng;;:g?&S be hailed with satisfaction by

Cross assumed a position that he would hold throughout the
debates on his own measure in 1875, He attempted, although

473 Hansard, coxviii, 1967-71 (8 May 1874); Maurice,
Qotavia Hill, p. 323.

uBIntroduoed by Herbert Whitwell and John Morley,
the Working Men's Dwelling Act of 1874 was rarely used and
was superseded by Cross's act of the next year.

493 Hansard, oxix, 264 (14 May 1874).
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often unsuccessfully, to maintain the established rules of
economios whereby government interference was to be either
avoilded or kept to a wminimum, It was his argument that his
own Artizans! Dwelling Act of 1875 was consistent with the
"laws of political economy," and should not be viewed as a
measure of state interventioniswm or collectivism,

" Cross was involved in another important measure
affecting housing during his first year as a cabinet
minister. He intervened in a dispute between the railroad
companies and several local authorities who objected to the
railroad's practice of deafroying housing in order to con-
struct new lines, The powerful raill companies had long
been accustomed to winning Parliamentary approval, via
private bllls, for the compulsory purchase of needed land, 39
The rallroads had maintained that they had been performing
a dual function, by lmproving transportation whlle at the
same time clearing slums. By 1874, however, it had become
apparent to many observers that simple destruction of slum
dwellings was a poor solution, Housing had then to be pro-
vided for the slum dwellers, and this the railroads
declined to do.51 Cross, as Home Secretary, introduced

legislation in 1874 which made it mandatory for promoters of

SQH J. Dyos, "Rallways and Housing in Vietorian
London, " Journal of Transport History, II (1955-56),
11-21, 90-10 .

51"Demolitions for docks, railways, and new streets
added immeasurably to the slums that were spared, and
exacerbated a problem they were powerleas to solve,. Dyos,
"The Slums of Vietorian London," p. 38.
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privage bills dealing with railroad construction to provide
for the rehousing of the displaced tenanta.52 The proposal
was resisted by the spokesmen for the railroads but the
House of Commons supported Cross and his measure was made
part of the Standing Orders of the Houae.53

Cross had become acutely aware of the necesaity for
housing legislation during the session of 1874, not only
through parliamentary debates but through other means of
influence as well, Speeches, writings, personal interviews
and communications all brought Cross under steady pressure
to act in the fleld of housing reform, That uncertain
entity known as "public opinion" was being mobilized by the
slum reformers, and Cross was the target of their efforts,
It was hardly surprising, therefore, that the bill which
he introduced in February 1875 reflected to a great extent
the deaires and suggestions of people such as Octavia Hill,
Sydney Waterlow and the Peabody trustees,

There 1s ample evidence of a widespread publio
sentiment favorable to housing legislation existing even
before Cross's Artizans! Dwellings Bill had taken shape.

He was visited at the Home Office in April 1874 by a dis-
tinguished group seeking to convince him of the need for

523 Hansard, coxxi, 964 (30 July 1874). As Home
Secretary, Cross had earlier intervened and prevented the
Midlands Rallroad Company from pushing a new line through
a working class section of London. 3 Hansard, coxviii,
1985 (8 May 1874),

g 53Dyos, "Rellways and Housing in Vietorian London,"
p. 18,
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immediate government action to deal with the slums, It was
a2 jJoint deputation, representing the views of the Charity
Organisation Society, the Peabody Trust and several other
private philanthropic and reform groups, Included were

such people as Lord Shaftesbury, Thomas Hughes, Kay-
Shuttleworth, Sydney Waterlow and Earl Grey, persons of
assorted political and soclal hues but agreed on the neces-
8ity for housing legislation, The purpose of the deputa-
tion was simply stated: they asked Cross to introduce
legislation that would enable local authorities to deal

with housing conditions, for "the evil can only be adequately
dealt with by making it the duty of some public body . . ."54
They did not ask for massive state dbullding programs but
insisted upon the state's duty to remove obstacles 1n the
way of private and charitable groups., They were proposals
that fitted in well with Cross!s own conception of the role
of government and he replied in a friendly, if non-committal,
manner, Also in April 1874, the London Times had taken a
stand favoring legislation for clearing the slums and had
even expressed a willingness to accept a rise in taxation
for the purpose, "Any slight apparent loss to the Rates,"
noted the Times, "is sure to be more than counterbalanced

by the saving due to the reduction in sickness and orime,"22

The Times urged the Conservative government to accept the

541London Times, 20 April 1874,
55London Times, 8 April 1874,
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advice contained in the report of the Royal College of
Physicians, warning of the great threat to publiec health
posed by unhealthy dwellings. In a lengthy exchange of
letters over the following days, some readers of the Times
showed themselves willing to accept even publie housing,
bullt by the state, as a means to ease the problem of slums
in London.56

In June 1874, Ootavia Hill published an article
desoribing the slums of London and offering suggestions for
thelr 1mprovement.57 Miss Hill's writing quickly gained
public attention and stimulated a widespread discussion,
not only on the problem, but on the proposed solution. If
any doubts remained in Cross's mind in June 1874, the
article in MacMillan's Magazine must have dispelled them.
The extent of the problem desoribed by Miss Hill, the
intense anger which she manifested in her writing, and the
apparent workabillity of her 1ldeas, cowbined to stimulate
support for housing legislation and to make a firm ally out
of the Home Secretary.

In her article, Miss Hill called for swift govern-
ment intervention to help solve the 1lls of the slums and
insisted upon adequate powers of compulsion to enable the
local governments to work effectively. Her suggestion went

even further than compulsory sale, for Miss Hill advocated,

56London Times, 10-12 April 18T4.

5Toctavia H111, "The Homes of the London Poor," in
MacMillan's Magazine (June 1874), pp. 131-138,
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in addition, a scheme whereby the local authority could, as
a last resort, "itself undertake the task of rebuildins.”58
As proof of how enlightened local government ocould initiate
work on urban slums, Miss Hill desc¢ribed the program insti-
tuted in Glasgow. The Lord Provost of Glasgow had spoken
the year before to the Charity Organisation Society and
Miss Hill quoted approvingly from his address, The basis
of Glasgow!s success, in her mind, was compulsory purchase
of slum dwellings, to enable the private concerns to erect
decent housing. "The committee at once felt that here was
the desired solution," wrote Octavia Hill, and she urged
the English parliament to move in a similar direetion.59
The energetic social reformer had been stimulated enough by
the reports of Glasgow'!s success to visit the Scottish ocity
and, after belng shown the new housing for the poor, wrote:

I could not help feeling how proud and glad

these men must be to have achieved such

reforms; and the longlng rose strong in me

that some one, some day, in London might be

ggigrtgg:utoaggiggyto Eg:ya:::ssggethgoold

s ’
Although Miss Hill specified the prineiple of com-

pulsion as being essentlal in any housing program, she was
adamant in rejecting notions of outright charity. "Give

him /"the tenant_/ by all means as much as you can for his

581b1d., p. 134.

591b14., Miss H111l, along with Shaftesbury and
Waterlow, sat as a member of the Charity Organisation
Society Committee on Housing.

603111, "Homes of the London Poor," p. 135,
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money,"” she wrote, "but do not house him by charity, or you
will house few but him, and discourage instead of stimulating
others to buiid for the poor."61 The proper method, Miss
H1ll advised, was to open the way for private enterprise, and
she was confldent that the challenge would be met, She
forecast:

As soon as the ground was cleared--perhaps even

before 1t was cleared--companies and private

builders would see their way to a profitable

. undertaking, and as at Glasgow . . . would soon

bulldings of the kind required.62 et ¥
There were other considerations in eliminating slums as
Octavia Hill was quick to recognize, and Cross himself had
to struggle with them in the formulation of his measure in
1875. Slums, observed Octavia Hill, were often surrounded
by healthy puildings and in order to remove the slum, the
proper housing might have to be destroyed as well, There
was 1in addition the question of rehousing sites, for the
working people needed adequate transportation, If the new
dwellings were constructed in the suburbs, as in Q(Glasgow,
the working man might face great difficulties 1n‘reaoh1ng

his employment.63 In short, 1t was a comprehensive approach

61mp1d., p. 138.

62Ibid., p. 137. Miss H1ll considered charitable
and philanthroplic building socleties as part of the private
sector and thus did not exclude them from constructing
dwe%l%ngs, sc long as they charged fair rents and made falr
profits,

63Ibid., pp. 137-138, The construction of regular
trains for working class people later in the nineteenth
century partially solved this problem and enabled new
housing to be erected far from central London.
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to the problem of slums and slum dwellers, not one based
purely on destroying old housing. When Cross presented his
measure to Parliament, he demonstrated that he had studied
Miss Hill's argument and had adopted significant portions
of her scheme,

Although Octavia Hill's article appeared during the
session of 1874, too late to have any conorete legislative
results, Cross proved that he had been influenced by it.

The Home Secretary, however, took a cautious approach to
housing legislation. While public sentiment was obviously
in favor of some housing reform, Cross wished to assure
himself of sufficient parliamentary support. So as to draw
up the most practical legislation, Cross undertook a
personal tour of inspection during the summer and early fall
of 1874, He travelled to Manchester, Liverpool, Edinburgh
and Glasgow for the express purpose of gathering information
pertaining to his contemplated housing 1egislation.6u He
was especlally interested in Glasgow, after reading of
Miss H1ill's impressions, and wished to verify first hand
that the method employed in that c¢ity could be applled to
other urbaﬁ centers, These visits were productive for
Cross, not only in providing a personal insight into the
workings of slum clearance projects, but in furnishing an

ample supply of statistics, observations and precedents

6l14verpool Mail, 20 Pebruary 1875; also London
Times, 9 February 1875. Cross made no mention of this trip

Tn his Political History.
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with which the Home Seoretary ocould confront his opponents
in 1875.65 His long Journey attested to Crosst!s personal
commitment to housing legislatlion, as did the ¢6lose atten-
tion that he paid to even the smallest detail connected
with the fortheoming legislation., By the time Parliament
reassembled in February 1875, Cross had acquired a sizeable
amount of material related to housing, slum conditions and
working class life, He could speak about slum dwellings
in Liverpool, housing schemes in Edinburgh, and the rise of
local rates in Glasgow, with an authority matched by a very
few of his colleagues in the House of Commons,

The actual drafting of his bill was under way by
September 1874, Originally titled the "Working Class
Dwellings Bill," during the debates it acquired the permanent
title "The Artizans' and lLabourers' Dwelling Bill of 1875, "66
As the autumn cabinets of 1874 drew close, Disraeli began to
8olicit proposals from his wminilsters in preparation for the
Queen's Speech, Disraell assumed that a housing bill was
under consideration when he wrote Salisbury in October 1874,
"Is there any question connected with home affairs that
occurs to you, whiech has not been touched upon 1ln our

councils, I believe that Mr, Seey. X / Cross_/ is working

653 Hansard, ocexxii, 1054106 (3 Pebruary 1875).

66mhe change 1s significant and is discussed below,
pp. 202-204,
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at a Dwellings Bill, , . ."67 Salisbury was wary of exces-
sive government intervention into housing, but accepted the
need for legislation dealing with the slums, with the quali-
fication that if compulsory sale was required, that power
should be in the hands of the local government, not the

68 Northeote, Chancellor of

central authority in London,
the Exchequer, also expressed approval of a housing wmeasure
for the coming session, but warned against over-confidence.
He was concerned with the financial burdens that a slum
reform program would entall, He wrote to Disraell in
October 1874:

I am glad to hear that Cross is at work on a

Dwellings Billl; but I fancy he will find hils

task a hard one, It will lead us into problems

which I don't expect to see solved in a single

year--Still, the attempt should be wade and I

think 1t wlll be very useful if only in bringing

to light some of the unobserved difficulties

which exist, and perhggs in suggesting methods

of dealing with them,
Northeote was especlally anxlous about provisions in Cross's
measure which enabled the Treasury to lend money to local
governments for the purposes of housing iwmprovements. Such
8 lending scheme was not original, having been the central
feature of the Publie Works Loan Commiassion, oreated in

1863, What Northoote found troublesome was the provision

6Tpiaraell to Salisbury, 12 October 1874, in
Monypenny and Buckle, Disraell, Vol. II, p. 700.

687eyes, Salisbury, Vol. II, p. 2.

69Northoote to Disraeli, 14 October 1874,
Iddesleigh Papers, Add. MSS 50016 f. 255.
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that loans were to be made at a level below the current
interest rates, in order to encourage housing programs by
the local authorities.To Aside from his finanolal objec-
tions, however, Northeote was an advocate of Cross's plan
and supported his colleague.throughout the debates,.

By January 1875, plans for housing legislation were
well advanced, The Queen‘was informed of the proposed
measures for the coming session by Salisbury, who "spoke of
the Cabinet, of Mr. Disraell being quite well again, of the
different measures under discussion, of the new dwellings
for the poor ete. . . ."T! Cross discussed his bill before
the assembled ocabinet on 28 January 1875, setting forth a
comprehensive scheme for the eventual elimination of urban
slums and the creation of healthful and sufficient housing
for the working people of the cities.72 In his statement
to the cabinet, Cross emphasized the need for taking
immediate action against the mworal and physical dangers
represented by slum dwellings, and he supported his conten-
tions by reference to the reports and memoranda submitted
by the College of Physicians, the Charity Organisation
Soclety and, most importantly, by Dr. Henry Letheby. He
compared conditions in London with the rapidly improving

TONorthoote to Follett, 11 Mareh 1875, Iddesleigh
Papers, Add., MSS 50052, f. 105-106,

71Queen Victoria's Journals, Vol, II, p. 369.

T2Memorandum on the Artizans!? Dwelling Improvement
Bil11, PRO 30/6/72, see n. 40,
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situation in Glasgow, holding up the program in that oity
as a model for the nation.73 The bill as presented to the
cabinet in January 1875 was an advance over existing legis-
lation, even though it hewed closely to acoepted standards
of economy and administration, It permitted the local
government to move decisively, 1f it so chose, against the
evils of slum housing and permitted such governments to aid
in the construction of suitabie dwellings for the poor.
Cross limited his scheme entirely to urban centers, not
touching upon the question of rural housing, and did not
involve the national government directly in the bullding of
new housing. On both ecounts he avolded any serious dis-
agreement within the ocabinet, and his plan was accepted
with llttle trouble.

The first government measure to be introduced in
the session of 1875 was Cross!s Artizans' Dwelling Bill,
The measure provided a means whereby local authorities would
be glven sufflcient power to remove and rebulld slum hous-
ing. The first step would be inspection by the loecal
health officer, who would certify to the authorities that
the housing under question was a danger to publle health.
The municipal government could then draw up & rebuilding
scheme, taking care that displaced slum dwellers were

properly rehoused, and then submit their propcsals to

T31p1a,
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either the Home Office or the Local Government Board.7u If
approved, the local slum rebuilding program would begin.
Loans would be granted, at reduced interest rates, to
enable the local government to purchase the slum dwellings
and destroy them. Once the land had been c¢cleared, private
bullders or charitable bullding soccietlies would be invited
to construct new housing. These private groups might
either buy the land from the local government, or lease 1t
on a long-term basias, Expenditures by the loeal govern-
ments, and repayment of the loans, would be supported by
local rates, Sale of slum housing to the local government
for clearance would be, if necessary, by compulsion, The
forced sale of private property was a sensitive issue for
Cross, hls party and for the publie, and as such was to be
permitted oniy in limited and carefully regulated instances,
Indeed, the legal encumbrancea to compulsory sale were 80
formidable that in later years Parliament was compelled to
remove most of them in the interests of efficlent operation.
Cross!s Bill, in short, was a permissive measure which
depended for its success upon the willingness and energy of
the local governments., It did not directly inJject central
planning into the building of urban housing, nor did 1t
establish a system of publiely bullt working class
dwellings, Yet, despite its moderation, the Artizans'?!

7“The Home Office would be the responsible agency
for London, while the Local Government Board would deal
with all other cities and boroughs, 3 Hansard, ccxxii, 108
(8 February 1875), also Parliamentary Papers, Artizans!
B111, 1 (1875), p. 89.
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Dwelling Act of 1875 signalled an important change in
policy and marked a new direction for British housing
legislation,
The differences between Cross's Act of 1875 and the

earlier Torrens Act of 1868 were substantial, In 1882, a
Royal Commission on Housing commented upon the distinetion
between the Aots of 1875 and 1868, Compared to Torrens 's
Act, the Commission noted:

The Acts of 1875-79 proceed upon a different

principle. They contemplate dealing with

whole areas , . . the local authority, armed

with compulsory powers, at once enters as a

purchaser, and on completion of the purchase

prooceeds forthwith to a scheme of recon-

struetion, 75
The Commission rightly polnted out the ocrucial distinection:
Torrens in 1868 contemplated repair and rebuilding of a
gingle unhealthy dwelling; Cross in 1875 was concerned with
slum nelghborhoods, encompassing dozens and even hundreds
of substandard houses, More than a difference in size was
involved, for Cross!s measure recognized that poor housing
could not be oonsidered in isolation, It was insufficient,
8o he believed, to tear down one nolsome hablitation whlle
the surrounding poverty and dlsease remained untouched,
The largely unsuccessful attempts to deal with slums prior
to 1875, and the achievements of Glasgow, had 1illustrated

the point that slums were the result of complex conditions,

-

75Report From the Select Comwittee on Artizans! and
Labourers! Dwellings, Parliamentary Papers, Vol, VII (1882),
pp. 252-253,
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centering not only upon the physical condition of the
housing but related as well to employment, transportation
and educaticn, The piecemeal approach of the past, typified
by Torrens?s Act of 1868, no longer sufficed,

The Cross legislation of 1875 went beyond the
Torrens Aot of 1868 in establishing the responsibility,
although limited at first, of the local government in the
reform of housing. The earlier Act had depended solely for
its success upon the individual property owner, who had
voluntarily to ask for governmental ald in the repair of
his housing property. In 1875, a great deal of the volun-
tary aspect was removed and individual owners were not
consulted in preparing redevelopment programs, It is true
that the local governments were under no compulsion, for
Cross relied upon the willingness of local authorities to
accept the need for slum reform, plan a program and then
seek government aid in the form of loans, It was still a
voluntary measure, but voluntary on the part of local

76 Once the medical officers

authorities, not individuals,
had declared the housing a public danger, the local town
councils might decide against any rebullding program;
there was no compulsory power on the part of the Home
Office or the Local Government Board to ensure action by
the local groups. Yet, more clearly than in prior years,

the loocal municipal government was faced with responsibility

T64alpole, Modern England, Vol. III, p. 316.
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regarding housing. In addition, the central government was
delegﬁted additional responsibility towards urban dwellings.
By approving or condemning local slum programs, and by
granting loans to municipal governments, the authorities in
London and Parliament as a whole, had to assume a sertain
responsibility towards the results of the Artizans?®! Dwelling
Act. Cross?!s measure engaged, in a more meaningful way, the
governments on both a national and a local level in an
attempt to alleviate the oondition; which all observers
agreed were deplorable and becoming worse,

Crosa rose to introduce his housing measure on
February 8, three days after the Queent!s Speech officially
opened Parliament. The Artizans' Dwelling Bill had been
prominently wmentioned in that Speech, and had been well
received by members of both partiea.77 Alexander Whitelaw,
a8 Glasgow Conservative, had especially warm words for the
Dwelling Bill, calling it "a work of the highest importance
to the nation, and consequently one on which Parliament
might most profitably employ its time."7® Lord Hartington,
Liberal party leader, expressed some criticisms of other
proposed leglslation, but left no doubt that he favored the
Artizans?! Bill and hoped it would follow the lines set out
by the useful proJjects in Glasgow and Edinburgh;?g Thus,

when Cross addressed the House of Commons regarding his

773 Hansard, coxxii, 6 (5 Pebruary 1875).
TBM'J p' 520 791b1do’ pp. 61-62.
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bill, he could be confident of receiving a fair, if not
favorable, hearing.
In his introductory remarks, Cross sought to reassure

his colleagues concerning the objects of his legislation.
He believed, Cross sald,

that it is not the duty of the Government to

provide any class of citlizens with any of the

necessities of life, and among the necessities

of 1life we must include that which 1s one of

the chief necessities--good and habltable

dwellings. That is not the duty of the state

because if 1t 4id so, 1t would inevitably tend

to make that class depend not on themselves,

but upon what was done for them elsewhere, and

it would not be possible to teach a worse

lesson than this ., , . that "if you do not

take care of gouraelves, the State wlll take

care of you, "0
Cross thus explieitly denied that he proposed instituting a
system of free housing for the poor or of injeoting the
state into the business of ceconstructing homes for any claas
of ocitizens., In fact, Cross insisted, the proposed legis-
lation would not even provide housing at rents lower than
the prevailing market price.Cl He had stated, in blunt
terms, the widely held attitude regarding state intervention
and had restated the view that self-help and free enterprise
were the desired solutions to the 1l1ls of society. On this
point he was in agreement with the proponents of lalssez-
faire economlcs, men such as Henry Fawcett and Robert Lowe,

who argued that pure charity was debllitating to the

803 Hansard, coxxii, 100 (8 February 1875).
8l1p1a., pp. 100-101.
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individual and dangerous to the soclety.

