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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

THE series of eight lectures contained ih this
volume was delivered in King’s College, London,
during the Spring Term of 1926. It enjoyed a
- wide popularity and &ttracted larger audiences
than any similar course ever given at the College.
Eminent chairmen consented to preside over the
lectures, viz. Lord Hambleden, the Right Hon.
L. C. M. S. Amery, Lord Peel, the Right Hon.
Wilfrid Ashley, Lord Ampthill, Major Coningsby
Digraeli, the Earl of Oxford, and the Lord Chan-
cellor, Viscount Cave. Frequent requests were
made during the process of the series that it might
be made available in book form. The.lecturers,
several of*whom had spoken merely from notes,
were good enough to accede to the request for
manuseript. The result :is the present volume.
It will be found that the different lecturers have
interpreted the expression

¢ political principles ”
., .



vi SOME NOTABLE PRIME MINISTERS
very variously. It is hoped, however, that‘the
variety of their interpretations will increas® the

interest of the book without unduly detracting

from its value.
' THE .EDITOR.

Kinag’s CoLLEGE, LoNDON,
May 217, 1926.
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GEORGE CANNING [

From 2 miniature by E. Scotney.
Reproduced by permission of the Viscount Lascelles, K.G.



OEORGE CANNING |

By H. W. V. TF;MPERLEY
I e
It seems to me appropriate that this series should
begin with Canning and. with. Wellington,. two
opposed and contrasted types.of.men. My study
will endeavour to avoid political principles in their
technical sense. Canning, indeed, is remarkable
as being the subtlest and most intellectual of these *
political thinkers, who have also been sufficiently
practical to lead the House of Commons or to head
the Government. But he is, in reality, more im-
portant than that, for he was in himself a political
. principle. “The man”, wrote Metternich, his
vgreat rival in Europe, “ was a revolution in him-
self alone ”. And-—years after Canning’s death—
he wrote again, “ The ministry of Mr. Canning
marked an era in the history of Engla,nd and
Europe "I""Now that short premiership, “the

M}M‘WWWW‘P‘ Y

1 Metternich to Esterhazy (London), August 12, 1831, Vienna State
Archives, quoted in my Foreign Policy of Canning (1925), p. 607. The
context proves that Metternich means by.* ministry ” the premiership
of Canning.
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2 GEORGE CANNING

hundred days of Canning ”, as it was felicitbusly
called, was too brief a period for a legislative pro-
gramme, displaying a scheme of political principles,
to unfold itself. But it was long enough to reveal
that the man himself was an embodied and flesh-
and-blood principle. '

II

Canning lingered on the bridge which united or
separated two widely diverse periods—periods as
different in many respects as is the age of Horace
and of Vergil from that of Lord Northcliffe and
Horatio Bottomley. I saw this passage in the
first book of a brilliant young writer the other
day: “It is strange to picture a meeting be-
tween Sir Roger de Coverley and Mr. Gradgrind ;
between [Dr.] Johnson . .. and Keats; but
Wellington and Canning would have met, with
instant recognition and on equal térms, Walpole
and Carteret.”* Wellington would indeed have
been at home with Sir Roger and all at sea with
Mr. Gradgrind ; but Canning, though himself a
poetic imitator of Pope and ofsDryden, was suffi-
ciently modern to admire the poems both of Scott
and of Byron. Similarly he had the dubious
honour of figuring in a slightly disguised form in an
acrimonious debate at the Pickwick Club.2 But

1 A. A. F. Ramsay, Idealism and Foreign Policy (1925), p. 1.
2 In chapter i. of the Pickwick Papers, where Mr. Blotton applied
the term * humbug” to Mr. Pickwick, and qualified it by saying he