Yet Cross went beyond simple laisses-faire theories
and declared that another factor had been too often ignored,
that being the matter of health and sanitation. "There is
another point of view from which we may look," Cross said,
"and another ground upon which we may proceed."82 It seems
clear that Cross, despite his outward acceptance of laissez-
faire doctrines, had come to understand the need for
governmental action in housing but that he needed an
approach by which he could ecircumvent existing theories of
political economy. He found the means in sanitation. "“No
one will doubt the propriety and right of the state,"”
asserted Cross, "to interfere in matters relating to
sanitary laws, Looking at this question as a matter of
sanitary reform, there is much to be done by the Legisla-
ture."83 Conceding the field to the opponents of social
legislation, Cross had turned the flank and had discovered
another reason to propose a plan for state intervention in
housing of the poor, Health, as Disraell had noted in
1872, was the concern of all and as such, a proper field
for state activity. Cross adhered to the same arguwent,
insisting that by improving the housing of the poor, the
state would be bestowing benefits upon all classes, It was
not his purpose, Cross said:

to enable the working classes to have houses

provided for them, but to take them out of
the miserable ocondition which they now find

B21p14, 831114,



themselves--namely, that, even if they want
to have decent homes, they cannot get them.eu

Recounting the horrors of slum life, Croas asserted that
the excesaive death rates to be found in all large towns
and cities were a direct result of the substandard housing
in which so many poor had to live. "If by our legislation,"
Cross said, "and without any inroads upon the =sound prin.-
ciples of political economy, we can prevent such a waste of
life . . . it 1is our duty to interfere and see whether we
cannot do something to arrest this waste."85
By basing his proposal on sanitation, Cross was
following a well-trodden path taken by sanitary reformers
for many years, It was essentially a plea for good health
and not for soclal readjustment. People such as Cross,
Shaftesbury, Chadwick and Simon did not seek to reform the
soclal strueture of British soclety; they did not envision
significant changes in modes of behavior or in class rela-~
tionships, What they sought was a healthier nation, a
nation wherein children of all economic levels survived to
adulthood and in which the great mass of the population
could lead lives of moderate comfort and health, The
sanitary idea had a long history in British life, extending

to the earliest daya of the nineteenth c¢entury when men

B41p14a.

853 Hansard, ccxxil, 101 (8 Pebruary 1875), The
death rate, o0ited by Crose in his speech, was 22.5 per 1000
for the country as a whole; in London 1t was 24.5; in
Manchester 30.0; and in Liverpool 38,0,
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found that questions of hyglene concerned every member of
soclety, not only the poor.86 Local governments had begun
to lmplement sanitary reforms even in the eighteenth
century, so that by Cross?!s day, a great body of legislation
and custom had been created to deal with sanitation ﬁnd
health.87
In an age as economically oriented as was nineteenth

century Britain, it was perhaps inevitable that sanitation
would become a funetion of economics. In the 1840%'s, a
medical Jjournal observed:

One broad principle may be safely enunciated

in respect of sanitary economies--that it

costs more money to oreate disease than to

prevent 1t; and there is not a single struc-

tural arrangement chargeable with the pro=-

duction of diaeagg which 1s not also 1n itself

an extravagance, '
Cross made the point several times during the debates over
his bill, that sanitary neglect was not only dangerous to
the health but wasteful as well, "We have to consider what
a waste of human 1ife this 1s," Cross told his colleagues,
"and ask ourselves whether we oan give the children of the

working classes an equal chance of growing up to healthy

86psa Briggs, "The Sanitary Idea," New Society,
Vol, XI (February 15, 1968), pp. 229-231,

87B. Keith Lucas, "Some Influences Affecting the
Development of Sanitary Legislation in Englend,”

Economic History Review, Vol., VI (1953-54), second series,
pPp. 290-295,

BBBritish and Foreign Medico-Chirugical Review
quoted in ASa Briggs, Victorian Cities (New York, 1955},

p. 20,
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manhood and uomanhood.“89 Cross insisted that his housing
program would be far more economical and practical than
allowing slums to exist. It was an argument that found
favor among the sensible men who sat in the House of
Commons. Good housing was simply better business than poor
housing; the initial expenditures would be more than repaid
over the ensuing years.

Cross was proposing not charity, not radical
schemes of social upheaval, not visionary programs or
utopias, but a well-planned design for improving the health
and wealth of the nation. "The only practical way of deal-
ing with them is to pull them down," Cross said of the
disease-filled dwellings that some of the poor 1nhabited.9°
He was willing to extend his powers so that the Artizans!?
Dwelling Aot would operate well: in a later communication
to the Metropolitan Board of Works, Croes asserted:

Neighboring lands even though covered with

good wholesome houses may be taken and

cleared as land necessary for making the

scheme efficient for sanitary purposes, 91
The principle of sanltary reform carried broad implications.
It might introduce novel methods of state intervention, and

its natural logic wmight result in activities far beyond

those contemplated by the framers of the reform measure,

893 Hansard, coxx1i, 6 (5 February 1875).
90rv14., p. 103.

914ome Office to Clerk of the Metropolitan Board of
Works, 20 May 1876, Home Office Papers, HO 43/124,
pp. 309-311,

’



1684

But Cross steadily denied any intention of enacting anything
but a purely sanitary act. He d4id not, Crosa insisted:

wish this Bill to be dealt with as one passed

for the purpose of beautifying towns, It was

simply a Bill for improving the wretched and

unhealthy rookeries which were to be found in

towns, for rebuilding them in such a form as

would be least expensive to the ratepayers,

and, above all, for providing proper aoggmmoda-

tion for the people who were displaced.
Again and again, Cross reasserted his belief that the hill
was limited in its application and intention. Whille some
members of the House of Commons ralsed questions about the
true intentions of the measure, the relatively easy passage
of the blll atteated both to Cross's success in convineing
his colleagues and to the unspoken agreement in the country
that the government should act to lmprove the conditions of
the people.

Cross summarized his presentation of the Artizans!
Dwelling Bill by an appeal to the moral sense of his
listeners. Admitting that reformatlon of the urban slums
would be a great undertaking and even a costly one, Cross
nevertheless asked for a beginning:

I ask you /Cross said_/ on these dens of
wretchedness and wmisery to cast one ray of
hope and happiness . . . and on these courts
and alleys where all is dark wilth a darkness
which not only way be, but is felt--a darkness
of mind, body, and soul--I ask you to assist

in carrying out one of God'!s best and earliest
laws-~"Let there be 1light."93

923 Hansard, coxxiii, 114-115 (19 Mevoh 1875).
933 Hansard, cexxii, 111 (8 February 1875).
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The statement typified much of the earlier opinion in favor
of housing legislation and certainly represented an impor-
tant aspect of Cross!s own viewpolnt. The obvious moral
injustice of permitting thousands of fellow countrymen to
live in intolerable conditions struck a responsive note in
Cross, as it did in so many of his contemporaries.

The brief discussion 1n the House of Commons which
followed introduction of the bill was largely favorable,
although 1t could not be taken as significant at that early
stage. Kay-Shuttleworth and Sydney Waterlow, not sur-
prisingly, offered lmmedlate support of Cross!s legislation
although each ralsed questions about speecific sections of
it. Kay=-Shuttleworth was concerned about the role of the
medical officers in Cross's scheme, fearing that they would
be too often under the control of the very local authorities
they were expected to advise.gu Waterlow expressed similar
doubts as did Samuel Waddy, a Liberal who offered his
opinion that local governments would be more concerned with
rates than with slum houaing.95 Cross responded in general
terms to these objections, assuring the House of Commons
that medical officers were capable of acting lndependently
in submitting their reports. He went on to state that,

under his measure, the London mwetropolitan region would be

943 Hansard, coxxii, 111-112 (8 February 1875).
Kay-Shuttleworth proposed that the medical reports be given
at once either to the Home Offlice or to the Local Govern-
ment Board,

&
951p1d.
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governed by a special code as befitted its size and unique
problems, Cross assured his colleagues that the building

socleties and private concerns who would erect the new

dwellings would be carefully regulated and that fears
regarding excessive profits or corruption were ground-
1035.96

Several Members expressed the hope that Cross would
bring his Artizans! Dwelling Bill back to the House of
Commons guickly for the second reading. The generally
approving tone of the House of Commons on February 8th,
while hardly unusual on a government'!s introduction of a
plece of major legislation, had indlicated to Croas that he
had ample support among his colleagues and he therefore
made haste to schedule the second reading. On February 15th,
only one week after introducing 1t, Cross brought in his
housing legislation for the second stage.

The second reading of the bill gave opponents their
first opportunity to make their points., Such disagreement
that existed was not on a party basis and, in fact, was
'never substantial encugh to endanger the weasure at any
point. The flrst speaker during the second reading was a
Liberal, James Stansfeld., Head of the Local Government
Board in Gladstone's ministry and with a reputation as a
"radical," Stansfeld launched a discussion of the Bill's

961b1d., pp. 112-114,
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gefects, although maintaining his support for housing
reform of some nature.97 Stansfeld was primarily con-
cerned with the principle of compensation, fearing that
unscrupﬁldus slum owners might actually profit frow over-
generous payments for thelr property. Sydney Waterlow,
whose words carried great weight during these debates,
rose to question the motivating force behind the Artizans!
Dwelling Bill, It was, Waterlow said, "to too great an
extent a Permissive Bill," and warned asgainst placing
excessive faith in the enforcement powers of the local
governments.g8 Waterlow?!s eriticisms were designed to
strengthen the measure, to remove any vagueness and
uncertainty from the legislation as presented by Cross,
These opening remarks on the second reading of the Bill
set the tone of the discussions that followed., The
criticisms of the Blll were almost invariably friendly,
presented with a view toward lmproving the prasticality or
efficiency of thq measure,

The debates in the House of Commons continued until
April 30th and centered about four major issues. The areas
of concern were: first, the matter of compulsory sale;
second, the application of the measure to rural slums as

well as urban; third, the intended beneficiaries of the

973 Hansard, coxxii, 337-340 (15 February 1875),

981b1d., p. 340. Waterlow expressed great satis-
faction at the provisions of the Bill which enabled loecal
governments to borrow for rebullding purposes,
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measure; finally, and most fundamental, was the matter of
principle raised by Henry Fawcett dealing with political
economy and the role of the state in socldal reform, The
exlstence of these questions should not, however, suggest
that opposition was serious or that the measure was in
danger, The issue was never in doubt. Cross was firmly in
control of his Bill throughout and it would be miataken to
view the passage of the Artizana! Dwelling Act as the result
of a bitter struggle. The debates in the House did, however,
touch upon important matters and raised questions whose
relevance extended beyond the particular Bill under dis-
cussion,

Serious debate on the principle of the Bill was
initiated during the second reading by Walter James, a
Liberal sitting for Gateshead, Although the chief defender
of economic orthodoxy, and the Bill's leading opponent, was
Henry Fawcett, the fundamental problem of the government's
role in reform was first raised by James. This Bill, he
insisted on February 15th, violated the laws of economics
and would therefore lead to unhappy results. He informed
the House that:

he had faith in commercial principles, and
could not help thinking that Interferences
with the laws of supply and demand might lead
to results the very opposite to those which
thelr promoters supposed. . . .
James questioned the assertion, as put forward by Cross,

that the Bill was a sanitary measure and was not intended

to provide living quarters for any c¢lass in the nation,
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.St1ll, James noted, the Blll contemplated the clearing of
certain slums and the construction of new housing. "Ought
not the erection of houses for this purpose / sanitation /
to proceed solely on commercial grounds?” he asked.gg James
feared that the Artizans' Dwelling Bill endangered the
traditional freedoms of the oitiien because the measure
permitted, indeed encouraged, the compulsory sale of private
property. He rebuked the Conservative party for initiating
such legislation, confessing "to a feeling of surprise that
a Conservative government ., . . should have put forward
this measure under rather exceptional circumstances, as
hitherto it had generally been left to individual enterprise
to provide accommodation in the matter of dwellings, "100
It was the Conservatives, noted James, who had campaigned
against excesslive leglislation and yet were now proposing a
massive increase in state power,

Henry Fawcett, whom Cross regarded as _his "ehief
opponent, " delivered the major critical address on
March 18th., This celebrated figure in the House of Commons
representing Brighton, stood forthrightly during his nearly
two decades in Parliament against state intervention in any

form., He had opposed tampering with the relationship
between labourer and employer, he had fought the policy of

991b1d., p. 362.

1001p14,, pp. 361-362. James believed that legisla-
tion was unnecessary, as the existing bullding socleties
were satisfying the need for more housing.
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compulsory education for children, and he emerged as a
leading oritic of any attempts to legalize the position of
Trade Unions., A foreeful speaker and a man of deep intelll-
gence, Fawcett rose to cabinet rank in 1884, He was
throughout his carser the spokeaman for free trade and
laissez-faire attitudea.lol
Fawcett’s opposition to the Artizana'! Dwelling Bill

centered upon his bellef that it was a plece of class
legislation and the denial that any single class in the
nation had special claims to governmental assistance. He
believed, Fawocett declared:

that differentiating a class and singling it

out for specilal favour was a course that was

fraught with the utmost peril, as it would

encourage among persons of that class the ldea

that their interests were more worthy of the

attention of Parliament than were the concerns

and welfare of any other seotion of the com-

wmunity .l
Admlitting that the slums of London were a distressing sight
and needed to be eliminated, Fawcett maintained that the
most satisfactory way to achleve that end was to apply the
principle of free enterprise, Charity and government
pampering would not only fall to solve the problem; it
would 1n the process erode the gqualitles of self-reliance
and lndependence in the people affected. Further, asked

Fawcett, what right had the artizan to ask fof special

10lpeg11e Stephen, Life of Henry Pawcett (London,
1885), pp. 13"‘-181-

1023 yansard, cexxiii, 122 (19 Marsh 1875).
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treatment from Parliament, a body whose historic role was
to represent all classes of the nation? In a later addresa,
Fawcett wondered if it would not make equal sense for
Parliament to construct housing for bankers, clergymen or
dukes? He even introduced an amendment, almost certainly
in order to weaken the Blll, which would have applled the

housing legislation to "those who earn wages," making 1t
possible for miliions of middle-class people to be eligible
for aid.lo3 The amendment was easlly defeated but Fawcett
had nevertheless raised important issues, which Cross felt
compelled to answer at length.

His answers reveal much of Cross's own philosophy
regarding state assistance. 1In reply to one of Fawcett's
amendments, which would have removed from the local authoril-
ties the obligation to rehouse dlsplaced tenants on the
original site, Cross clearly stated his obJectlions. He
sald that the question of compulsion

was the sole i1smsue between himself and the

Hon. Memwber / Fawcett 7/, but it was a grave

one, and was one which all the people of the

country had the deepest interest, The Hon.

Member wished to leave the accommodation of

those who were turned out of thelr dwellings

to be met by the law of supply %ﬂd demand, and

by those of political economy,?l
In & rare outburst of anger, Croes in effect accused Fawcett
of being callous towards the well-beihg of the labouring

population. By allowing Fawcett'!s opinion to prevail,

1033 Hansard, coxxiii, 122 (19 March 1875).
1043 gansard, ccxxiii, 754-755 (12 April 1875).
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Cross warned, the persons who had lost their dwellings
would be cast out into the market place, with no assurances
of future security. The Government, Cross proclaimed,

wanted to take care that in clearing out the

rookeries for the benefit of the whole com-

munity the persons driven from these rookeries

should not be damaged by 1t.l05
Past experience had demonstrated, Cross said, that when
slums were uprooted, it was the working people living in
those slums who had suffered most, belng forced into already
crowded areas and thereby creating new slums., His Bill
would specifically prevent such wholesale dispersion of the
population, and while not providing free homes for any
group, would ensure the proper aettlemeﬁt of the people
involved, If a limited amount of compulsion and state
interference was required to achieve these beneflicial goals,
then Cross declared himself ready to accept it.lo6

Fawcett levelled other charges against Cross and

his Bill, including one that it was financially unsound and
would result in the bankruptey of many local government.s.lo7
Cross denled any suggestion of ignoring the flnancial
burdens that the Bill might impose, saying "nothing could

be further from his desire than to allow local authorities

105114, Fawcett interrupted the Home Secretary's
speech at several points, objecting to the charge of
callousness and lack of pity.