GEORGE CANNING 3

he wduld have been equally at home with Sir Roger
and even more so with Addison; he could have
exchanged Greek quotations with Carteret and
bandied broad jests with Walpole. For.Canning
had a foot in-each.century. It was said of him,
““On him, as oh the St. John of an earlier. day, the
air of a gentleman sat with native.grace ”. And he
certainly much resembled that typically brilliant,
if flashy, representative of the eighteenth century.
~ Yet Bolingbroke never spoke to crowds as Canning

did, nor would he have had affinities or friendships
with such advanced Whigs as Sir Robert Wilson,
Brougham, or Lord Holland. Still less would
Bolingbroke have been likely to give that most
austere of Benthamites, James Mill, a post in the
I;ndia Office, or have been intimate with that most
violent and extreme of all Radical thinkers—William
- Godwin.! To Wellington—a belated survival from
the eighteenth century—Whigs were detestable,
but.Radlcals the devil, or devils, in human form.
To Canning they were products, like himself, of a
new age; men froin whom much could be learnt

was “a humbug in the Pickwickian sense . This is a parody of a
scene in the Congmons of April 17, 1823, when C&nnmg rose to say that
a statement made by Brougham was false. After much confusion
and the arrival of the sergeant-at-arms Brougham was finally mduced
to say that “he was speaking in the pa,rliamentary sense ', The
mcldent then closed. Hans. Parl. Debates, N.S., vol. viii. pp. 1091 1102,

€11 do not believe the story that Godwin offered Canning the
leadership of the Revolutionary Party in England. But it is a fact
that they were acquainted during the period 1790-3 (J. Macvey Napier’s
Select Correspondence, p. 104).



4 GEORGE CANNING

and towards whom something should be conceded.
An active programme of reform in the tatiff, in
the corn laws, in government departments, and a
repeal of Catholic grievances, formed a part of the
policy of Canning, and thus distinguished him
from the reactionary, or Wellingfonian, Tories.
He resembled them, and the eighteenth century,
in believing the old constitution to be the most
exquisite of political combinations, and the reform
of the franchise to be the most insidious of steps
towards démocracy. He hoped never to see the
day when the Constitution should be merely “in-
laid, for ornament’s sake, with a peerage, and
topped, by sufferance, with a crown ”. All this

would have been well understood by Walpole and -

Carteret, and that fact is not surpising. But it
is remarkable that a statesman, so antiquated in
some political respects, lived to provide the chief,
if not the sole, inspiration of the three foremost
among Victorian Prime Ministers. Palmerston
had a picture painted of himself with a bust of
Canning on a pedestal in the background ; Risraeli
“never saw Canning but once ”, but he never
forgot ‘‘ the melody of that voice ” or ““ the tumult
of that ethereal brow”; Gladstone, who had
literally sat at his feet as a child, declared, ““ I was
bred under the shadow of the great name of
Canning .
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111

As though to explain this paradox, Canning’s
career.is.divided.sharply by, the year 1812 into two
halves, one working backwards to the past century,
the other forwards to the new .one. In the first
period he struggled vehemently for office and place
by means that every eighteenth-century statesman
understood ; in the second he displayed powers,
and appealed to forces which few of them *would
bhave understood, and none of them have dared
to use. During the years 1807-9—probably
the most critical period of our history—Canning
was Foreign Secretary. -But for his unfortunate
quarrel and duel with Castlereagh just before that
time he would certainly have ended the year 1809
as the second man in the Government, and perhaps
as the first.

In 1812 Perceval, who had. beaten Cannmg for
the premiership, was assassinated, and the political
cards were again reshuffled. The Prince Regent
(afterwards George IV.) twice commissioned the
Marquess Wellesley to form a Government and to
co-operate with Canning in the task. No incident
attracted more attention in contemporary memoirs,
or was less revealed to the public, than these two
overtures, which were typical tea-table eighteenth-
century intrigues. When they failed Lord.Liver-
pool formed a Government, which, though led by
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the most mediocre of prime ministers, and divided
on the most burning of questions, provéd the
strongest of nineteenth-century Cabinets. It actu-
ally lasted for fifteen years.

Even yet Canning’s chances were not over.
Though there was no possibility of the premiership,
Castlereagh, who had become reconciled .to him,
offered him the office of Foreign Secretary, but
declined to surrender to him the lead in the Com-
mons.* Had Canning accepted this very handsome
offer, he would have been England’s Foreign
Minister at Vienna in 1815. But he wanted to
lead the Commons, and would not, as yet, submit
to the lead of Castlereagh. So the ministry was
formed without him at the end of 1812. Five years-
were to elapse before he humbled his pride suffi-
ciently to accept office in this Cabinet, and ‘to
submit to the lead of Castlereagh. Ten years
were to pass before he succeeded to the leadership
in the Commons on Castlereagh’s death, and fifteen
before he grasped the premiership for a few brief
weeks of triumph. Even then he was only fifty-
seven.

Iv *

In the negotiations of the pre-1812 period there
was nothing that did not smack of the eighteenth
century. There was intrigue in abundance —
trafficking with the Regent through chamberlains
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and .goldsticks—tra,ﬁicking with boroughmongers
and with old parliamentary hands. There is never
that familiar nineteenth-century feature, a decisive
popular or press intervention on behalf of one or
other candidate. Yet, though Canning did nothing
in these negofiations to suggest novelty, he had
already showed originality as Foreign Minister.
He published state papers, as every one noted,
with unusual frequency, almost in fact as if he
wanted the public to know what was going on in
diplomacy—which was quite contrary to eighteenth-
century ideas. Again, when Spain revolted against
Napoleon, Canning said in public that he not only
recognised the Spanish nation but that any nation
which revolted against Napoleon would at once
become England’s ally. In those days of respect
for constituted authority this bold bid for revolu-
tion seemed very startling even when made against
Napoleon. It was a foreshadowing of what was to
come in the second half of Canning’s career, when
he, the old Anti-Jacobin, was considered by all
diplomats to be the Arch-Revolutionary of Europe.

. A

In this very autumn of 1812, Canning severed

! The only eighteenth-century exception is perhaps the election of
1784, and even in that it has recently been shown that the old corrupt
acts of electioneering and parliamentary.management were conspicuous.
It is typical that during 1782 and 1783 there were four different
ministries and no general elgction.

v
L]



8 GEORGE CANNING

himself from eighteenth-century traditions, and
developed a totally new principle. He wad’ asked
to stand for Liverpool. He did so, and headed the
poll in four elections. Liverpool was not what we
should call a popular constituency, though it passed
for such then. It had two membé&rs, and about
4000 voters (not far off from the then total number
of all Scotland) of whom Canning’s supporters
never exceeded 1650. But these elections had an
extraordinary effect on Canning. They taught him,
first, some contact with the hustings; next, the
needs of a great business community ; and last—and
far the most important—they taught him to speak
outside the walls of Parliament, and to appeal to
the people direct. When he entered the Cabinet in
1816, he continued to speak in public ; and when
he became Foreign Minister in 1822 and leader of
the Commons, the world continued to hear what it
had never heard before, except at a Mansion House
dinner—a British Minister addressing meetings
beyond the sacred walls of Parliament.

How different was this from the eighteenth-
century Bolingbroke. When refused permission to
speak in the House of Lords, that brilliant orator
never opened his lips again in public. George IV.
thought all this publicity very unseemly, and said
80 in private, as did the Duke of Wellington. That
celebrated organ, the Ttmes—then somewhat less
urbane than now—told its readers that Mr. Canning
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was actmg very improperly in.rubbing shoulders -
with business men, and in. excltlng the clamours
of the.crowd. - '

But Canning Went on Wlth his. speeches and they
led him to victory. All-admitted that the Govern-
ment’s success in the elections of 1826 was due to
Canning’s influence and popularity. There was
a highly exciting scene in the Commons on the
12th of December of this year, when Canning
announced that he had sent British trosps to
defend Portugal against Spain, and appealed to
public opinion to support him. That support came
in a manner which astounded his colleagues, and
terrified foreign diplomats. All eyes were at last
opened. Canning was suddenly revealed as wield-
ing the thunderbolts of an enormous popularity.
The people were on his side ; the press were on his
side ; the opposition generally supported him ; in
fact his only real opponents were the majority of
his reactionary and Tory ‘colleagues in the Cabinet,
headed by the Duke of Wellington. And they were
swept away on the blast.