1061p1d,, pp. 755-756.

1073 Hanaérd, coxxiii, 41-42 (18 March 1875).
Fawcett seriously doubted whether the local governments
could earn back the money spent on housing.,
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to enter unrestrictedly into large-scale bullding opera-
tions."10® Another time, Fawoett suggested that local
governments be prohibited from selling the land but be
allowed only to lease 1t for 99 years, Selling the cleared
land, especially when the sale was forced, as had been
suggested when no private bullder would buy at the original
price, would be economically unwise according to Fawcett
8ince the lccal authorities mlight have to dispose of the
property at "a ruinously low price." %? The Home Secretary
Quickly pointed 6ut the impossibility of iwposing restric-
tions upon local governmenté, since

One of the main obJjects of the Blll was to

place in the hands of the great corporations

of the oountry, power which they did not now

Qesirous of exeroising. 130 - ovv And were
Further, said Cross, to interfere with the operations of
local governments would c¢reate unnecessary difficulties and
would seriously hinder the effectiveness of his legislation.
Kay-Shuttleworth, obviously speaking for the bullding
societles, argued that free sale was absolutely essential
to the continued operation of these groups and that

Fawcett'!s proposal would almost eliminate the Peabody Trust

1083 Hansard, coxxiil, 736 (12 April 1875). Cross
noted that the city of Glasgow had the power to bulld its
own housing, but rarely exerclsed it.

1091p1d4., p. 733. "Nothing at the present moment,"
said FawoetT, "was so serious connected with the finances .
of the country .as the extraordlnary rapldity with which the
local authorities were accumulating debt,”

1101b14., pp. 733-T34.
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and similar groups from consideration,

Almost all who spoke on the Artizans! Dwelling Bill
shared a common faith, that being a reluctance to 1ntrodﬁoe
anything but the most necessary amount of government inter-
vention. It was the same faith that informed Cross's
épproach to the legislation and he repeatedly announced his
belief in the efficacy of free enterprise and private
capital, properly guided, to solve the housing problem,
While he might plead necessity as cause for violating some
of the accepted rules of economic behavior, Cross nonethe-
less assured his colleagues of his devotion to those rules,
"The Government did not wish to place houses at the disposal
of the people turned out at a cheaper rate than they ought
to pay, they did not want to pauperize these people,"

Cross insisted.lll In the House of Lords, Earl Beauchawmp,
who spoke for the government during passage of the Bill
through the Upper House, emphaslized again the desire of the
government to adhere to normal economic practice, He
declared:

The Bill would not run counter to the

prinoiples of political economy, because

interference with the inexorable laws of

political economy must ultimately bring

about much wider misery than would be

temporarily caused by the existence of

those hard cases which produced bad law,112

Cross's housing legislation was not considered radiocal or

1113 Hansard, cexxiii, 754-755 (12 April 1875).
1123 Hapsard, coxxiv, 450-451 (11 May 1875).
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innovative by its sponsors and Oross found the critiocism of
devout laissez-faire partisans such as Henry Fawcett to he
misplaced and unjust,

Fawcett, however, was not entirely mistaken when he
attacked Cross's measure as being in violation of the
principle of free trade and conduclve to state interventlion.
What separated Cross, an avowed believer in lalssez-faire,
and Fawcett, that dootrine's defender, was a common-sense
approach to a serious socclial problem. The debates in the
House reveal that while Cross would publicly and often
assert his bellef in free enterprise, he was nevertheless
prepared to travel some distance towards state participation
in the interest of effilciency and practiocality., He set
limites on the degree of state intervention, as demonstrated
when he fought certain compulsory features that were intro-
duced, and he thereby marked his position off from the wmore
advanced reformers of his day. He cannot be considered a
collectiviat or a radical soclal reformer. Experience and
a sense of moral obligation to the poor led Cross, often
despite his political and economic convictlions, to advocate
measures that differed from Fawcett!s notion of the role of
the state. He saw the need to abolish the alums and to
provide livable quarters for the working man, and a prag-
matic, business-like approach to this soclal problem turned
him increasingly toward a solution that involved substantial
government participation in housing reform.

Cross was far, however, from accepting the state's
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role in all phases of the citizen's life and ateadilly
worked, during the debatea, to keep state intervention to
the inescapable minimum. This effort to define boundaries
may be seen in the dispute over the Bill's title, which was
more precisely drafted during the debates, The issue was
raised early in the second reading by Samuel Waddy, a
Liberal, who asked if Cross's wmeasure was directed at those
who truly needed assistance., "So far as it went," said
Waddy, "it was an admirable Bill; but they must take care
that they were addressing themselves to the necessity which
really existed, 113 Waddy described the Bill as being one
which met the needs of a small segment of the working popu-
lation, the relatively well-paid, while the poorest in the
group were passed over, What about those slum dwellers, he
inquired, who could not pay for the handsome new housing
contemplated by the Home Secretary?

Of what use was 1t to tell the poor people

who were evioted that they should have a

handsomer lodging, if they paid more than

they ocould afford to pay? . . . In some

ﬁggggnglgne remedy might be worse than the
Charles Dilke, the Radical member for Chelsea, spoke in a
similar velin and proposed that the Bill's title be changed
to include "labourers” as well as artizans.'!3 Several

other well-known friends of the working man, including

1133 Hansard, coxxii, 345 (15 February 1875).
141p14,, p. 347.
1153 Hansard, coxxii, 48-49 (18 March 1875).
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Mundella and Kay-Shuttleworth, proposed simllar changes in
the Bill's title so as to-ensure coverage for all who might
be affected and, in effect, to broaden the applioation of
the measure.lle Cross resisted these efforts and spoke
against such wholesale government aid to a large portion of
the population, but he was forced to admit the addition of
the word "labourers'” to the title.ll7

This discussion concerning the Bill'!s title was
significant, for it led Cross to clarify his concept of the
-working man and revealed among the Members a divergence of
opinion regarding the goals of such sanitary reform. On
March 19, William E. Forater, creator cof the Education Act
of 1870 and a popular figure in the House of Commons,
suggested to Cross that he provide the House with a more
exact definition of the words "working class,” so that the
proposed housing billi would be more fully understood.118
Forster's appeal was supported by the recently elected
Alexander MacDonald of Stafford, a mining union leader and
a recognlized spokesman for the working wen. MaoDonald, who
played & relatively minor role in passing the measure,

called for the outright elimination of the words '"Working

1161p44., pp. 49-52.

117'1‘he Bill came to be known as the "Artizana'! and
Labourers! Dwelling Improvement Bill of 1875," although it
was always referred to as the Artizans' Dwelling Bill,

1183 Hansard, coxxiii, 128 (19 Mareh 1875).
Forster also requested more information regarding the
exist%ng housing plans and the work of the building
socletles,
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Class." Unless this phrase were deleted, he warned, it
would "lead to invidious distinetions, which would be well
understood outside the House."}l9 MacDonald was concerned
leat his followers, the unionized and more prosperous work-
ing men, consider the measure as one aimed at the very
lowest segmenta of soclety and neglectful of their rightful
claims. His scarcely concealed threat of unlon displeasure
was suffiocient to alarm the Conservative government, Cross
assured the House of Commons that local authorities would,
he was certain, have little difficulty in understanding the
intention of the legislation and that a formal definition
" of "working class' within the Bill would be a hindrance and
therefore unneceaéary.lao James Hogg, President of the
Metropolitan Board of Works, further assured his colleagues
that the Bill was sufficiently clear as to terms. His
organization in London, sald Hogg, would be fully capable -
of distinguishing working men from other classes and
expected no trouble in waking good use of the new Bill.121
The guestlion of application was ralsed once again
by a commanding personality in the House of Lords, the Earl
of Shaftesbury. Who, asked Shaftesbury, 1ls to be helped by
the Artizans! Dwelling Bill? He feared that the proposed
legislation would oreafe turmoll among the elements of

society who were least able to help themselves or begin

1191p44., p. 130. 1201b1d., pp. 130-131.

1217p14, Hogg informed the House of Commons that
he favored The Bill and expected to "make it pay."
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l1ife anew, He ploctured in vivid terms the unhappiness and
despair that a slum removal scheme would lnvoke among the
slum dwellers, Shaftesbury desoribed how:

When the moment arrives for the levelling of

the domiciles in which they reside, they are

like persons possessed--perplexity and dismay

of 'a town taken by assauls, 28 o e 84T
Shaftesbury's words could not be taken lightly, for he had
by 1875 assumed a position in public life as a man whose
knowledge and devotion to social and sanltary reform was
without equal, "I must repeat," said Shaftesbury, "that
unless we reconstruct dwellings adapted to their meéne,
great injury will be inflieted on those people who are dis-
placed,"23 He pointed out that the overwhelming majority
of those removed by slum clearance projects woulq be the
poorest classes, not the "artizans" spoken of by the Bill,
Experience gained in various London rehousing schemes and
by the work of the bullding trusts had revealed, Shaftesbury
informed the Peers, that the slum inhabitants so easily
eJected had rarely been properly housed again and that
their disperaion simply added to slum conditions in other
areas. Unless clean and financlally avallable housing was

provided for the poorest workers, the Artizans?! Dwelling

1223 Hansard, coxxiv, U454 (11 May 1875).

31231p1d., p. 457. Shaftesbury understood that much
of the work of the poor was dependent upon the cooperation
and proximity of neighbors and that violent dispersion
would destroy the esconomic life of the slum dwellers.
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Bill would ocreate as wmany slums as it oleared.lau The new
legislation was necessary and he supported it, Shaftesbury
noted, but 1t must be applied with caution and with due
regard for the human conditions involved. "I cannot but
thiﬁk that the Government are over sanguine in their fore-
cast of what will be effected by the Bill," he warned,l25
Cross was willing to compromise on the title of his
legislation, but he was soon faced with a far more significant
challenge, one which might have extended the housing reforms
Into rural districts. As early as thg second reading on
February 15th, Cross had resisted efforts to have the blll
made applicable to rural housing as well as urban. "He
must again implore the House," Cross said, "not to seek
with however good an intention, to extend it to places and
classes of property to which it had not been lntended to
apply."126 Cross had no wish to foment opposition to his
Bill through a hasty attempt to correct rural as well as
urban abuses, As the debate over the Artizans'! Blll passed
through the Committee stage, another attempt was made to
extend the measure into rural areas, Insisting that it was
1llogical to 1imit coverage of the Bill to towns of 25,000

population or wmore, & small but vocal group from both

lauIbid ., Pp. 457-458; the dangers of unplanned
slum clearance | programs are disouased by Dyos, "Railways
and Housing in Victorian London," pp. 7~11,

1251p14., p. 454.

1264 Hansard, coxxii, 387 (15 February 1875).
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parties made a vigorous attempt to change the Bill on
March 18th. The proposal would have made villages of
10,000 population eligible under the Bill and would have
permitted a sizeable proportion of rural dwelleng to come
under its provisions. Cross ilmmediately made clear his
opposition to the extension of the Bill and informed the
House that he would deal at a later date with the problems
of rural housing. He stated:

It was the intention of the government to

apply a different remedy to towns with a

population of 10,000 which he hoped would

have considerable effect in reducing the

evils which he quite admitted existed in

such places,li2
Pointing out that the Torrens Act of 1868 enabled small
towns of 10,000 or less to introduce slum clearance measures,
Cross suggested that extending the coverage of the present
Bill was unnecessary. In fact, few of the smaller towns
had ever made use of existing legislation; and there was
little reason to believe that such towns would benefilt
under his Bill. The proposed amendments were defeated on
March 18th, demonstrating that the conditions existing in
rural areas had not yet become a matter of ursency-within
the Conservative government.128
The important question of compulsion was not ralsed

until March 19th, as the Artizans! Dwelling Bill was

1273 Hanpsard, coxxiii, 53 (18 March 1875),

1281h4d., p. 58. Cross pointed out that the
smaller towns were free to utilize existing legislation,
especially Torrens! Act of 1868, but that few had ever done
80,
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debated by the Committee of the Whole House. One day
earlier, the London Times had commented upon the matter and
had viewed the Artizans'! Dwelling Bill as a plece of
voluntary legislation whose purpose would be to free loocal
governments from unnecessary restrictions. "It was an
enabling, not a compelling Bill, and it throws the ultimate
solution of the problem where alone it can be safely left,
on the free action of the public of all olasses."129
Kay-Shuttleworth agreed with the Times that the
Artizans! Dwelling Bill was enabling legislation, but he
considered the enabling approach to be incorrect undér the
circumstances, How, asked the experienced housing reformwer,
would the government ensure the carrying out of the pro-~
vislons of the Bill, in those ocases where local governments
flatly refused to assume the expenses of slum programs?13°
Kay~Shuttleworth especially mistrusted the provisions of
the bill which permitted local authorities to consider, to
debate and to delay almost indefinitely if they so desired.
Hls proposal was to make acceptance of the medical officer's
report mandatory upon the local government, after a reason-
able walting perliod and after certification of the need
for improved housing. If local governments were allowed to

debate, warned Kay-Shuttleworth, "there would be serious

1291.0ndon Times, 18 March 1875,
1303 Hansard, ooxxiii, 113-116 (19 March 1875).
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risk that no resolution would ever pass."131

For a variety of reasons, some political and some
philosophical, Cross resisted any such attempt to make his
Bill purely compulsory and he repeatedly denied any inten-
tion of forecing housing iwprovements upon the local authori-
tles, Cross argued that it would be highly improper, and
patently foolish, for the central government to insist upon
unwilling acoceptance of the medleal officer's proposals
without first conasidering the state of the local government.
"He was," Cross said, "disinclined to compel the law to be
carried out irrespective of any Jjudgement as to
resources."132 Cross took & more optimistic view of local
government and felt that outright compulsion would prove
unnecessary, if not itself a hindrance to effective slum
removal, George Sclater-Booth, Preaident of the Local
Government Board and co-sponsor of the Artlzans' Dwelling
Bill, supported Cross in his contention that local govern-
ments were capable of fulfllling their duties without com~
pulsion from Parliament. Sclater-Booth assured the House
of Commons that in his experience, the local authorities and
town councils were eager to better the living conditions of

thelir people and were anxious to begin work under the

1311psd., p. 114. Kay-Shuttleworth pointed out that
the Bill as it existed made no provision for refusal of the
local government to accept the medical officert's. report.

1321p14,, p. 116.
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pending 1egialation.133

Sydney Waterlow, the eminent housing reformer,
followed his friend Kay-Shuttleworth in proposing an amend-
ment whose purpose was to ensure the effective utilization
of land for housing programs, Waterlow suggested that an
arbltration scheme be established in those eases where no
private buillder had come forth to buy or lease the cleared
land, After three years, under Waterlow!s plan, an
arbitrator would be appointed by either the Home Office or
the Local Government Board and the local government would
be required to accept the decision of the arbitrator regard-

4 Waterlow and others

ing the sale price of the 1and.13
were concerned lest the local authorities set too high a
price upon the land and thus prevent private groups from
participating in the rebullding. It was admittedly a con-
cern, Cross noted, but Waterlow!s proposal once more ralsed
the issue of compulsion. Cross doubted the usefulness of
compulsory legislation, belleving it would "cause endless
confusion and be impracticable,"l32 He hesitated to place
any additional obstacles in the path of rebuilding, His

goal was to have the urban slums cleared and proper housing

133Ib1d., pp. 116-117., George Sclater-Booth played
a significant role in the reform measures of the Conserva-
"tive government, especially the Public Health Act of 1875;
Blake, Disraeli, p. 555 n. 1.

1343 Hansard, cexxiii, 741 (12 April 1875).
1351p1d,, p. 741. It 1s possible that Cross's long

experience In local affairs made him acutely aware of the
possibllities for delay and evasion, '
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erected in the shortest possible time, and he had sub-
stantial faith in the good will of local authorities.
Several voices were raised in support of Waterlow's
proposal, among them Fawcett's, who argued that the Bill as
it atood offered little insurance that the land cleared by
government order would ever be utilized. MoCullagh Torrens
spoke, his words given added meaning by virtue of his own
experience in housing reform, and jolned Waterlow in asking
that Cross provide more substantlal assurance that the
local governments would use the cleared land as intended.
Torrens did not share the sangulne attitude of Cross regard-
ing the abilities of local governments and insisted that the
House of Commons must write into the proposed Bill a com-
pulsory section. Torrens was concerned about the future,
when Cross and the present government would no longer be in
power to carry out their goals. "He had no doubt," com-
mented Torrens, "that / Cross_/ would make the corporations
do their duty; but that was not the security they required
for the carrying out of this most perplexing problem."136
Under considerable pressure from his own strongest
supporters to allow a measure of compulsion, Cross com-
promised the issue for the moment by agreeing to discuss it
at a later daté, "o determine whether any further provision

was necessary to darry out the full extent, the spirit and

1361n14., p. T42.
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principle of the B111."337 Cross did not entirely fulr11l

his commitwent, for the question of compulsory bullding was
allowed to fade from notice during the remaining stages of

the Bill., Aslide from a brief effort by Fawcett to carry an
amendment whose purpose was to guarantee the sale of

138 the troublesome question was almost absent

cleared land,
from the final days of debate,

Not until the Artizans' Dwelling Bill reached the
House of Lords dld the issue of compulsion once again
assume importance, On May 1lth, Lord Napler and
Ettrick, after approving the Bill in principle, suggested a
method to compel the local authorities to accept a slum
clearance scheme drawn up by the Home Offlce, 1if the
authorities had been unable or unwilling to adopt their own
plan, Citing other instances where the central government
had been supplied with compulsory powers, Napler maintained
that a limited amount of pressure upon the local authorities
would be beneficia1.139 Speaking as a wman experienced in
local affairs, Napler observed that the mere threat of com-

pulsion was often sufficient to ensure compliance, "If they

could tell the ratepayers,"” said Napler, "that there was a

137Ib1d., p. T4, On the basis of Crosse's promise
to consider compulsion at a future date, the amendment put
forward by Waterlow was defeated 173-48.

1381p14., pp. TH3-T4S.