VI

Only two months after this Portugal speech, the
Prime Minister, Lord Liverpool, was struck with
paralysis, and in mid-March, when it was known
that he would not again be capable of taking office,
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a struggle for the vacant premiership b.egan.
Canning took an early opportunity of explaining his
views to the intriguing Russian Princess Lieven,
who delicately insinuated them into the ear of
King George IV. They were, at any rate, clear.
The Ministry, Canning said, lived by his power and
popularity. He governed the press. He was not
therefore going to accept any lower post than the
premiership, or, at least, he must have, and be
known to have, the substantive power of the
Premier. George was placed in a difficult position
between the imperious Canning and a furious

Tory opposition to him, headed by Wellington.
~ After much hesitation, and some mendacity, George
yielded, and, on the 10th of April 1827, Canning
became Prime Minister, making a coalition between
some progressive Tories and the Whigs.

There can be little question that the accession
of no man to the premiership ever excited more
acclamation outside Parliament. One eye-witness
in the vast crowd assembled to see him entering
the Commons for the first tipe as Lord of the
Treasury, heard ‘ whispered blessings on many
lips ”. The editor of the Examiner felt it necessary,
though he supported the new Premier, to rebuke
other journalists for regarding him as the Messiah.
For almost a whole month not a single newspaper
or pamphlet dared utter a word of dissent. The
Tory party-managers—Tadpole and Taper—were
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aghagt ; for their own press organs deserted them,
borne *along by an irresistible tide of feeling. .I
know no more remarkable expression of popular
excitement, except perhaps Gladstone’s Midlothian
campaign. It actually had the effect of making
the Tumes speak politely of King George.

Canning’s accession to power is certainly in one
sense remarkable. One Whig statesman, after-
wards to be Prime Minister himself, refused to join
the Government on the ground that “ he regarded
the son of an actress as.de facto incapacitated from
being Prime Minister of England . The viler sort
of pamphleteers evidently thought this objection a
valid one, for they ultimately published the hand-
bills of the theatrical performances of Canning’s
mmother. It is true that when the premiership was
gheld by the son of an actress, a sort of democracy
was enthroned in, high places. Canning._was,
indeed, a.new_man, and a.man of the people ; but
new men and men of the people had often been high .
in the Cabinet before., What was strange was for a
new man to have the first place—a man not aided,
like the elder and younger Pitts and Foxes, by
aristocratic connections and friends, but a man who
defied them and told them openly that he would
“look such proud combinations in the face ”.* He

! The.old. traditions. died .hard. Viscount Hambleden, who pre-
sided at this lecture, related how his father (W. H. Smith) was criticised
in the press for standing against J. S. Mill in 1859. The criticism was
ont the ground that he was a business-man !
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had not relied on or made use of the party machine
as such. He had smashed it, and that is hot an
easy thing to do then or now. “ That organisation
is now so developed that no individual can fight
against it ’, writes Lord Rosebery, and he shows
that it “crushed him (Randolph’ Churchill) as
easily as a parched pea ”.* But Canning crushed
the machine with the steam-hammer of his popu-
larity. He ¢ stampeded ” that part of the press
which*had been high Tory—and some of it never
. returned to its old allegiance. And his victory over
the forces of Kldonian and Wellingtonian Toryism
was permanent. All this was done in a brief three
months, for at the end of that time the victor
met an adversary more formidable than his old
colleagues, and the nation which had hardly
finished rejoicing at his triumph was plunged in
sorrow at his death.