1393 Hansard, cexxiv, 1340-1342 (3 June 1875).
Napler was a member of the Charity Organisation Society
Committee on Housing in 1873 and a steady supporter of
housing legislation,
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compulsory power behind the municipality . . . that would
put them in a much better position with their constitu-
enta.”luo In those cases, easlly envisioned, where rate-
payers chjeoted to the expenditures entalled in slum pro-
grams, the ever-present threat of governmental intervention
could overcome the objections and would in any case remove
the onus from the local authorities,

Napler was opposed by Lord Beauchamp, defender of
the Artizans! Bill in the House of Lords, who essentially
repeated an earlier argument against compulsion put forward
by Cross himself. During the second reading of the Bill,
Cross had voiced his opposition in terms of practicality
rather than philosophy. Bluntly, he explained on
April 12th, that compulsion would cause grave political
difficulties:

it might be impossible to carry the Bill

through the House; and even if they

succeeded in foreing the measure through

Parliament, it would be jmpossible to

compel the corporations to carry its pro-

visiogﬁlinto useful effect against their

will,
Beauchamp maintained the same position, insisting that
6ompulsion would be 1n practice a useless ﬁevice, for the
local governments must enter into slum clearance programs
freely and not under threats from the central authority.

“The evils to be dealt with were local, and the improvements

401p14,, p. 1344, |
1413 Hansard, cexx1ii, 734 (12 April 1875).
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under the Billl must be carried out by persons on the spot,
and with the concurrence of the looality."lue He objected
to the notion that the central government, even if provided
with a corps of inspectors, could surpass the local
officials in dealing with local probleus, Beauchawmp was
supported by Lord Aberdare, the former Henry Bruce, Home
Seoretary in the Gladstone winistry, who proclaimed that
compulsion would be unnecessary once the local government
had been made aware of the need for adequate housing.
Aberdare told the.Peeras

The only effective mode was to bring public

opinion to bear, and this the Bill would .do,

for when the evil was declared and the remedy

provided, it was not likely the 1§H§b1tants

would elect persons not to do 1t.

The House of Lords apparently shared Napier!s con-
tention that some measure of compulsory power invested with
the central government would prove useful, for his amend-
ment was adopted despite Beauchamp!s reluctance, The Bill
was further amended by the Peers when Beauchamp agreed to a
clause requiring modifications in the slum clearance program
involving inereased expenditures to be approved "as soon as
practicable" by both Houses of Parliament, 14 Despite a
final examination of the Blll by Lord Rosebery, during

which he criticized both the principle and the specifios of

1423 Hansard, cexxiv, 1345 (3 June 1875),
W3pia,, p. 1346,
1443 gansard, coxxiv, 1621 (10 June 1875).
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the measure but voted nonetheless in favor of it, the
Artizans'! Dwelling Bill passed through the House of Lords.

On the question of compulsion, it was the upper
House that assumed the stronger position, passing several
amendments with the aiwm of adding to the compulsory power
of the central government. While these alterations in the
Bill were neither decisive nor damaging to the legislation,
their appearance demonstrated a widespread attitude among
the Peers. State activity was often calmly acoepted by the
aristocracy and on occasion, as in the Artizans! Dwelling
Bill, the House of Lords went beyond the lower House in
amplifying the power of the central government. In the
case of the Artizans! Dwelling Bill, the Conservative
party's own leaders in the House of Lords, the Duke of
Richmond and Lord Cairns, both spoke in favor of the cowm-
pulsory amendment. Lord Beauchamp, who was obviously under
instruction from the cabinet and likely from Cross per-
sonally, had to retreat in some confuslion when 1t became
clear that the Peers would insist upon stronger central
controls over the local authorities.1u5

The House of Commons accepted the amended Bill with-
out difrioulty.lus By June 25th, only one week after

11'53 Hensard, ccxxv, 82-84 (17 June 1875).
Beauchamp found himself in the odd position of having
spoken against a compulsory amendment, only to have the
leaders of hls own party speak in support,

14610rds Amendments to the Artizans! Dwelling Bill,
Parliamentary Papers, I (1875), 179.
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receiving the Bill from the House of Lords, the lower House
had finished its work, and on June 29th, Royal Assent was
granted,

While the Artizans?! Dwelling Act was a personal
success for Cross, and the measure in which he was most
closely involved during 1875, his role in Conservative
social reform 4id not end there, Virtually every proposal
for sanltary and social reform at this time was referred to
Cross for ocomment, if not entrusted to his care. A brief
consideration of these other wmeasures permits still further
clarification of Cross's views on state intervention in
thils important period, It seems advisable, in light of the
ample material available, to turn to these other reform
measures in search of further enlightenment regarding
Croas!s soclal thinking, before returning to complete the
story of the Artizans?! Dwelling Aot.

It was truly a year of achievement for the Conserva-
tive ministry. The Trades Union Act of 1875 has already
been mentioned but Disraeli's government did not limit
themselves to houaing and labour law, The list of reforms
and legislation 1a a lengthy one, and Cross was concerned
with almost the whole of the parlliamentary program.

On the most contentious issue of the 1870!'s, educa-
tion, Cross found hiwself deeply interested although not
playing a major role in the weasure which finally enuerged.m7

1473mith, Disraelian Conservatism and Social Reform,
pp . 2"‘2-257 'Y '
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His attitude toward the goals of education was 11lustrated
in a speech given in Orrell in 1875; and it reveals the
strong Conservative cast of his sociﬁl thought. He
asserted:

The obJeot of education is not to unfit people

for the calling in life which they certainly

will have to fulfill, but, as far as the great

wmass of the people go, to make them more fit

to do their duty 1n‘th$ﬁ83tation of life to

which they are called.
But Cross recognized the practical needs which made a degree
of state intervention necessary ln order to ensure the
proper education of the people. Cross bluntly stated his
support of compulsory attendance and thus Joined several
other Conservatives, including Viscount Sandon, Vice-
President of the Committee of Council on Education and in
effect the miniater in charge of educational policy, in
advocating state supervision of attendanoe.lug Cross
viewed compulsory attendance as a necessary ingredient of
any educational scheme, assuming always that education in
the final analysis would ensure social peace. "The State
has 8 right," Cross told a meeting in 1875, "to take care
that the country is not flooded with persons who are living
a life of orime and misery to all around them."}° Religion,

too, according to Cross, should be an integral part of a

148preston Chronicle, 25 September 1875.

1495 Letter to the Right Hon. R.A. Cross by a School
Manager (London, 1875). A puEIIo appeal to Cross asking him
%o wEEEdraw his support for compulsory attendance.

150L0ndon Times, 22 September 1875.
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school system, and he insisted upon religious training in
any state-supported school, Although Cross did not mention
these educational disputes in his ?olitioal History, his
1ntgreet in the matter may be Judged by his later career,
In 1886 he was appointed Chairman of a Royal Commission on
Education, and afterwards was a member of the Council on
Education, 13!

The friendly socleties presented yet another
unsolved problem for the Disraell government and one with
| which Cross again was concerned., Cross'!s attitude toward
friendly Socletles clarifies still further his thinking
about state intervention. A Royal Commis=ion had been
appointed in 1870, with Northcote as chairman, to investi-
gate the workings of the wutual beneflt and insurance clubs
known &8s friendly soclieties. The Commission worked for
four yéars and in its final report, advised that the govern-
ment take & more active interest in the operations of the
socleties.l? Influenced by Northcote, the Commission )
expreaued especially grave concern over the financial
laxity with whioch many of the socleties were governed, The
Report advocated the establishment of a central registry,

to oversee and approve coperations of the friendly soccletles

and to publish sound financial rules for use by the groups.

1513ee Crossis obituary, London Times,
9 January 1914, -

152pourth Report of the Royal Commission on
Friendly and Benefit Socletles, Parliamentary Papers,
XXIII (1874), 1.




213

To prevent fraud by officials of the societies, Northoote
urged that the government begin a system of regular asudit
of financial records, the system to be further strengthened
by establishing a central registry of spproved societies,
It was in sum a potentially far-reaching proposal for state
intervention into the operations of private socleties, a
proposal whose implications did not elude Northeote, He
wrote to Cross in 1875, as the legislation dealing with the
friendly sccieties was being drafted, and expressed his
fears on the subject:

I ocannot help thinking, in looking into the

bill, that it gives too much power to the

Chief Registrar and that it would be a better

arrangement if he could be placed under the

Howe Office , . . If you are disposed to

undertake the duty I should like to go care-

fully through the bill with you--it 1is

1mportig§ that we should not make a muddle

of it.
Croes was in basie agreement with hls colleague and needed
little persuasion to oppose any form of compulsory registra-
tion of friendly societies, He hesitated to inject the
state into matters essentially private and would have pre-
ferred, as Northecote, a fully voluntary system.ls4 Both
Cross and Northcote, however, were realists; they compre-

hended the need for some measure of governmental supervision

153Northeote to Cross, 21 December 1874, Cross
Papers, Add. MSS 51265 f. 16.

lsuNorthoote to Cross, 19 January 1875, Cross
Papers, Add, MSS 51265 f. 20. Cross seemed even more
reluctant than Northeote to bring the government into the
operations of the friendly socleties,
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in the operation of the friendly socleties, for the protec-
tion both of mewbers and of society at large. "The

" wrote Northoote,

Socletles are in great need of guidance,
"if we have it in our power to guide them ought we to
shrink from doling so on the ground that if anything goes
wrong we shall be held reaponsiblo?"155 The two men came
reluctantly to the conclusion that, given the clircumstances,
state intervention into the affairs of the friendly sociletles
was required, although it should be kept to a minimum. The
Friendly Socleties Act of 1875 refleated their tenuous and-
moderate approach to the lmportant question of interventilon,
providing somewhat 1§ssened power to the registrar but
retaining the auditing procedure favored by Northeote.

In thls instance, Cross and the former Peelite
Northeote reached a fundamental identity of views, Neither
wished to see the state intervene beyond the bare minimum
required nor Adid either wish to substitute state control
for pfivate management. Both desired that certain disabilli-
ties be removed, so that the private socletles would better
operate their own affairs, It appeared that Cross, in this
case, was even more reluctant than Northeote to inject the
government into private affairs. The heavy correspondence
carried on between the Home Office and the Treasury during
the drafting stages of the Frliendly Socleties Bill indicate

1551p14.
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that Cross was the more dissatisfied of the two.156 Some
of Cross?!s hesitancy may be explained by the opposition of
Lancashire working class groups to the compulsory measures
of the bill. 1In particular, the Lancashire Friendly
Societies opposed those sections which placed a l1limit on
infant insurance plans, and many Conservatives felt the
pressure from their constituencies.'>’ 1In 1ts final form,
however, the Friendly Societies Act of 1875 embodied a
moderate amount of state intervention and cowpulsory regls-
tration, steps whioh Cross asceded to, even if reluctantly,
One final plece of legislation that demanded atten-
tion from the Disraeli government concerned the conditions
of the merchant seamen, Once more Cross played a signifi-
cant role. The untiring work of Samuel Plimsoll had, by
1874, aroused the always present emotions of humanitarian-
ism and soclal consclence on behalf of the mistreated
sallors of the nation's merchant fleet., Plimsoll, along
with others concerned with the problem, devoted years of

his 1ife to exposing the brutal and unsanitary conditions

1561n his Political History, Cross wrote only one
sentence concerning the rriendly Societies Act, stating
simply: "there was no trouble about Sir Stafford
Northeote!s Bill," p. 35,

157Some working class parents had been accused of
insuring their children and causing their deaths, hoping to
collect the insurance money. It was taken as a slur upon
working class honor and bitterly resented. Smith,
Disraelian Conservatism and Social Reform, p. 229.
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under which the merchant seamen labored.l58 In 1873, the
Liberal government had appointed a Royal Commission to
investigate the matter and, even before the Commission's
report, had empowered the Board of Trade to inspect merchant
ships and set rules for their safe management, The Com-
mission's final report appeared in 1874 and, in essence,
rejected Plimsoll's view that the government should assume
responsibility for the safe operation of the merchant fleet
and protection of its orews.l39 The Conservative ministry
was inclined to accept the cdmmission's proposals and,
urged on by C.B, Adderly, President of the Board of Trade,
of fered little encouragement to Plimsoll or his sup~
porters.lso
The heart of Plimeoll'!s argument was that the
merchant ships were inherently unsafe, and made even more
dangerous by the practice of deck loading. The result,
maintained Plimsoll, was the unnecessary death of hundreds
of sallors annually and the shocking practice of insuring
vessels in the hope of colleeting payment upon the ship's
sinking. There were other proposals set forth by Plimsoll,
dealing with working conditions, wages and health aboard

158pavid Masters, The Plimsoll Mark (London, 1955),
pp. 133-147.

159F1nal‘Report of the Royal Commission on
Unseaworthy Ships, Parllamentary Papers, XXXIV SlB?h), 1;
W.L. Burn, The Age of Equipoise (New York, 1965),
ppo 136"'138.

160paderly was not a successful President of the

Board of Trade. He was given a peerage in 1878 and
replaced by Viscount Sandon. Blake, Disraell, p. 557.
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ships, but to all such notions of government intervention
on a large scale, the Conservative ministry took a dim view,
Some, including Cross, took the position that a degree of
state regulation'of the shipping trade was required., The
dispute within the cabinet concerned the extent of state
responsibility, with Cross ﬁnd Northocote assuming a wmoderate
stance, willing to accept a limited amount of intervention,
while most other cabinet members strongly opposed the
notion and preferred to allow the shipping industry regu-
late its own affaira.161
A sizable group of Conservative back benchers

insisted strongly upon a meaningful Merchant Shipping Bill,
however, and some, notably David Maclver and J.E. Gorst,
spoke often in favor of Plimsoll and his position., The
muoh-publicized abuses in merchant ships had aroused publie
feeling on the subject, and Northcote advised the Prime
Minister in April 1875:

The bill for merchant shipping 1s one of

a most orlitical character, politlically speak-

ing, and there are dangers on every side.

Our shipowners hate 1t; and they distrust

Adderly., Plimsoll and his followers mean to

trip us up if possible . at 1s to come

of 1t all I cannot foreaee 16
Following Plimsoll!s celebrated outburst in the House of

Commons on July 22, 1875, when he labelled certain members

1610ross, Political History, pp. 34-35.

- 162Nopthoote to Disraeli, 2 April 1875, Iddesleigh
Papers, Add, MSS 50017, f., 21-22, Disraell admitted his
unfamlliarity with the subject of shipping and asked
Northeote to give him some background.
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"villains" and accused them of sending men to their deaths,
the Conservative government took ateps to.drah up a
stronger b111.163 Only two days after Plimsoll's spectacu-
lar demonstration in the House, Northoote advised Disraell
that a new approach was required to the problem of mershant -
shipping, and suggested Cross as the best man to handle the
b111 in the next session. "You want a quiet; unexcitable,
sort of man to get such a blll as this through committee,"”
wrote Northcote.16u The bill which eventually passed in
1876 was gulded through the House of Commons by Northeote
himeself, although Cross was one of the cabinet members
closely consulted on both content and procedure.165 Even
in its final shape, the Merchant Shipping Bill advanced
with great reluctance upon the problem of state inter-
vention and did little to satisfy Plimsoll and his backers.
The great emphasis in the measure was upon voluntary
compliance, depending thereby upon the good will and
intentions of the ship owners but, of more importance to
the government, safeguarding the spirit of free enterprise
and voluntary improvement. It was precisely the course of

action which appealed to Cross and which he followed in

163Plimsoll afterwards apologized before the House
of Commons, Disraell himself speaking on behalf of
Plimsoll, and was forgiven by hils colleagues,

16“Northcote to Disraell, 24 July 1875, Iddesleilgh
Papers, Add. MSS 50017 f. 39. |

165Cross strongly favored the idea of making the
shipowners fully liable for damages and inJjuries caused by
unsafe conditions,
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enacting his housing measure in 1875.

Throughout this period, when Disraelits ministry
was enacting an impressive series of rgrorm measures,
Crossts attitude was one of practicality and pragmatism,
His instinet and his upbringing impelled him towards & more
vigorous reform policy, including a more active role for
the state in improving the lives of the people. Any
tendencles toward full-fledged state intervention, however,
was held in check by hils awareness of political reality and
by his genulne devotion to accepted standards of economie
behavior. He truly bellieved in the ability of the unchecked
individual to bring about social reform, and he hesitated
before imposing state directives in order to stimulate
improvement., Yet Cross was amenable to argument, he would
listen to alternate plans. And when the arguments coincilded
with his own basic instinets, as 1n the case of the
Artizans! Dwelling Act, he could move a considerable dis-
tance along the road to state-guilded social reform.

"~ In the case of housing legislation, Cross was con-
vinced to proceed with a strong measure of government
sponsored by the efforts of the housing reformers both
within and without Parliament. The case for government
alded and diféoted housing reform had been wmade in preced-
ing years by Octavia Hill, Sydney Waterlow, Shaftesbury,
Kay-Shuttleworth and the various building societles, Crosas
had accepted the essence of their ocase, that the state must

take an active role in the rebuilding of the slums, and his
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legislation reflected that argument. Furthermore, the
housing reformers outside of Parliament did not relax their
efforts once the Bill had been presented, and they followed
events in the House with great attention. Indeed, their
interest and influence was so pervasive during the passage
of the Bill as to make them seem almost members of
Parliament,

' The amendments advanced during the Artizans!?
Dwelling Bill's progress through Parliament were closely
coordinated by the housing reformers, so that Octavia Hill
who sat watching in the gallery knew long beforehand what
awmendwent Kay-Shuttleworth would introduce, On the day
after the Bill's 1ntroductioﬁ, Cotavia Hill in writing to a
friend described her satiafﬁction with the measure but also
her concern about progress. "Mr. Cross has accepted nearly
all we submitted to him," wrote Octavia Hill, "So far all
is very satisfactory, but on the other hand there is likely
to be consliderable delay--we are much afrald of clogging
amendments being carried; and no one knows what the Lords
will do,"66 e housing reformers assoclated with
Miss Hill gathered their strength prior to the second read-
ing on February 15th. Miss Hill reported on the plans for
the coming debate:

I dined at Mr, Kay-Shuttleworth's on Wednesday

to discuss its clauses with him and a few
experienced people, that he might know what to

16600tav1a Hill to Mary Harris, 14 February 1875,
quoted in Maurice, Octavia Hill, p. 321,
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press on the House; and on Friday Mr, K-S

called together another small company at the

Ch., Org. Soc, to rediscuss matters, They

think the billl way be made to work., They say

the omissions are from ignorance and will be

wlllingly corrected when po%nted out, as

everyone wants to work it,167
The housing reformers had good reason to be satisfied with
the Bill, for crOSa had incorporated moat of thelr sugges-
tions and had produced a bill that might have been written
at the Charity Organisation Society. They accepted Crossts
good faith in correcting those sections in doudbt and in
general, could look upon the Artizans' Dwelling Bill as the
successful culmination of a long struggle.