Six months after Canning’s death the Duke of
Wellington became Prime Minister, and the pros-
pects of this attempt to reconstruct the old anti-
Canningite Toryism is told in one of the most
interesting of Disraeli’s political sketches, Sybil.
It was believed that Wellington’s Ministry would
cease only with his life. There was a good parlia-
mentary majority, and a man possessing immortal
fame at the head of it. Yet the Government
received shock after shock, and within two years

1 Lord Rosebery, Miscellanies (1921), vol. i. 309, 338.
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the national hero resigned office amid popular
commdtions so violent as to endanger his life. The
old-«Toryism. was..beaten..and battered ,beyond
redemption. When it at le‘ngth e‘ﬁlei‘géd from the
maelstrom it was new and regenerated and was
called Conservativism. What were the causes of
this? One cause- certainly was—to.. paraphrase

Shakespeare—that. ¢ Canning..wag.mighty. yet ”

.His blow at high Toryism had been deadly ;..for it

came from .within. the ranks. “ The rise of Mr.
Canning ”’, writes Disraeli in the third chapter of
Sybil, ““ long kept down by the plebeian aristocracy
of Mr. Pitt as an adventurer, had shaken parties to
their centre”. And just at the moment when
party principles were confused, appeared the
influence of a man and of public opinion outside
the walls of Parliament. The man died, but the
secret of his power was revealed, and .it, was by
using this key that the Whigs unlocked the gates of
office.

The enormous popularity which Canning had
acquired was transferred during his premiership
from the old Tory party to himself, to the Whigs,
and to the pew Tories. It.enabled Canning to cast
his-spell .over Palmerston, Disraeli, and Gladstone.
Wellington’s premiership simply proved that the

" strongest parliamentary majority could not avail

&

against extreme unpopularity. It showed that.the
future-lay not with prescription, aristocracy,.and
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prejudice, but with liberalism, popularity, and
enlightenment. These abstract truths were more
simply expressed when a new man aspired to the
premiership, when the public supported his claim,
and the King yielded to his demand. That event
showed that the ship of State Had pushed off
from the safe and solid shores of the eighteenth
century, and was navigating the dangerous waters °
of the nineteenth.
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THE DUKE OF WELLINGTON

By Sir CHARLES OMAN

I

WitH all their various faults and weaknesses, the
Prime Ministers of the nineteenth century were
none of them destitute of capacity of sorts—though
party historians have done their best to write down -
the practical abilities of Addington and Perceval,
of Goderich and Aberdeen, and Lord John Russell.
But eminence and capacity do not necessarily make
a man a. good prime minister. And it is curious
to find that the greatest historical figure of the
first half of the century, the victor of Waterloo,
was on the whole the most unlucky adventurer
in the paths of supreme governance that our
political annals can’show. If he had died a few
years after the peace of 1815, he might have been
called feliw. opportunitate mortis.. No historian
could have set limits to his possible career as the
guardian of the British Empire and its old traditions.
But alas! it was a case of ommium consensu

capax imperis, mist imperasset—all would have
, ' 16
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16 THE DUKE OF WELLINGTON

judged him capable of conducting the affairs of
the State in the most admirable fashion; but un-
fortunately the responsibility came to him; he
accepted it, not too willingly, and his record was
most disappointing. He was a great man, a shrewd
man, an honest and straightforward man, but his
personal mentality, his political theories, and his
conception of the duties of a prime minister, were
each of them sufficient to render it certain that he
would make a most disastrous experiment, if he
tried to work that complicated machine, the British
cabinet system, in a time of exceptional storm and
stress. To any one who has studied Wellington
as a general, and toiled through the vast tomes of
his military correspondence, it cannot be denied
that a study of the somewhat smaller mass of his
political correspondence, during the years that
followed Waterloo, brings not only disappointment
but surprise. The man was not a mere master of
strategy and tactics, but a shrewd observer of
everything that came under his eye, a good judge
of character, possessed of a keen (if rarely dis-
played) sense of humour. (asual remarks and
table talk show that he had a competent knowledge
of history and even of literature. He could appre-
ciate a telling classical quotation,while observing that
his own classics were those of an Eton boy in the
Remove ; and he made occasional Shakespearian
allusions. It is impossible to deal with his political
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aberrations as those of a mere old soldier, wander-
ing abouat in worlds not realised, and making blunders
from want of experience. It is too often forgotten
that he had been in high ministerial office—as
Secretary for Ireland—before ever he went out to
Portugal in 1808, and had had much experience
of politics (especially of their seedier side) while
dealing with the place-hunters of Dublin—and of
Westminster. He was not incapable of friendship,
and could be kind and considerate when deé,ling
with children, young people (such as schoolboys,
aide-de-camps, and, most especially, young and
charming ladies) and old personal dependants.
And yet the record of his political life is one of a
series of colossal errors, and the impression which
he made on all save a very few of his contem-
poraries was that of a would-be autocrat, a bleak
and frigid formalist, who could occasionally leave
a scar that could never be forgotten, by some
sardonic word or heartless act.

Perhaps this ‘should have been expected by
those who had studied his military career. There
never was a successful general, save perhaps
Frederic the ,Great, who was so little loved and
idolised by the troops whom he had led to innumer-
able victories. “ The sight of his long nose among
us, on a battle morning was worth 10,000 men, any
day of the week ”, wrote one of his veterans. But

though he was feared and respected he was never
: C
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loved. Or, as a contemporary puts it, “I know
that 1t has been said that Wellington was not what
may be called popular; still the troops possessed
great confidence in him; nor did I ever hear a
single individual express an opinion to the con-
trary . The greatest soldier of Mis age was not
popular with the officers and men of his victorious
army—and why ¢ Because he did nothing to
earn their love ; he looked upon them as admirable
tools for the task that had been set him, and he
took immense pains to see that those tools were
kept in good order—his assiduous attention to
their food, pay, and clothing contrasted strongly
with Napoleon’s haphazard methods. But he was
a hard master, sparing of praise, lavish with censure,
often brusque to the edge of brutality with officers.
Of the rank and file he said words that can never -
be pardoned: “They are the scum of the earth—
English soldiers are fellows who have enlisted for
drink—that is the plain fact, they have all enlisted
for drink ”. For any notion of appealing to the
men’s better feelings, or swaying them by senti-
ment, he expressed supreme contempt. “I have
no idea of any great effect being produced on
British soldiers ”’, he once said before a Royal Com-
mission, “ by anything but the fear of immediate
corporal punishment”! When Queen Victoria,
then quite a girl, expressed her wish to review her
Guards, he discouraged the proposal—* As to the
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soldiers, I know them, they won’t care about it
one sixpence. It is a childish fancy because she
has read about Queen Elizabeth at Tilbury !

The same thing happened with his political sub-
ordinates in after life. Wellington was suspicious,
autocratic, sparing of thanks, ruthless in adminis-
tering -snubs.and rebukes, possessed of a very long
memory for offences, and a very short memory for
services. He broke with old political friends (if
{friends they could be called) in the same callous
fashion with which he broke with his own relatives.
Every one will remember how he boycotted for
nearly twenty years his own brother, Lord Wel-
lesley, the great Viceroy of India, who had given
him his first step in the ladder of promotion—the
cause of rupture being a purely political difference
of opinion. If he had any true friends at all they
were either mere personal dependants and satellites,
such as Arbuthnot, Croker, or Gurwood, or Gleig,
or Alava, or young people of his own entourage to
whom he could play the part of Nestor, or of the
benevolent uncle of comedy, such as Lord Stan-
hope. For those who might have been considered
his contemporaries and his equals he had never

_any real tie of affection.