Opinion in the country, as volced by the newspapers,
was almost entirely favorable although some were cautious
in thelr praise., The Tiwmes greeted the Bill favorably but
was concerned about the costs of the measure and warned
agalnst providing free housing to the working olaaa.168
The Liverpool Mall, a staunch Conservative organ from
Cross!s own county of Lancashire, had lavish praise for the
Bill. The proposed housing legislation, and the other
sanitary measures proposed by the Disraell government were,
sald the Mail, "strongly welcomed by all ranks and classes

in this and every other great oommunity."l69 The Preston

1671p14,, pp. 319-320.
168London Times, 16 February 1875.
1691 1verpool Mail, 13 Pebruary 1875. The Mall was

consistent in 1ts support for sanitary reforms of a
varieties,
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Chronicle belleved that Cross was fulfilling the desires of
the Lancashire voters who had returned him to Parlilament,
"We may assume," said the Chronicle, "that Mr, Cross in
bringing forward a measure for the improvement of workmen's
dwellings, 1s acting 1in accordance with the wishes of the
constituencies by whose volce he and his friends were
raised to power . . ."'70 Among the extra-parlismentary
voices in favor of the Blll was that of the enterprising
mayor of Birmingham, Joseph Chamberlain. Chawberlain
advised giving even more powers to the local governments
and saw in Cross'!s Artizans! Dwelling Bill a priceless
opportunity to carry out his own plans for the reconstruc-
tion of Birmingham.171

There were of course opponents of the Bill,
although almost all were concerned with the security of
property and the practlice of economy. A group of London
ratepayers vislted Cross in February, asking that he recon-
gider the bill on the grounds that it would be grossly
expensive and would interfere with the rights of property
owners.172 Cross briskly disposed of the matter of
property rights, saying "he thought the owners were well

170preston Chronicle, 20 February 1875. The
Chronicle was pro-Gladstone and vigorously free trade in
1ts political views.

1715 L. Garvin, The Life of Joseph Chamberlain
(4 volumes; London, 1935), I, 195.

172London Times, 27 ?ebruary 1875, The deputation
was also concerned about the power to be granted to the
looal wedical officers,
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cared for under the Bill,"173 He had a more difficult time
in answering charges of financial extravagance and the pro-
visions in the Artizans! Bill providing for loans to the
local governments were the center of controversy. Even
Crosst?s staunchest allies, the bullding societies, hesitated
before the yh?eat of financial ruiln that might be caused
through uhwisé and hasty building programs, Edwin Chadwick,
the renowned and apparently ageless health reformer, wrote
to Cross warning him of obstacles that lay ahead. Chadwick
was favorable towards the Artizans! Dwelling Bill and took
an active interest in its passage, although he worked
privately and avolded publiec attention., He wrote to Cross
that some of the bullding socletiles

oppose the provision for advances of money to

build requisite workmens?! dwellings, & they do

80 on the ground that it is an interference

with private enterprise and in contrave?t&on

of the principles of political economy.l7
Chadwick went on to deny any rules of political economy
which "prevents the application of public money for the
reduction of publie burdens,” and expressed to Cross his
wholehearted approval of the Bi11.175

Cross might have been long aware of the reluctance

on the part of some housing reformers to transcend the

accepted rules of political economy. As early as 1874,

1731bi4,

1T40hadwick to Cross, n.d., Chadwick Papers,
University College, London.

175114,
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Charles B.P. Bosanquet, then secretary of the Peabody Trust,
expressed the attitude of his organization. Bosangquet
wrote:

Whatever is done must be done cautiously and

gradually, and, . . . Parliament should not

interfere unless it is shown that something

needs to be done which ocannot be accomplished

by private enterprise and existing enactments.l176
The bullding socleties desired a moderate Bill and during
the peassage of the measure through Parliament, might be
found in opposition to certain amendments whose aim was to
broaden the coverage and scope of the 3111.177

The Artizans' Dwelling Blll successfully passed a

second reading on February 15th, to the joy of Octavia Hill
and others of her group. "I was in the House on Monday
when it was read a second time," wrote Miss Hill,
"Mr, Kay-Shuttleworth and Mr., Lefevre came up and had a
long talk with me . . . they and Mr, Stansfeld and
Mr. Plunkett and Mr. Rathbone are talking over amendments
with me. . . ."78 1t was a coordinated effort, with
Octavia Hill aérving as chilef advisor and strategist for

the housing reformers in the House of Commons, Following

17610ndon Times, 8 April 1874,

177E.g., Mr, Lyon Playfair, a Liberal social
reformer and a long~-time advocate of improved housing
legislation, who was Under-Secretary for the Home Offlce
under Gladstone, felt that a woderate Bill was in order,
3 Hansard, cexxii, 381 (12 April 1875),

1780ctavia Hill to Mary Harris, 14 February 1875,
Maurice, Ootavia Hill, p. 321. The date as printed is
incorrect, as the Bill was read a second time on
February 15th,
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the second reading, the secretary of the Improved Industrial
Dwellings Company wrote the Times in support of Crossts
Bill and to refute those who anticipated financial 4iffi-
culty. His group, wrote the secretary, expected no
financial problem as a result of the Artizans' Dwelling
Bill and looked forward to continuing its profitable
activity in the slums.l79 Punch accorded the Home Secretary
a cynical word of praise in the form of a cartoon showing
two slum owners discussing their plight. "A regular Cross
I call it," says one landlord, "Might as well have the
ttother lot back again."}80 fThe Conservative publication
Blackwood's Magazine was ecstatic in its praise of Cross
and his Artizanst! Bill, declaring:

It will be one of the greatest measures that

this generation has produced, and will do more

to mitigate moral and physical degradation,

and lessen sickness and death amongst a very

large class of the community than any Act whieh

Parliament has passed for years,16l
The Conservative organs throughout the country might have
been expected to accept the Artizans'! Dwelling Bill, if
only to demonstrate their loyalty. Even the Liberal news-

182

papers and periodicals gave support, sometimes

179London Times, 17 February 1875,
180pynch, 6 March 1875, 102.

181p1gckwood's Magazine, XVII (March 1875),
boo-401, Blackwood's assured ite audience that the
Artizans? Dwelling Bill did not permit massive state
intervention and that private enterprise would do the

rebullding.

182g¢e Contemporary Review, XXVI (October 1875),
703-T15.
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cautliously, but only the most dedlcated anti-Conservative
could fall to understand that Cross had fulfilled a
popular mandate in drafting his Artizans! Dwelling Bill,
Cross himself was subJect to popular opinion and to
pressure groups during the passage of his Blll and managed
to win general approval for the manner in whiech he con-
ducted Home Office business during the session. Punch
described Cross as "holding his own with rare tenazcity,"
calling particular attention to his successful confronta-
tion with Pawcett,83 At one point, in March 1875, the
delegations and deputations seeking interviews with Cross
on the subject of the Artizans! Dwelling Bill reached the
point where the Home Secretary was compelled to restrict

his appearances.lau The Illustrated London News in May

1875, eoupled approval of Cross!s leglslative tactles with
the expressed wish that Parlliament pass the Artizans'
Dwelling Bill with all posslble speed, To demonstrate the
acute need for a housling measure, the News made public a
series of pictures depleting the awful conditions of the
London slums.185 Few remalned to be convinced of the need
for housing reform, and Judglng by the steady progress made
by the Artizans! Bill through Parliament, the Members of
both Houses recognized and acted upon that_Peed. The Bill

183punch, 3 April 1875, p. 142.

184oposs to E. Jones, 8 Maroch 1875, Home Office
Papers, Publie Record Office, HO 43/122,

185111ustrated London News, 8 May 1875, p. 242,
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waa‘never in danger; Cross remained firmly in control of
his measure throughout ahd while he accepted certain
changes, they were moderate and easily adopted,

With the enactment of the measure in June 1875,
great hope was generated in the nation that the difficult
prdblem of urban slums would soon be erased, Cross himself,
writing years afterward, claimed that "though much remains
8till to be done, all the really large old rookeries in
London were swept away under this Aet."186 Joseph
Chamberlain, speaking in February 1876, believed it was to
Crose'!s credit that:

at the present time we have a Bill which, 1
do not hesltate to say, is the most Radical
measure which has been passed during the
last twenty years, For the first time almost
in the history of thils country the claims of
great communities have been recognized as
superior to 1nd1vidugl rights and the sacred
rights of property,l07
Disraell desoribed the Artizans! Dwelling Act as "our chief

' and counted it a signal achlevement in a busy and

188

measure, '

productive year, The Preston,Chronic;e congratulated

its native son, writing, "In after years the Artizans'
Dwelling Act will, probabiy, be the measure to whlch we
shall look with the greateat satisfaction 1in connection

- with the Session of 1875.“189 The Liverpool Mail,

186cross, Political History, p. 34.

187quoted in Blackwood's Magazine, XVIII
(Pebruary 1876), 255.

188Monypenny and Buckle, Disraell, V, 377.
189ppeston Chronicle, 28 August 1875.
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delighted by almost all of Cross's work during bhis active
year, especially lauded the Artizans! Dwelling Act and had
the highest praise for the Home Secretary. Wrote the Mail:

We proudly congratulate our pre-eminently

successful Member for South-West Lancashire

on this early and unique legislative triumph,

It will, we are persuaded, perpetuate and
hand down both his name and his publie

Aaanvdsaaa A rmmnm _pnandt and mnnl 4 At nana

working glssses to 81047'manw generations,
to, qome. 190

The London Times, an early supporter of the Artizans!
Dwelling Act, summarized the session of 1875 in glowing
terms and had particularly kind words to speak of Cross and
his legislation.'?) Finally, Gathorne Hardy, Secretary for
War in the Conservative government, recorded in his dilary
that both Cross and Northcote were acclaimed for their work
in 1875 "and they both deserve honourable mention. Both
succeeded and made their mark." 92

Yet in the midst of the acclaim and promising
future, several important persons volced their doubts about
the workahility of the Artizans'! Dwelling Aet. Lord
Shaftesbury had warned against placing excessive reliance
upon the measure, telling his colleagues in the House of

Lords that the Act might not fulfill 1ts sponsors! dreams , 193

1901iverpool Mail, 19 June 1875.
191rondon Times, 27 August 1875,

192a1fred Gathorne-Hardy, ed., Gathorne-Hardy,
Firat Earl of Cranbrook, I, 352.

1933 Hansard, coxxiv, 454-458 (11 May 1875), .
Shaftesbury belleved that instead of large-scale demolition
of slum housing, the existing structures should be repaired.




229

MeCullagh Torrens shared this cautious attitude and while
voting for it, considered the Artizans! Dwelling Bill to be
poorly drawn and nalve in 1ts conception, lLater, Torrens
would repeat his disapproval of the Bill, writing that
Cross

would drive much needed thoroughfares through

the jungles of disease and death, promising,

with the best intentlon, doubtless, but wlth

too sanguine reliance on remedial possibilities

gg gzogigglzggéfggﬁe dwellings to the multitudes
Torrens felt that unless the Home Secretary provided unbreak-
able regulations, the practical effeect of the Artizans!
Dwelling Act would be displacement of the poor rather than
rehousing of the slum dweller,l92 At the time of final
passage of the Act, only one Member of the House of Commons,
William Holmes of Paisely, objected, calling 1t a "showy
but feeble measure."196

The years following the passage of the Act were to

demonstrate that the optimism of its supporters was mis-
placed and that the cautlonary counsel of Shaftesbury and
Torrens was more accurate in predicting the effect of the
measure, In brief, the Artizans' Dwelling Act falled to
measure up to its sponsors! fond hopes and was, as demon-

strated by 1880, a largely neglected piece of legislation,

19uMcCu11agh Torrens, Twenty Years of Parliament
(London, 1893), p. 317.

1951p1d. Torrens was a friendly oritic of the Bill
and voted for it.

1963 Hansard, coxxiii, 1942 (30 April 1875).
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The slums were not removed, the poor were not given adequate
housing, the citles of Britain were not rebuilt, and the
concentrations of disease and crime remalned essentially
untouched despite the passage of the Act. What emerges
from the evidence concerning the results of Cross'!s work is
that only a few urban centers ever attempted to put the
measure to real use and that the lmprovements made in the
living conditions of the slum dwellers were minimal, The
obstacles to success were numerous, ranging from the cumber-
some legal machinery connected with land clearance to the
reluctance of local authorities to undertake the heavy
expendltures required. The explanations are varilous bhut

the conclusion is simble--the Artizans! Dwelling Act of

1875 had fallen far short of its goal.
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CHAPTER V
THE ARTIZANS' DWELLING ACT AFTER 1875

The discouraging results obtained from the Artizans!?
Dwelling Act led to further housing legislation in the

following decades, and Croqs continued to be intimately
concerned with the problem of housing reform long after he
vacated the post of Home Seoretary. He served on several
Select Committees and Royal Commissions appointed to
investigate housing in the 1880's and took a considerable
interest in the legislation that was proposed to deal with
working class dwellings. His att;tude toward housing
reform in particular, and the role of the state in general,
was clarified during the years after 1875 and his state-
ments during those post-cabinet years serve well to
1llustrate and amplify this philosophy of social reform.
Cross revealed himself to be a moderate with regard to
state participation in social reform. Increasingly during
the 1880!'s, he argued against expanding the role of the
government and increasingly he found hlmself overtaken by
more advanced reformers,

The first official return detalling the results of

his Artizans' Dwelling Act (known increasingly as the Cross

Act) was submitted to the House of Commons in 1876, almost
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precisely one year after the Act went into effeot.l The
return, written by Sir_Sydney Waterlow, demonatrated that
progress had been slow: only a very limited number of
municipal governments had taken even preliminary steps
towards slum-rebullding schemes and the great majorlty of
local governments displayed socant interest in utilizing the
Act. For instance, the report submitted by the Commissioner
of Sewers in the City of London revealed that oniy one slum
distriect, Holiday Yard, out of twenty-one posslble sites,
was being investigated by the Home Office. No work had
begun on the aite.? In the London Metropolitan Area the
Home Office had investigated two districts out of a possible
fifteen and no further progress followed, The plans pro-
posed for Holborn and Whitechapel had been sent to the Home
Office in November 1876, and four months later had not been
acted upon. The Metropolitan Area had reacted quickly to
the Cross Act, for the Whitechapel and Holborn schemes:- had
been originated in July 1875, only one month after the
measure was enacted.3 Nor were conditions any more promis-
ing outside of London., The report submitted by the Local
Government Board, the reapqnsible agency for cities outside
London, revealed a widespread lack of action. Only six
municipalities had even begun proceedings, and none as yet

had feceived final authority from Parliament to begin land

lReturns As To the Artizans!? Dwelling Act of 1875,
Parliamentary Papers, LXII (1876), 1,

21pi4., p. 2. 31bi1d., pp. 3-4.
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clearance, Birmingham, not unexpectedly, had submitted the
most ambitious program,_dealins with an area of 93 acres in
the center of the ¢lity. Other local governments, notably
Liverpool and Swansea, were awalting confirmation of their
plans, although the areas involved in the latter two clties
were far smaller than in Birmingham.u
The first year'!s results, in short, were not
encouraging. The tedious legal work made necessary when
private property was to be utilized had substantially slowed
the efforts, and the cumbersome method of obtaining
approval for local rebuilding plans proved restrictive.
Only in London (in both the City and the Metropolitan Area)
and in Birmingham, where Joseph Chamberlain hoped to recon-
struct virtually the entire center of the city, had
genuinely sweeping proposals been broached., The Cross Act
was designed to permit munilcipalities to deal effectively
with wide areas, to forsake the unrewarding attention given
to individual houses, and to concentrate their energy upon
rebuilding whole districts. Yet only a few local govern-
ments had seen fit to propose housing shcemes; and of those
suggested, many by dealing with small clusters of houses
hardly fulfilled the intentions of the Act's framers.

In an effort to bring earlier legislation into

uIbid., p. 6. Birmingham's rapid progress is
partly explained by Joseph Chamberlain'!s eager acceptance
of the Act. 1In 1876, Cross visited Birmingham where he was,
according to the London Times, warmly received by the
Liberal mayor of the city. See Garvin, Life of Joseph
Chamberlaln, I, 213,
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closer accord with the Artizans! Dwelling Act, the Conserva-
tive government in 1879 amended the Torrens Act. The '
altered Torrens Act permitted local authorities to employ
the same measures of compulsion in rebullding single
dwellings and small areas as had been allowed by Cross's
Act in dealing with whole distriets. Cross had come to
realize that the previous housing legislation lacked the
required compulsory features, and despite his reluctance to
impose compulsion upon private enterprise, moved in 1879 to
give loecal authorities the power to act in those cases
where private builders refused to undertake rebqilding.
Thereafter, both pleces of housing legislation allowed'the
municipal governments to confiscate private property, after
paying fair compensation, and to perform the rebullding
1tself as a last resort.5

Progress remained dlsappointingly slow, however,
Even with the additional powers granted to local authori-
tles, the number of new dwelllings erected and slum
inhabitants rehouses barely kept pace with the growing
population in the oities.6 One explanation of the slow
progress may be found in the preoccupation of the Disraeli
government with foreign affairs after 1875, especially the
Eastern Crisis which threatened war in 1878, Intimately

5In the same year the Artizans! Dwelling Act of
1875 was amended, although the changes were procedural and
did not affect its substance.

6Report From the Select Committee on Artizana! and
Labourers! Dwellings, Parliamentary Papers, VII (1882), 252,
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involved in the conduct of forelgn affairs, desplte his
post as Home Secretary, Cross was unable to oversee in
sufficient detail the operation of the housing legisla-
tion.7 In addition, rebuilding programs were hindered by
the trade depression which afflicted the nation after 1875.
With money in short supply, industry slowed and thousands
unemployed, local authorities were scarcely motivated to
begin expensive programs of sluw olearance.8 Political
considerations, partiocularly the deep-seated opposition of
local governments to central control, often made the
Artizans' Dwelling Act difficult to enforce. In 1876, Lord
Salisbury suggeated to Cross that munilcipal authorities
resented the Local Government Board and their resentment

was transferred to the housing legislation. "The dislike

of the L.G.B.," wrote Salisbury, "of which you were
responsible in carrying / into_/ the Artizans'! Dwelling
Bill, is very prevalent. The taint of the workhouse stlcks
to 1t."™ The Local Government Board, descended from the
Poor Law Guardians, had apparently inherited the traditional
dislike and fear of the Poor Law system, and many municipal-

ities were reluctant to embark on what may have seemed to

7Crosa assumed virtual control of the government
when both Disraeli and Salisbury were in Berlin in 1878,
See F.J. Dwyer, "R.A. Cross ard the Eastern Crisis of
1875-78," Slavonic Review, XXXIX (June 1961), u440-458,

8wait W. Rostow, British Economy of the Nineteenth
Century (Oxford, 1948), pp. 200-203.