. The reason of this was, as a trenchant cntlc ob-
- served, that the Duke had an intellectual.contempt
for. his social .equals,.and a social contempt for his
intellectual equals. This sounds like a hard saying,
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but is roughly true. He looked down from the
height of his intellectual superiority on the docile
peers who followed his odd political changes with
puzzled obedience, and grew testy when they
persisted in trying to think for themselves on
occasion. He acknowledged that ¢ party manage-
ment ”—the art of suffering fools gladly—was not
his strong point. In a passing moment of self-
recognition he once observed, “ When the Duke of
Newcastle addressed me a letter on the subject of
forming an Administration, I treated him with
contempt. No man lLkes to be treated with con-
tempt. I was wrong.” But such moments of
insight came rarely. The Duke was utterly care-
less of the amour propre of his subordinates. Im-
agine the feelings of a Marquis holding a very high
official position on receiving an important docu-
ment with the endorsement, ““ This is for your
personal information : I do not want any observa-
tion or suggestions on it.” Why add the last half-
sentence ? The topic discussed was entirely within
the scope of the Marquis’s sphere of duty. Un-
doubtedly Wellington was justified in believing that
his intellectual powers were superioy to those of
most of his subordinates—but there was no reason
to let them see that he thought so.

This was unwise and tactless. Far more un-
happy, however, was his ill-concealed conscious-
ness of social superiority towards intellectual equals.
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Like Lord Byron he was never able to forget that
he was, what he once spoke of himself as being, a
“ sprig of the nobility ”. He.had.a.profound.dis-
trust of “.new men.”’, and. he looked upon people
like Canning or-Huskisson.as. strange.leaders for
the old aristocratic party. I doubt if he ever
forgot that even Sir Robert Peel was but the son
of a wholesale manufacturer. Canning.was cer-
tainly to him an adventurer, of doubtful gentility,
who ““showed avowed hostility to the landed
aristocracy of this country . Occasionally this
class-feeling flashed out in words which even the
admiring Gleig cannot but call ““lacking in deli-
_cacy ”, as when in the presence of his whole staff
he taunted an unfortunate major of Engineers with
being the son of a duke’s butler. But this distress-
ing story should be read in extenso in the narrative
of the worthy Chaplain-General. A comment on
it is another obiter dictum, viz. that he could never
like officers promoted from the ranks, * their fault
always was not being able to resist drink—their
low origin then camee out, and you mever could
perfectly trust them, and I have never known an
officer raised*from the ranks turn out well, nor the
system answer ”. This unhappy contempt (I can
use no other word), intellectual and social, for those
with whom he had to work, great and small, would
not have been fatal to Wellington’s power as a
statesman if he had been more tactful, or as he
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would have called it, more hypocritical. But his
honesty hindered : as he once observed he “ hated
humbug ”’, and would never flatter, cajole, or con-
ciliate. His honesty was of the form that ran over
the edge of brusqueness into occagsional brutality.
When his devoted adherent Croker wrote to him,
in great agony of mind, a four-sided letter setting
forth his reasons for resigning his seat in Parlia-
mens, after the passing of the Reform Bill, the
Duke replied in four lines: “I have received your
letter. I am very sorry that you do not intend
to be again elected to serve in Parliament. I can-
not conceive for what reason.”” This, when Croker
had given him four pages of laboured reasons,
could only mean that Wellington regarded these
reasons as absurd and unworthy of notice. But
even granting this, we must allow that in view of
Croker’s past services to the cause and the Duke’s
own person, a few sympathetic words were required.
And this omission of the obvious did not come from
a dislike to penning long letters. Wellington was
the most prolix of correspondents, and would write
several pages to advertising doctors who offered
him their medicines, or to ladies who sent him
trumpery presents. It'is true that in inditing such
replies he had the opportunity of employing his
mordant power of satire. To the doctor he wrote :
“ As I am attended by the best medical advisers
in England, I cannot make use of salves sent me
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by a gentleman (however respectable) of whom I
know nothing, and who knows nothing of my case
but what he has read in the newspapers ”. The
letter to the officious lady ends with : “ The Duke
desires Miss Fiffe to inform him in what manner
her box may Be returned to Edinburgh. He gives
notice that if he does not receive an answer by
return of post, the box and its contents will be
thrown into the fire.” Wellington, obviously, did
not understand the use of the waste-paper basket,
in dealing with bores and pushing people. He had a
high sense of his own dignity—but this was not the
way to protect it. '