9Salisbury to Cross, 3 March 1876, Cross Papers,
British Museum Add. MSS 51263 f, 12,
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them a grandiose version of outdoor relief. Nor were the
poor themselves eager to enmesh themselves in a government
scheme which in some way was related to the hated workhouse
and the Poor law.

With the change of government in 1880, the need to
review existing housing legislation was evident. Among the
first acts of the Gladstone ministry therefore was the
appointment of a Select Committee to investigate the opera-
tion of the Artizans! Dwelling Acts of 1875 and 1879. In
June 1881 the House of Commons formally oreated a Select
Commlttee that included most of the recognized housing
reformers in Parliament. Its purpose was one of considering

how the expense and delay in carrylng out the

Acts may be reduced, and also of inquiring

into any causes whilch may have prevented the

reconstruction of Dwellings for the Artizan

Class to the full extent contemplated, . . .10
Frankly admitting that previous efforts at slum clearance
had been less than successful, the House recognized never-
theless that unwholesome dwellings continued to be a
serious social problem demanding attention. The Select
Committee was not in this case employed as a delaying
technique, for its membership was a distingulshed and able
one, Cross himself waas named chairman, in recognition of

his expertise in housing affairs and his obvious knowledge

of the legislation under oconsideration, Other members

10Tnterim Report From the Select Committee on
Artizans' and lLabourers! Dwellings Iwprovement,

Parliamentary Papers, VII (1881), 397.
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included Sydney Waterlow, MoCullagh Torrens, Lord Bryce,
and the young Arthur Balfour, nephew to Lord Salisbury.
The Select Committee began 1ts work at once and after brief
hearings, issued an interim report in August 1881.11

This early report set itself the task of improving
the operations of the local governments and easlng the
restrictions incorporated into the Artizans'! Dwelling Act.
The Select Committee urged that legal expenses be reduced,
that local authorities be permitted to start demolition of
slum housing at an earlier stage and that the authorities
be allowed to lease quarters in the new housing for com-
mercial purposes. Regarding that most difficult question,
of building sufficient homes to rehocuse the original
tenants of the site, it advised a "liberal interpretation"
of that provision and a full exploratlion of possibilities
for improving transportation for working men.l2

In February 1882 the Select Committee reformed to
continue 1ts work. A more extensive investigation of the
housing problem followed with interviews of dozens of
medical officers, local offlecials and trade union repre-

sentatives and even visits to several citles for personal

111p14., p. 393.

121p44., p. 398. Improved transportation was
essential TT workingmen were to be rehoused in suburban
areas,
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observations.13 1In its report submitted to the House of
Commons on June 19, 1882, the Select Committee proposed
important changes in the existing housing legislation with
the object of making that legislation more easily and
efficiently used. The most significant alteration dealt
with rehousing., Following the principle contained in the
interim report, the Committee advised "that some provision
should be made for rebullding dwellings for a certain
portion of the working classes who may be displaeed."lu
Cross had become convinced that a stringent requirement to
rehouse all the original tenants on the same site was harm-
ful to the efficient operation of the Act. Prom a firm
resolve to ensure rehousing for éll original tenants, Cross
had come to accept the notion that only "a certain portion"
of those tenants be provided with new dwellings, The
transition in thought reflected an awareness that rebuild-
ing housing for large numbers of people was & massive
undertaking and that restriocting local authorities in their
selection of site and number of dwellings burdened the
legislation to the point of impotence. Thus, by 1882,
experience had convinced Cross and other members of the

Select Committee that rehousing tenants on the original
slte, deaplte the apparent Justice of such a goal, would be

13Report From the Select Committee on Artizans! and
Labourers' Dwellings, Parliamentary Papers, VII (1882), 249,
Dublin, Glasgow and Manchester were among the cities visited
by the Committee.

M1psa., p. 251,
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both impolitic and unrealizable, given the size and scope of
the slum problem in the citles.

The Select Committee made other suggestions, It
advised amending Torrens®e Act to permit interested cltizens
to submit complaints direoctly to the Metropolitan_Board of
Works in London, thus avoiding the often lethargic progress
through local vestries and counclils, Observing the llimited
achievements of the lLondon area, the Committee urged both
the City and the Metropolitan governments to take theilr
responsibilities more seriously and proceed with greater
determination in their slum clearance programa.15 Examining
the progress of the Metropolitan Board of Works, the
Committee found that the Board had dealt, since 1875, with
14 sites for a total of almost 42 acres., Formerly inhabited
by some 20,000 persons, the area involved was acquired at a
total cost of 51,661,372.16 Of the gross amount paid for
the land, the Metropolitan Board of Works had sustalned a
loss of £1,115,836 in the final transactions, a loss which
the Committee credited to the strict requirements for
rehousing the original tenants. The Report noted that:

A large proportion of the difference between
the cost and the recoupment, which may be

fairly estimated at not less than 560,000 &,
is due to the obligation to rebuild labourers’

. 151b1d.,pp. 258-259, 279. The City of London was
especially eriticized for its lack of energy in completing
slum programs.

161p4d., p. 253.
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dwellings, instead ?f selling the site for
ordinary purposes,l

The land invelved in London had been so0ld largely to the
Peabody Trust, as envisioned in the original wmeasure, while
other parts of the sites were used for the construction of
new streets. Similar heavy losses to local governments
could be avoided, or at least reduced, it was thought, by
permitting the land confiscated to be leased for other
purposes, such as commercial and business usage, Despite
Cross!s optimistic predictions it would appear that private
building concerns and charitable groups had not come for-
ward as eagerly as expected, with the result that the local
government was unable to sell the cleared land. Either the
losses would have to be absorbed by the government, or else
the land be disposed of for commeroiél purposes,

The dominating question of expense and financlal
arrangements occupled the Committee at great length.
Recognlizing the reluctance of the local authorities to
burden themselves with debt or to raise rates, the
Committee sought ways to reduce the costs of clearing slum
sltes, The original solution, to sell the land to private
and charitable groups, proved unsuitable. In London, for
instance, the Peabody Trust had found 1teelf unable to pay
the price asked for cleared land; and the Metropolitan

Board of Works was left elther to absorb the loss or else

17mv14., p. 253. Cf, pp. 254-255 as to similar
figures for the City of London.
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undertake rebuilding, the latter being an even greater
expense, In addition, the Committee was critical of the
work actually undertaken by the Peabody Trust, noting that
the buildings thus constructed "appear to be somewhat beyond
the means, and unsuited to the wants and special callings,
of the poorer class of persons, . . UL Committee
pointed out that for practical purposes the Peabody Trust
was a "quasi-public body," which should therefore be making
a greater effort to meet the needs of those people in need
of better housing.lg Finally, the Committee proposed a
loosening of the restrictive provisions of the Artizana!?
Dwelling Act in order to facilitate the transfer of land
from government to private bullder., All property ocon-
fiscated, suggested the Committee, should be fairly valued
so that property owners would not wmake excessive demands
for compensation, and tenants forced to vacate a dwelling
should be compensated by a direct cash payment so that
lengthy legal procedures would be avolded, The Committee
considered separately the question of provincial cities
outside the London metropolitan area. 1In those urban areas
less congested than London, where greater space was avall=-
able, the Committee recommended complete abandonment of the
requirement to rehouse tenants on the original site.

"There does not seem to be the necessity for insisting on

the rebuilding of houses for the classes displaced,"

¥81p14., p. 253. 191p14., p. 258.
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observed the Report. Whille advising a less strict applica-
tion, the Committee was not prepared to remove completely
the rehousing provisions of the Cross Act for London.

Great hardshlip might result there from a wholesale dis-
persal of slum dwellers, whose livelihood was often tled
intimately to the neighborhood and place of habitation.

The Committee therefore advised that a portion, ranging
from one-half to one-third of the original tenants, be
rehoused on the site, hoping thereby for lower costs to the
government while improving the quallty of the rebuilding
plans.?® In the City of London, however, the rehousing
provision would be abolished outright in view of the
impossibly dense nature of the district and the very great
value of the land.

The Committee held eighteen meetings between
February 27th and June 19th, with Cross acting as chalrman
in every session, He took an active, even commanding role
in the proceedings, displaying throughout a profound
knowledge of the subject. More notable, Cross appeared
perfectly wllling to participate in adverse criticism of
hls own handiwork. He accepted without comment several
strong attacks upon the principles of the Artizans!
Dwelling Act and on occasion he joined in the oritiecal

comments, Hls defense would appear later in the form of

201p1d., pp. 256-257. The Committee was dissatis-
fied with the design and quality of those dwellings that
were construcoted,
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magazine articles, but as chairman of the Select Committee,
Cross proved impartial and hard-working.

The work of the Commlttee resulted in one piece of
legislation, introduced on July 25, 1882 by Shaw Lefevre and
William Harcourt. Thelr Bill substantially incorporated the
proposals of the Select Committee and in addition made
changes in the Torrens Aot.21 Passed easily through a
Liberal House of Commons, the Artizans! Dwelling Act of
1882 was in the nature of amending and consolidating legis-
lation. It revealed however a willingness to consider
alternate approaches to the problem of slum dwelllings and
by its passage demonstrated to the nation that the earlier
legislation had far from solved the problem,

Stimulated by the Committee hearings and by the
passage of the Aet of 1882, debate over the housing question
continued throughout the early 1880's, 1In Parlidment, in
the press and in perlodicals, the argument went on as
speakers and writers deplored the continued existence of
slum housing and sought new measures, ILlterature exposing
the dreadful conditions continued to appear, perhaps the

most widely read being The Bitter Cry of Outcast London,

21John_J. Clarke, The Housl Problem, Its History,
Growth, Legislatlon and Procedure (Eonﬁon, I§§GI,
pP. =13,
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published in 1883.22 This anonymous pamphlet explored in
graphic detall the life of the London slums, demonstrating
that despite earlier attempts at reform, life for the urban
poor remained a daily routine of degradation and disease,

The Bitter Cry of Outcast lLondon forced the nation to look

again upon the evils of the slum. As one passage read:

You have to grope your way along dark and

filthy passages swarming with vermin, Then,

if you are not driven hack by the intolerabdble

stench, you may gain admittance to the dens

in which these thousands of beings, who

belong, as much as you, to the race for whom

Christ died, herd together.23
A mixture of Jjournalism and evalgelical despair, the Bitter
Cry of Outcast London was followed by dozens of other
efforts in the same vein.eu Leaders in politiocal 1ife
joined in the dispute by publishing articles in the journals
and by advocating programs for reform. Among those men who
grappled with the problem in the 1880's were Lord Salisbury,
Joseph Chamberlain, Lord Shaftesbury, George Howell and,
not surprisingly, Richard Cross, All contributed writings

between 1882 and 1884 attempting to f£ind solutions to the

22 The Bitter Cry of Outcast London (London,
1883). The authorship 1s disputed but commonly attributed
to W.C, Mearns, the Secretary of the London Congregational
Union, a missionary group working in the slums, Dyos,
"Slums of Victorian London," n. 60. The pamphlet went
through several editions and was the center of a bitter
debate over conditions in the slums,

23 The Bitter Cry of Outcast London, p. 12,

28punch, among other journals and newspapers, pub-
l1ished a series of pictures depicting life in the sluma and
castigating landlords and rent collectors, Punch,
1 December 1883,
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continuing dilemma posed by slum dwellings.25

Following publication of the Selest Committeels
final report, Cross wrote an article in 1882 for the
magazine Nineteenth Century, in which he discussed the grim
conditions revealed in that report.25 He expressed outrage
over the evils still present in the slums but remained
nonetheless hopeful that a mobilized public opinion would
correct those evils, He quoted extensively from mediedl
reports that had been submitted to the Select Committee and
asked that his readers share his distress concerning the
evidence contained in them, "The tale they tell is sad,"
Cross wrote, "and, what is worse than all, they give full
proof that most of all these evlils, grievous as they are,
are preventable and are not prevented,"2'

His remédy was a firm reliance on the power of
publie opinion to alter intolerable conditions. Combined
wlith proper ingtruction from experts, an aroused public
épinion could, he belleved, effedéively remove the blight
of slums from the ocilties, The poor only needed tc be made

fully aware of their condition 1in order to railse themselves

25E.Ga, Joseph Chamberlain, "Labourers! and Artizans'
Dwellings," Portnightly Review, XXXIV (1883), 761-776;
Lord Salisbury, "!Esourers' and Artizans?! Dwellings,"
National Review, . II (188%), 301-316; Octavia H1ill, Lord

Shaltesbury and others, "Common Sense and the Dwellinge of
The Poor," Ninetbenth Century, XIV (1883), 925-963.

26Richard Assheton Cross, "The Homee of the Poor in
London, " pp. 231-241, :

271b1d., p. 231.
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and with help from the wealthy and educated, they would
find the proper modes of thought and action., '"There ocan be
no doubt," he asserted, "that a great deal of the degrada-

tion of these courts is because no public opinion reaches

them."aa

His model for guidance from above was Octavia
Hill and her program of property management., Essential to
the success of these plans, however, was a feeling of

Chriastian charity and brotherhood on the part of those who
undertook the reform of the working wen, Cross pointed

out:

It 1s quite clear that such works as this will
never be well done unless an lmmense amount of
the element of volunteer agency and Christian
feeling 1s introduced in endeavoring to
reform the people as well as their houaes.29

He rarely overlooked an opportunity to insist upon the
Christian virtues as the indispensable ingredient for any

program of reform,

Cross had often expressed in 1875 the belief that
state action in the area of housing was required to perform
the needed work and that simple good will had proven unable
to erase the blight of urban slums, Seven years later

while at1ll emphasizing the Christilan virtues he had

come to understand even more strongly the need for

281p14., p. 234. 291pid.
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government action. "We can hardly expect that the great
amount of work to be done oan be accomplished in this way
alone without State intervention in some form or other,” he
wrote.3° Cross viewed state intervention as a stimulus to
private enterprise, not as a program for the construction of
free public housing for the poor., He envisioned a joint
activity of state and private enterprise on the lines he
had sought in 1875. As in earlier statements, Cross urged
not state control but state assistance to the private
builder, so that Paﬁliament would not be directly involved
in the improvement of working class dwellings, The need
was for legislation that would open the path for private
and charitable groups to operate properly ln unison.31
In taking this position, Cross returned to a favorite

argument, put forward several times in 1875. Housing reform
was a matter of sanltation, and sanitation was the legitil-
mate funotion of the state, He wrote:

Looking at this question as a matter of

sanitary reform, there is wmuch to be done by

the Legislature . . . The evil we have to

grapple with 1is not one of modern growth,

but arises from the neglect of past and former

years 32

But sanitation, as concelved by Cross and even Disraell,

301p14,

3lcross repeated, in almost the same words, his
speech in the House of Commons upon the introduction of his
Artizans'®' Dwelling Bill of 1875. He.would use the same
words twenty years later in writing his political memoirs;
Cross, Political History, pp. 33-34.

32¢ross, "Homes of the Poor," p. 235,
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was by no means restriocted to drains and sewers, it was a
broad fleld which might include all the concerns of commu-
nity life, from police to housing.

Cross argued against limiting sanitary reform for
reasons of economy and finance, The cost to the nation, he
Bald, of permitting slums to exist and people to dwell in
poverty was far greater than the cost of repairing these
conditions. To those who opposed sanitary reform he
addressed a simple message: poverty cost money. He wrote
in 1882:

I would ask the political economists, who may

be disposed to scan this kind of legislation

too closely, to remember that there is a maxim

which 1s as true of nations as of individuals--

that health is actually wealth. He wmust take

into account the enormous waste of l1life in

infancy, the great waste of life even among

those who reach manhood, the great waste of

physical condition after infanoy 1s passed,

and the waste of stamina in the present genera-

tion and the fuggre generations that will

epring from 1it,
In 1ts day, Cross's idea was a commonplace mixture of moral
uneasiness over the conditions of the poor, coupled with
the business-minded dlstress over the waste and expense
represented by large numbers of slum dwellers,

The ostensible purpose of Cross!s article in 1882
was to comment upon the recently released Committee Report.
In essence, his article was an explanation of the Report
and an effort to stimulate activity in the form of moderate

legislation. As chalirwan of the Committee, Cross had

331b14.
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conourred in most of the recommendations contained in the
Report, and his article supported those recommendations.

He emphasized again the pressing need to begin work on the
slums, and he ocarefully ncted the complexities which made
the earlier legislation less than successful. As to rehous-
ing, an item which he had vigorously supported in 1875,
Cross had softened his position. "There should,” he wrote
in 1882, "as far as possible, be gradual displacement and

n34 As he was to demonstrate in the

gradual rebuilding,
years ahead, however, Cross had not been converted to a new
approach regarding housing reform. His goal was to see the
existing legislation improved and properly utilized, not to
begin anew.

Other men were suggesting a wmarkedly different
approach to slum clearance, among them George Howell,
Howell, a trade union leader and a man deeply involved in
political affairs, published an article in 1883, also in

the magazine Nineteenth Centun1.35 His politlical and

philosophical leanings usually placed Howell at the extreme
left of the reform movement, but 1h the matter of housing

his opinion reflected what was rapidly becoming an accepted
viewpoint. He emphatically condemned past legislation, all
of which he found wanting. "Considering the objects of the

statutes," Howell asserted, "they have done comparatively

341p14., p. 239.

35george Howell, "The Dwellings of the Poor,
Nineteenth Century, XII (1883), 992-1007.
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little, as yet, towards providing cheap, convenient,
cleanly / sic_/ and healthy dwellings for the masses of the

n36 He discussed the shortcomings of the Torrens Act

poor,
and the Artizans! Dwelling Act, finding in both a lamentable
absence of enforcement clauses so that slum owners were able
to evade their responsibilities and local authorities per-
mitted to delay endlessly. "The greatest obstacle to the
working of the Acts was the defects in the Acts themselves,
in not having sufficiently stringent enforeing clauses com-
pelling the proper attitudes to carry out the law."3'
Rowell's proposed solutions to the problem revolved around

a wassive increase in state participation and a new
departure by Parliament to enact meaningful legislation for
the construction of public housing for the working
claaaes.38 In short, the state must intervene for the
protection of the poor, based on the unmistakable evidence
that previocus rellance upon private enterprise had been
unsuccessful and unfruitful,

It was against the background of a growing demand
for government action that, in 1884, still another investi-
gation was launched into the question of working-class
housing. A Royal Commission was named by the Liberal
government, consisting of a distingulshed group of wmen

including the Prince of Wales, Cross found a place on the

361b14., p. 992. 37T1bid., p. 994.
381bsd., pp. 1005-1007,
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Commission, as did Charles Dilke, Cardinal Manning, George
Goschen, Samuel Morley, the Marquis of Salisbury, MeCullagh
Torrens and Henry Broadhurst. Dilke, the progressive
Liberal Member from Chelsea, was appointed chairman of the
COmmiaaion.39
Hearings began promptly and the Royal Commission

was able to submit its final report early in the session of
1885, The conclusions arrived at by this second inquiry
into housing conditions agreed substantially with the report
of 1882, but went even further in proposals for prompt
state action, Despite the work of preceding years, the
Commission stated, the evils of slum life were still
present and only slightly improved, The report noted:

At the very outset of their inquiry, Your

Majesty's Commissioners had testimony to

prove two important facts: first, that

though there was great improvement ., . .

in the condition of the houses of the poor

compared to that of 30 years ago, yet the

evils of overcrowdlng, especlally in

London, were still a public scandal, and

were becoming in certain localities more

serlous than they ever were; second, that

there was much legislation designed to

meet these evils, yet that the existing

laws were not put into force, some of them

having remained a dead letter from the date

when Rhey first found a place in the statute.

book. 40
The Commission, in the light of thie evidence, went on to

propose substantlal changes in the existing legislation,.

3% 1rst Report of Her Majesty!s Commissioners for
Inquiring Into the Housing of the Working Classes,

Parliamentary Papers, XXX-XXXI (1884-85), 1.
401b14., p. 4.



First, the Commission advised that the present
system of having the wmunicipal medical officers submit
reports to the local governments be revised, so that the
medical reports might come directly to the Home Office or
the Local Government Board., In the same mode, they sug-
gested that the existing sanitary laws in London be con-
solidated and that public health measures passed in earlier
years be properly enforeced, Conscious of the special needs
of London, the Commission took an important step in urging
a reform of London munlicipal government. The anclent
structure of vestries, local boards of health, borough
councils, and the anomaly of the Clty of London, was &
primary cause of the lack of progress that had been made in
slum clearance sinoce 1875.41

Regarding the Cross Act, the Commission advised
granting additional powers to the central government in
order to ensure action on the part of local authdrities,
many of whom had been flagrantly overlooking the laws since
1875. The Commission found that the legislation passed by
Cross in 1875 was essentially sound but lacking that orucial
power of enforcement. They emphesized that the Artizans!
Dwelling Act differed in principle from the Torrens Act and
"may be described as the doing on a large scale of that

which Mr, Torrens! Acts are intended to do for smaller

ulIbid., pP. 35. The Commission was shocked at the
evidence of poor planning and overlapping responsibilities
exhibited by the various London boards and vestries,
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areas, The Commission was adversely oritical of both
housing measures, however, for the unthinking and unplanned
demolition of slum dwellings without proper consideration
for rehousing and rebuilding. "The evidence of the inabil-

ity of the poor to protect themselves,"

stated the report,
"in this and in other particulars, is ooncluaive."u3 Many
witnesses, inocluding the Earl of Shaftesbury, testified to
the shattering effects of the existing housing measures and
reemphasized the point that in too many ocases, the condition
of the needy working man was made worse by the slum clear-
ance program.uu

The Royal Commission of 1884 took the unusual step
of delving into the hitherto barely considered problem of
rural slums, In general, the report was favorable towards
efforts that had been made to raise the living standards of
agricultural workers and cbserved that improvements had
been made in several rural districta. In particular, the
Commission had high praise for the achlevements of certain
land owners who had undertaken to construct adequate hous-
ing for their laborers. The admittedly large question of
rural slum housing was, however, not further pursued, with

the explanation that the matter lay outside the Commission's

h21p14., p. 6.

u3Ib1d., p. 21. Slum dwellers were often.foroced
out of thelr homes by unscrupulous builders and harsh
government offlcials, and were rarely paid adequate rehous-
ing allowances,

B1pia., p. 5.
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present sphere of 1ntereat.u5
The final report of the Royal Commission was signed
by all wmembers, including Cross, but several saw fit to
submit additional statements that oriticized segments of
the final report. Cross took exception to the recommenda-
tion put forward by the Commission in its report, that
publie housing be erected in order to relieve the shortage
of adequﬁte working plass dwellinge., He favored a more
limited approach. National and local governwents should
have the powers to build housing only "under exceptional
circumstances”; in his view the current situation, adwit-
tedly deplorable, was not exceptional. Cross was convinced
that given proper laws and adequate enforecement of those
laws, the private sector of the econouy ocould provide
sufficient housing for the working men, Under these
¢ircumstances, he believed, resort to state owned housing
would be wasteful and even harmful. In one circumstance,
however, Cross was willing to admit the state’s role in the
construction of housing; he favored public housing for the
young, the blind or the totally disabled, Even in thelr
cases, however, payment of a wminimal rent was essential.us

Crosst!s opposition to publie housing, and his

differences with other members of the Royal Commission,

451p14., pp. 25-27.

uGIbid., p. 66, Cross believed that payment of
rent, however small, was beneficial to the charaeter and
moral development of the tenant,



were foreshadowed in January 1884 when he published an
article entitled "Homes of the Poor.”u7 Appearing in the
Journal Nineteenth Century nearly two months before the
release of the final report of the Royal Commission,
Cross's article undertook to refute oritics of his own
legislation and to argue against large-scale state inter-
ference 1n housing, FPrior to the Commission's formation
and throughout its hearings, important persons, including
Joseph Chamberlain, had been oailing for additional govern-
ment activity on behalf of the working classes, and thére
had been numerous suggestions that publicly constructed and
owned housing was the answer to the dilemma of the slums,
Cross, as the author of a major plece of housing leglsla-
tion and an acknowledged authority on the subject, felt
Justified in replying to these new proposals.

Cross admitted frankly that previous legislation
had been unproductive, "Having personally visited most of
these éourts and alleys," he wrote, "the magnitude of the
evil is very painfully ahd very deepiy impressed upon my

rn:Lnd.""l8

Awareness of continued need, however, did not
suggest to Cross that radical new approaches were required
to rid the nation of slums, In particular he rejected the
1dea that state intervention on a large scale was necessary,

"The same cautious rules must apply in dealing with the

u7niohard Assheton Cross, "Homes of the Poor,"
Nineteenth Century, XV (1884), 150-166, : .

481p14., p. 151.
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poorer classes as to providing any such necessaries of life
out of State or local aid. . . "9 ynile ne acknowledged
that the state had a legitimate role to fulfill in dealing
with sanitary conditions, he denied the notion that the
getate should provide free housing for the working classes
or to any group in the nation. The argument harked back to
Croes's introductory statement in 1875 when he had differ-
entiated between Jjustified state interference in wmatters of
sanitation, and unwarranted state interference to provide

"the necessities of life,"2°

sueh as housing or clothing.
If the slums were to be elimlnated, the existing
legislation on the subjJect would have to be fully appliled
and rigidly enforced. "It is at present more a matter for
administration than legialation," Cross advised.2? Proper
enforoement combined with moderate alterations would enable
the exlsting legislatlion to operate as intended. He argued
that both Torrens!s Act and his own measure had given ample
powers to the local governments and that current proposals,
including one by Joseph Chamberlain, tolimpose heavier
fines upon slum owners, were largely redundant, As to the
suggestion that the owners of the dwelllings be made
responsible for tenant negleot, Cross pointed out that the

&
poor needed to be educated before they could be expected to

care properly for thelr dwellings. Citling Octavia Hill's

491114, 5%¢. pp. 121-122,
5lcross, "Homes of the Poor," p. 153.
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achievements in guiding the slum dweller into proper modes
of behavior, he recommended a similar approach to all+local
governmenta.52

Another Chamberlain proposal, to compel the sale of
housing at a government-chosen price in order to speed slum
clearance, came in for Cross!s heaviest critioiam. It was,
Cross wrote,

contrary to all rights of property and against

all prineciples of sound political eccnomy to

say that the State or local authority may

compel an owner to sell his perfectly sanitary

estate under the market value ., . . simply

because such estate 1s wanted for a partiocular

purpose,
Crossal!s objection was not to compulsion in itself, but to
its application to the sale of housing at less than market
value., His own Artizana! Dwelling Act made compulsory sale
central to the operation of the measure, but the owner of
the property was to be guaranteed a falr and adequate com-
pensation based on the assessed value of the dwelling. It
seemed grossly unfalr and unbusinesslilke for the state to
seige private property without full and fair ocompensation,
no matter how urgent the case., He understood that land
owners had often manipulated prices in order to win higher
compensation; yet he was willing to grant Chamberlain's

contention that the government be allowed to set the

521pid., p. 154,

531b1d., p. 160. The article 1s essentially a
point by poinft refutation of Chamberlain's proposals for
additional legislation., See Joseph Chamberlain,

"iabourers! and Artizans! Dwellings, Fortnightly Review,
XXXIV (1883), 761-T776.
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purchase price. Cross insisted, however, that in determin-
ing the compensation, governments take a realistioc and
businesslike approach to land values so as to assure the
owner of falr market prices for his property.

Compulsory purchase and even state building ocould
only be successful, Cross thought, if combined with a sense
of heightened morality among the people charged with admin-
istration as well as among the reciplents of such govern-
ment assistance. Legislation had its role to play, he
argued, but would prove Ineffective, or worse, without the
good will and humanitarian feeling of the persons who
carried out the law. What finally would rebuild the slums,
then, was good feeling and brotherhood, not laws. Cross
wrote in a cautlonary spirit:

There are many rocks ahead. You may demoral-

ise and pauperise , ., . What safeguard will

you have unleass by constant and continuous

supervision by loving and perservering per-

sons, and by so lmproving the character and

hablits of the people, that these new-bullt

places wlll not soon be in as bad or even

in a worse oonditign than those whioch have

been pulled down?>
He was not unresponsive to the human needs of the situation,
nor was he unreflective; his dllemma was one of reconciling
an instinet toward government aid on a moderate scale, with
an equally instinctual feeling that state aid tended to
"demoralise and pauperise” the citizen. On an intellectual

level, Cross could fall béok upon the litany of middle-claga

5'*Cross, "Homes of the Poor," p. 163.
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virtues as the solution to slums, He wrote:

It may seem hard to say it, but taking the

normal condition of things in towns and

cities , . . the matter must be left to the

ordinary rule of supply and demand, to the

regular administration of the poor laws, to

the assistance of such loving hearts as that

of Miss Octavia Hill, and to the opportuni-

ties offered by the Peabody Trustees,55
Phrases such as "regular administration of the poor law"
echoed the sentiments of the 1830!'s; they reflected Crossts
unwillingneas to dispense entirely with the comfortable
theories of political economy. Yet in practice and in
apirit, Cross accepted the necessity for violating those
rules of economy he seemed to defend in print. He was
prepared to adopt a housing policy that incorporated the
notion of compulsory purchase, central control and even, in
extreme cases, of state rebuilding of the slums, in order
to deal with an insistent soclal problem. His underlylng
humanitarian feelings, in the face of an undeniable evil,
foreced him to abandon the rules he had learned in his'
youth and to enter into an age of government-alded social
reform. He tried to avold an open violation of principle
by labelling such reform as "sanitary" in nature, but the
word _was more a comfort for his own bfuiaed convictions
than a true description of his legislation. Sanitary
reform opened the way for Cross to embark on a program of
state intervention which, however limited and circumsecribed,

went beyond the laws of political economy he vainly tried

551pb14,
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to defend,

While he progressed a oconsiderable distance toward
state intervention, Cross continued to avoid a wholehearted
acceptance of the method and argued steadily against the
more radical reformers of his day who demanded even more
massive programs of social reform. Following publication
of the Royal Commission'!s report in 1885, Cross restated
many of his earller obJjections in yet another article in
Nineteenth Centugz.s6 The plece, "Housing the Poor,"
summarized Cross'!s position as stated in his article of
1884 and in his minority opinion attached to the
Commission's report. He was against additional legislation,
writing that "sanitary machinery ceftainly does not at
present work well, but it wants putting in order more than
reconstructing.’. . ."7 He recognized the lack of results
thus far achieved, but placed heavy blame for these fallures
upon lack of publie interest. Those people, he advised,
"who now take a deep interest in these matters /should_/

égitate and act at the next electlon of vestrymen. . . ."58.

56Richard Assheton Cross, "Housing The Poor,"
Nineteenth Century, XVII (1885), 926-947. .

57Ibid., p. 926, Cross was normally opposed to
hasty legislating; he preferred to administer existing laws
rather than write new ones. 1In 1883, he argued against
suggestions that the system of county government needed
revisions and advised the public to participate more
actively within the exlsting structure., See Richard
Assheton Croas, "County Government," Contemporary Review,
XXXXIII (March 1883), 305-310, 4

580rcas,'Housing The Poor," p. 933.
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Cross also took up the complex problem of land holding in
the clties, which often resulted in endless delay and con-
fusion., The comblnation of freehold and leasehold, whereby
the person who owned the land might lease it for long
periods to a bullder, made responsibility diffiocult to
assign., Cross described cases in which the bullder or
operator of the slum dwelling might be three or four times
removed from the free holder, who was legally responsible.
The solution, in Cross'!s opinion, was to make the owner in
faoct the owner in law, so that the person who owned an
unwholesome building, even iAf he were the lessee of the
land, might be brought before the 1aw.59

As in prior years, the Commission'’s report resulted
in legislation. In 1885 the Housing of the Working Classes
Act was passed, It was a consolldating weasure which
realized many of the suggestions of the Royal Commission
and which brought several earlier Acts, notably
Shaftesbury's Lodging Houses Acts of 1851 and 1853, into
closer conformity with recent legislation. The Act of 1885
was passed by Lord Salisbory'!s Conservative government, in
which Cross sat once again as Home Seoretary. It was a
government which existed for eight months only, and the
Housing of the Working Classes Act refleots ln part the
political. uncertainty of the moment. The hopes of the

housing reformers remained tied to private enterprise; both

591bi1d., pp. 930-932.
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Salisbury and Cross were unconvinced of the need for full-
scale state intervention, Salisbury, a member of the Royal
Commission, had written in the report that:

overcrowding, as far as it exists, in

provinclial towns, or in the suburban parts

of London, may probably be cured by the 60

ordinary sequence of supply upon demand. , . .
He admitted the need for a different approach in the dense
urban areas of London and the larger citles, but was
unwilling to concur in the suggestions that the government
undertake the task by 1itself,

The Act of 1885, only slightly more interventionist
than the earlier measures, nonetheless came under severe
attack by those champions of free trade and classical
political economy who saw 1n it the seeds of social ruin.
The Economist reported that the Housing of the Working
Classes Act of 1885:

is intended to provide a remedy for over-

orowding by . . . offering temptations, to

the erection of artisans! dwellings, and the

letting of them at less than market rents

« + « In other words, the tax-payers are to

make a subvention towards the better housing

of the London poor. . . .01 a
Despite additional powers granted to local governments by
the Act of 1885, the overwhelming portion of new housing
was erected by private concerns and charitable groups and

the search for a solution to the slum problem continued

‘ 6°Report of the Royal Commission on Housing (1884),
5.

61lme Economist, XXXXIII (18 July 1885), 866,
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well into the twentieth century.62

The changes in municipal and county government
enacted in the 1880's, especially the creation of the
London County Council, enabled cities to attack existing
slums with additional powers of condemnation and compulsory
purchase. More and more of the responsibility for housing
improvement was granted to local governments, who often
went far beyond Parliamentary suggestions in providing
publicly built and owned housing for the poor. In 1890,
another Salisbury ministry once again faced the problem of
housing legislation and passed the Housing Aot of 1896.63
Essentially a consolidating measure, the Aect of 1890
nevertheless demonstrated a continued interest on the part
of Conservative ministries regarding urban housing. The
Act granted additional powers to local autﬁorities and
simplified existing procedures that rebuilding programs
could be undertaken more rapldly. As in earlier measures,
however, the Aect of 1890 retained the key role of the
private bullder and charity group, and it provided for the
erection of state-owned housing only as a last resort to be
sparingly employed. A frank acceptance of state interven-

tion in housing had not yet occurred at the dawn of the

6250hn F, Sykes, "The Results of State, Municipal
and Organized Private Action on the Housing of the Working
Classes," Journal of the Royal Statistical Soclety, LXIV

(1901), 183-253.

63c1arke, The Housing Problem, pp. 20-22. The Bill
was passed through.ParIIamenE apparently without debate,
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twentieth century. The legislation since 1875, however,
had revealed a gradual movement toward intervention, and
when Parliament faced a critical housing problem after
ﬂorld War I, it could create a state-guided program of slum
.clearance and rebullding that was well founded in the
legislation of Crossl!s era.

The session of 1875 had proven memorable. Among
other activities, it had set the stage for governmental
aotivity with regard to housing for the remainder of the
century. Yet the Artizans!' Dwelling Act formed only one
part of a crowded Parliamentary agenda which saw the
Conservative ministry, often with Liberal help, deal with
several orucial aspects of British 1life., "Much legislation

was promised in the Queen's Speech, and much legislation
64

" wrote Cross about the Session of 1875,

was acoomplished,
Disraelil's government had compiled a long list of proposals
for the coming sesslon, a sharp contrast from the vague
formulations of 1874 and in part a reflection of Cross's
hard work during the recess. The government announced
itself prepared to act upon Friendly Socletles, merchant
shipping, unwholesome dwellings, conspiracy laws, land |
transfer, and to further lmprove the Judicature Act of 1873.
Public health was not forgotten, nor was an improvement in
the factory lawas, It was an impressive program'set before

the Houses of Parliament, one surprising in its scope and,

6‘*cl:'oeu:.s, Political History, p. 32.
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in its successful passage, historie. The leader of the
opposition, Lord Hartington, said of the proposed wmeasures:

On the whole, of a wise, a salutary and a

beneflcent character, They are proposals

. eminently adapted to be considered by the

Legislature of a prosperous and contented

country in a time of peace and quietneas.5
Hartington's peaceful acceptance of the Conservative program
set the tone that pervaded the subsequent debates, With
certaln exceptions, the business of the session of 1875 was
oconducted in an atmosphere unusually free of party animosi-
ties. While such unreconstructed exponents of laissez-falre
policy as Henry Fawcett opposed the Conservative reforms,
the Liberal side of the Houme displayed an unusual willing-
ness to pass the government bills,

The display of cooperation in the House of Commons

was evident even to contemporary observers, some writers

taking the lack of dispute to signify a dull and unproduc-
tive session., The Annual Register for 1875 wrote of the

sesslion as quiet, even slothful, and could find few last-
ing achlevements to discuss .66 Punch called it "an unsatis-
feretory Session., Little to ralse the credit of Parliament
in the matter of legislation--a great deal to lower 1t in

the manner."®7 Sir William Harcourt, & rising member of

65Bernard Holland, Life of Spencer Compton, Eighth
Duke of Devonshire (2 volumes; lLondon, 1011), E, 133.

66Annual Register 1875 (London, 1876), pp. 138-139,

6Tpunch, LIXIX (August 21, 1875), 67.



the Liberal party in 1875, agreed that the session was
peaceful, but counted the fact as a positive virtue, He
told an audience:

If the old saying be true that "Happy 1s the

nation whose annals are dull," I may con-

gratulate you , ., . on beigg the most fortu-

nate kingdom in the world.
One historian of the period looked back upon 1875 and wrote:
"whatever verdict history may ultimately pronounce on
Mr. Disraellils Government, it wlll not econcern 1tself at
much length with his domestic legislation."®9

To & nation acgustomed to furious debate, the lack

of anger displayed during the session of 1875 may indeed
have signalled a lack of activity. Such was clearly not the
case, as modeﬁn historians have since recognized., The
legislative accomplishments of 1875 were both substantial
and far-reaching and the 1875 session ranks, in the area of
soclal refprm, as 1832 or 1B6T7 in the political realm. In
the twentieth century, when the role of the state has
expanded beyond the dreams of the Viotoriar_m, the measures
initiated by Cross and the Conservative ministry in 1875
assume an historic importance that transcends thelr
specific provisions, The significance of that leglslation
concerns tendency and direction; the important bills of

1875 were, by and large, interventionist, and moving in a

direction that would inorease governmental interference in

68Quoted 1n Cross, Political History, p. 36.

69alpole, History of Twenty-Five Years, III, 289,
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privete affalrs, Men such as Northcote, Derby, Disraeli,
and, most noticeably, Cross, came to accept the need for
more, not less, state activity in British life. '
A.J. Mundella, the Liberal reformer, observed the activities
of the Conservative winisters in 1874 in the ocase of the
Faotory Act of that year, and wrote to a friend:

Very few, in the House or in the country, are

able to discern that 1t is the beginning of a

scheme to secure the health and education of

the entire puerile population, and necessitated

& measure of general oompulsion., Forsater,

Lowe, Sandon, and Cross have admitted this in

thelr remarks in the House, and in conversation o

with me have acknowledged that it 1s inevitable.l
In 1875, in his wajor legislative achievements, Cross was
to demonstrate clearly that his feeling of "inevitability"
had not been lost, The Artizans' Dwelling Aot advanced the
cause of intervention, with the full knowledge of Cross.

It is possible to view the reforms of the Disraeli
ministry as being a continuation of an earlier trend
towards social welfare, begun by the Gladstone government
in 1868.71 Or, even more broadly, as part of a general
European movement towards increased state intervention that

characterized much of the nineteenth century.72 In either

TOMundella to Robert Leader, 26 June 1874, quoted
in Armytage, Mundella, p. 145,

Tlgerman Ausubel, In Hard Times (New York, 1960),

p. 143,

T2psa Briggs, "The Welfare State in Historileal
Perspective," Archives d!Europeen Sociologie, II (1961),
221-258, Briggs views BIaraeEIan reform as part of a
European-wide phenomenon, namely the reaction against
classiocal liberalism,
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case, the Conservative government of 1874-1880 merges into
a stream of social reformism typlcal of the Vieotorian era,
and the legislation of the 1870!s méy be accounted for as
simply one example of a diverse movement. The reforms of
the Disraell ministry, however, appear to require some
spesdal attention, on two acocounta. One, they were enacted
by a Conservative government, and secondly, they seemed to
mark the dividing line between tentative measures of social
improvement and frank acceptance of state gulded reforus,
Obviously 1t would straln the evidence to label the year
1875 as the dawn of the Welfare State in Britain, or to
contend that the Conservative government looked forward to
a comprehensive scheme of social welfare such as exists in
the twentieth century. The Conservatives of 1875 did,
however, approach diffloult soclal questions with receptive
attitudes and they emerged with solutiona that were crucial
for the future development of the natlon.

What finally may be said about the role of Richard
Cross in the development of housing legislation? In 1875
he was the leading government proponent of a vigorous piece
of legislation and was instrumental in securing passage of
the Artizans'! Dwelliﬁg Act, Yet the Act was not his handi-
work alone; the earlier efforts of the Charity Organisation
Soclety, of Octavia Hill and of medical officers such as
Henry Letheby, undoubtedly influenced the form and spirit
of the final Bill. The exact relationship between the

Charity Organisation Society and Cross's housing measure
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is a difficult one to chart accurately. As the historian
of the Charity Organisation Society observed: "The C,0.8.
Committeel!s report, on the basils of which the C.0.S. sent a
memorial to the Home Secretary, played its part--but how
great a part 1t is hard to say--in bringing about the Cross
Act. . . ."'3 Crose himself, in his autobiography, failed
to oredit brevious efforts by the Charity Organisation
Society.Tu

Unquestionably, prior legislation on housing, in
particular the Torrens Act of 1868, left its imprint upon
the Artizans! Dwelling Act. Cross himself admitted that
his work in 1875 was "intended to supplement Torrens's Act
of 1868 by dealing with whole areas, where the piecemeal
approach of the 1868 Aot was of no use."’”? The fundamental
structure and approach of the earlier méasures, ineluding
Shaftesbury!s Acts of the 1850's, was broadened in 1875
but not abandoned. A partnership between private and
public enterprise was s8till the heart of the legilslation |
and the motivating prinoible was still voluntary action.
Despite the compulsory features of the Cross Act of 1875,
the state carefully avolded any suggestion of reform by
edic%.Br lmprovement by Act of Parliament. The legislation

depended for its success upon the desire of local

73¢c.L. Mowat, The Charity Organisation Society,

p' 57.

T4cross, Political History, p. 34.
T5Cross, "Homes of the Poor," p. 156,
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authorities for housing reform, Without prior action by
the people directly involved, on the local level, the Act
of 1875 was inoperative. The orucial role assigned to
private and charitable groups lllustrated further the
reluctance of Cross, and of Parliament as a whole, to
inject the state into the task of rebuillding homes for its
people.

Yet the legislation of 1875 and succeeding years
contained within 1t the seeds of an interventionist poliey.
They ocannot be simply clasified, for elements of both
collectivism and lailssez-faire theoriles are present. More
accurately, the legislation of 1875 was a refléotion'in
leglslative terms of a transitory period in British life.
The long held reliance upon prilvate enterprise as a means
to solve sdcial problems was being rapidly eroded, not only
in housing policy but in other areas of social concern as
well, A mixed approach, such as was adopted by Cross in
1875, made sense in light of its time. It was an effort
to retalin as much as possible of classlecal economy, to keep
the state uninvolved, but at the same moment 1t recognized
the overbearing necessity of dealing with a serious social
problem.

Two quotations from recent historians of the period
may serve to reinforce this coneclusion, One from a
biographer of Diéraeli, the other from the author of a sig-
nificant work on the social reform policies of the Disraell

government. Speaking of Disraeli's ministry of 1875,



Robert Blake pointed out that the collectivist nature of
that government?!s legislation has often been exaggerated,
It is wrong, wrote Blake,

to present thelr legislation as 1f 1t warked
a substantial shift from lalssez faire to
state intervention. On the contrary Cross
and other spokesmen were at pains to disavow
anything that savoured even remotely of
collectivism ., ., . it is doubtful 1if the
temper of the times wggld have allowed any-

thing more dirigiste.
Finally, Paul Swmith, in Disraelian Conservatism and Social

Reform, described the essence of the Artizans'! Dwelling Act
of 1875:

It was a tentative measure, relying entirely
upon an uncertain local initiative and upon
the equally uncertaln workings of the cow-
meroial and philanthropic instincts, a
measure which, whlle 1t extended the area

of state interference and collective actlon,
remained shot through with the bourgeois
creed of freedom of which its author . . .
was 80 typloal an exponent. It was neither
collectivist nor really paternal, yet 1t was
1rreconcilab1? with the principles of non-
intervention, (1

The Artizans! Dwelling Act was neither an atavistioc
attempt to recall the days of "the nightwatchman govern-
ment, " nor was it the ideal of the colleetivist theorista.

It stood midway, as did Cross and the nation in 1875,

T6B1ake, Disraeli, pp. 553-554.

778m1th, Disrgelian Conservatism and Social Reform,
p. 223,
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CHAPTER VI
.. CONCLUSIONS

In recent years historians have attempted to out-
line more clearly the process that resulted in government-
sponscred acts of socilal legislation during the nineteenth
century., Debate has been heated and prolonged. For some,
the reforming activity of the Victorian era was & result of
deliberate planning and organizing by a group of social
philosophers who understood the need for change in their
soclety and formulated a program to achieve that change.
The names of Shaftesbury, Chadwlck, Simon and Nightingale
exemplify such reformers of the period, although even they
are overshadowed by the imposing figure and influential
l1deas of Jeremy Bentham, Other historlans, however, have
rejected the notion of crediting any individual or group
of social thinkers with bringing about social reform., For
these historlians, the ilmprovements that characterized
Victorian Britain resulted from unplanned alterations
within the society. These changes arose slowly, without
conscious guldance, as responses to uncorrected social
111s8. Intolerable condltions existed in housing, factories
or sanitary facilities, and these conditions demanded
solutions, Cilvll servants and local officlals sought
answers to the probleme facing them, and by steady pressure
upon the central administration, won powers enabling them

to meet those problems,
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Oliver MacDonagh's article on "The Nineteenth
Century Revolution in Government: A Reappraisal,” pub-
11shed in 1958, touched off the continuing debate.,’
According to MacDonagh, the reforms of the Viectorian era
were not the end product of any ideological campalgn of
social improvement, and emphatically were not the result of
Jeremy Bentham'!s theorizing. They developed, he argued
from the administrative needs of a rapidly changing soclety
no longer able to meet its responsibilities save by sccial

" wrote MacDonagh,

reform., "The great body of such changes,
"were natural answers to coneorete day-to-day problems,
pressed eventually to the surface by the sheer need of the
case,"? |

A sustalned oriticism of the MacDonagh thesls was
launched when Jennifer Hart aoccused MacDonagh of posing a
challenge to historical scholarship as well as advancing
implicltly an unacceptable theory of social change. Her
"Nineteenth Century Social Reform: A Tory Interpretation
of History" (1965) defended Bentham's role in the reform

process. "These charges agalnst BentHamisum," she wrote

101iver MacDonagh, "The Nineteenth Century Revolu-

tion in Govermment: A Reapprailsal,® The Historical Journal,
I (1958), 52-67; see also, O, MaocDonagh, "Emigration and
the State, 1833-1855: An Essay in Administrative History,"
Transactions of the Royal Historical Soclety, fifth series
(19557, pp. 133-159; g MacDonagh, TﬁeIegaEed Legislation
and Adminiatrative Discretions in the 1850!s: A Particular
Study,” Vietorian Studies, II (September 1958), 29-U4,

2MacDonagh, "Nineteenth Century Revolution," p. 65,
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unequivocally, "are based on certain confusions, make very
1ittle sense and are not in accordance with the raota."3
In opposition to the MacDonagh thesis, Hart maintained that
Bentham had provided both practical as well as the theo-
retical guldance for the socilal reformers of the Victorian
period, It was Bentham!s creation of a system of moral
Judgment, the celebrated felicifile calculus, that enabled
the reformers to convince the nation of the need for
social change. Hart's argument centers arocund the role of
ideology, in this ocase, the ideology of Benthamism, In
opposition to MacDonagh, who explained the rise of
centralized interventionlist governments in terms of
unplanned administrative momentum, Mrs, Hart goes to the
ideology of the period and attempts to label the soclal
reforms of the nineteenth century as Benthamist. Accord-
ing to MacDonagh, reform came as an administrative response,
but the emergence of the collectivist state was unplanned
and unforeseen by the ¢ivil servants who helped bring it
into being. For Hart, it was not the administrative
machinery that created the Welfare State, but the con-~
sclous decislions and active participation of a group of
reformers and thinkers, among whom the Benthamites were
preeminent.

It 1s difficult, if not ultimately impossible, to

3Jennifer Hart, "Nineteenth Century Social Reform:
A Tory Interpretation of History," Past and Present, XXXI
(July 1965), 46,
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describe the Artizans'! Dwelling Act in terms of either
MaoDonagh or_ﬂart. The measure did not emerge out of the
administrative needs of the period nor was it the result of
pressure from civil servants who had to grapple with the
problem of poor housing. While these factors contributed
to the legislation, their effect upon it was minimal, It
was clearly Cross and his allies among the housing reformers
who created the bill and brought it to fruition. Equally,
the influence of the Benthamites, or of Benthamism, upon
the Artizans! Dwelling Act was minimal, The Aot cannot,
except by diluting Bentham's phlilosophy to absurdity, be
described as the end product of a campaign launched by
Benthamt!s followers, Nelther Cross nor the reformers who
worked with him were Benthamites, and the Act as written
did not conform in any specific way to Bentham?!s ideals.

The Artizans'! Dwelling Act cannot fit comfortably
into elther MacDonagh's or Hart's model of social reform.
It is necessary to go outside administration and ideology
to comprehend the passage of the measure, and to relate the
Act to other social and political circumstances.

The evils of poor working class housing had been
well publicized by writers like Mayhew and by the scores
of observers, including Cross himself, who visited the
slums in the nineteenth century. Few could escape the
descriptions of slum life, nor could the problem be dis-
wissed as small or exaggerated. The public knowing full
well of the dangers of slum life responded, and in that
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sense public opinion did create considerable pressure upon
legislators., DBut some qualification is oalled for, The
greater part of such publie diacbmrort was unrooused—-it
did not propose a specific remedy but only demanded an
alleviation of conditions in the cities. In the end, the
public largely adopted the.plana that had been formulated
first by Hill, Shafteshury and Cross himself. The legisla-
tion which did emerge, therefore, in 1875 was determined

in substance by the reformers whose task 1t had been to
organize such reform measures. It would be incorrect to
say that Shaftesbury, Hill or Cross were sluply the agents
of an outraged public opinion, that these indlviduals were
the translators of the public will., More accurate would be
the assertion that publiec desires and individual planning
interacted with each other, so that the reformers! programs
were stimulated and energized by the state of public aware-
ness of the housing problem, Cross brought to his ocabinet
post a method, that of decisive government action, and was
encouraged 1in that direction by the increasing agitation in
the press and on platforms.

Cross had available to him in 1875 the accumulated
experience and Judgments of scores of workers in the area
of housing, ranging from the local administrators who dealt
with Shaftesbury's Lodging Houses Act of 1851 to Home
Office officials responsible for overseeing Torrens's Act
of 1868. On every level, from borough, county and national

officlals, information and expertise grew yearly., By 1875,
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the administrators and local officials had determined one
thing at least: that the existing housing laws were
inadequate to deal with the magnitude of the problem, More
specifically, they had convinced Cross and the Home Offioce
drartsmen that the Torrens Act lacked sufflclent enforce-
ment power to ensure housing reform., Without powers of
compulsory purchase, any legislation would fail in its aim
of improving working class living qQuarters., Thils much, at
least, Cross had learned from the government administrators
and he took care to correct the deficiency in his own legils-
lation., It must also be remembered that Cross himself was
one of these government administrators, himself responsible
for enforeing housing lawe. During the years from 1862 to
1868, Cross had served on various boards and commissions in
Lancashire, and dealt personally with the guestion of work-
ing class housing. He was therefore personally knowledge-
able concerning the obstacles and liabilitliee inherent in
housing legislation up to that time.

In the context of 1875, with a greatly expanded
electorate and with working class voters increasingly sway-
ing elections, the purely political aspects of housing
legislation were obvious to the Conservatives. In addil-
tion, the Conservative party was, for the first time in
decades, secure enough in Parliament to take decisive
measures even over the opposition of many Members, With a
majority of fifty or more in the House of Commons, the

Conservatives could afford to propose controversial
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legislation, and even to lose some votes on thelr own side,
without fear of collapse. The House of Lords would agree
to almost all of Disraelits measures, and with the firm
support of the Queen, the atmosphere favored Conservative
plans for legislatipn.

The significance of the Artizans! Dwelling Act lies
not in the manner of its passage and clearly not in its
practical effects, What remained of iwportance in the
measure was the tendency toward increased government inter-
vention in matters of sanitary and social reform. Whille
the Act had & limited practical effect upon housing in the
1870%'s, 1t bore-the peeda of wuch more interventionist
legislation to follow, and it established a2 lasting precedent
for housing reformwers in the latter nineteenth century and
the twentleth who flnally bfought about an unashamed polley
of state bullt housing for the workingman.,

Cross's role in the passage of the Act was central,
although 1t has been shown that he was not the sole creator
nor even the moat outspoken advocate of the legislation.
Without the advice and prior planning of the housing
reformers, Hill, Waterlow, Kay-Shuttleworth and Torrens,
the measure enacted in 1875 would have not been drafted.

It does not lessen the influence of Cross, however, to
demonatrate that he sought advice and heeded it, Without
his enthuslastic backing in the House, and his publie
commitment to such legislation, the Artizans! Dwelling Act
might well have been postponed, or might have passed in
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such form as to vitiate the proposals of the housing
reformers, The Act reflected Crosa's own thinking about
soclal and sanitary reform in several ways. The limited
financial obligations piaced upon government, the olear
intention to apply compulsory measures if necessary, and

the recognition of government's role in remedying a pressing
social problem, all were congenial to Cross and were in
part the result of his long and variled experience in local
affairs, What he had learned in local affairs was deepened
and reinforced as he grappled with sanitary and soccial
affairs from his seat in the Home Office, and he became
more, not less, prepared to utlilize legislation and com-
pulsion to remedy the problems he viewed in the country,

The one qualification was financial, although in that regard
he shared the views of the overwhelming wajority of both
parties, who viewed flscal irresponsibility as the wmost
dangerous fault in a statesman or administrator.

While the Artizans! Dwelling Act was in practice a
failure, i1t does not detract from its importance as a
precedent for future housing measures, nor does 1t deny
Cross!s own contribution to socclal reform in the nineteenth
century. His role in the passage of the Act was both wise
and diligent. It was not lnappropriate when, later in the
1870%'s, the Artizans! Dwelling Act of 1875 became known
throughout the nation as "The Cross Act," for Cross deserved

much of the credit for 1td existence,
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