11

As to the art of Cabinet government and the
perversity of political colleagues, the Duke has left
a very amusing obiter dictum, which may be found
in the diary of Lady Salisbury, for many years one
of the two women with whom he condescended to
talk politics. ‘“One man in the Cabinet wants
one thing, and one,another: they agree to what I
may say in the morning, and then in the evening
up they start with some crotchet which deranges
the whole plan. I have not been used to that in
the earlier part of my life. I have been accustomed
to carry on things in quite a different way. 1
assembled my officers and laid down my plan, and
it was carried into effect without any more words.”
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In short, the Duke’s conception of the organisation
of a Cabinet was that the prime minister should
give orders, and the rest should obey them without
discussion. It is curious td note that many years
before, as far back as 1812, when his brother,
Wellesley, threw up his position In Lord Liver-
pool’s Cabinet because his proposals were often
over-ruled, Wellington wrote to him in sym-
pathetic terms that ““the republic of a Cabinet is
but little suited to any man of taste or of large
views . At that same crisis Liverpool had thought
well to explain to Wellington what he, as a prime
minister, considered to be the working of a Cabinet.
“ Lord Wellesley says that he has not the weight
in the Government that he expected when he
accepted office. But government through a Cabinet
i8 necessarily infer pares, in which each member
must expect to have his opinions and his dispatches
canvassed. And their previous friendly canvass of
opinions and measures appears necessary, under a
constitution where all public acts of ministers will
be hostilely debated in Parliangent.”

It is easy to see why Lord Liverpool held the
premiership for fifteen continuous years, and why
Wellington smashed up his Cabinet and his party
in three. No body of ministers will consent for long
to have their policy dictated to them in the form of
military orders, criticism of which is regarded as
insubordination if not as mutiny. More especially
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will this be the case when the Prime Minister
suddenly makes a volte-face in policy, and takes up
measures which his colleagues regard as contra-
vening the fundamental creed of their party. Such
was the fate of Sir Robert Peel and of Mr. Gladstone
in later years. ~But I think that even Mr. Glad-
stone, who was a man obstinately convinced of the
righteousness of his own most unexpected and
inexplicable mental processes, was less shocked and
less surprised at the conduct of his colleagues than
was Wellington under similar conditions. * What’s
the meaning of a party if they don’t follow their
leaders ? ” he exclaimed to Lord Salisbury.  Damn
’em: let them go.” He was not the man who
could talk or think of “educating his party ”.
Conscious of his own great ability, still more con-
scious of the want of ability in the great mass of
his supporters, he thought thdt they owed him
military obedience—* theirs.not to reason why .
Like Mr. Gilbert’s soldier in Iolanthe, he felt that
the sighf, of a group of dull M.P.s in close proximity,
each one trying to think for himself, was enough to
disturb any man’s equanimity. His ideal colleague
would haves been Sir Joseph Porter, K.C.B., in
another of Mr. Gilbert’s immortal works - '

Who always voted at his party’s call,
And never thought of thinking for himself at all.

What an ideal First Lord of the Admiralty for a



26 THE DUKE OF WELLINGTON

Wellington Cabinet! But the Duke might perhaps
have objected to what he would have called the
vulgar origins of a pettifogging attorney.

I11

Wellington accepted the position of Prime
Minister, after Canning had been worried to his
grave in 1827, as the avowed leader of the Tory
party. Unfortunately the Tory party was rent by
‘ill-concealed dissensions between the bulk of its
members, who were still in the state of mentality
caused by the twenty odd years of the great war
with France, and the minority, who thought that
the times of political stagnation should come to an
end, and that improvements of various kinds might
be made in the details, though not in the funda-
mentals of the Constitution. To both sections
Wellington was at first the deus ex machina whose
ripe wisdom and tried ability would guide the State
out of the difficulties which had been obvious for so
many recent years. To peoplg like Lord Eldon, or
Lord Sidmouth, to the majority of the House of
Lords, the Duke appeared destined to yindicate the
old Tory creed with all the prestige of his dominat-
ing personality and his unrivalled reputation. I
suppose that it was, in effect, inevitable that he
should offend one or other of these sections: to
have kept both Canningites and admirers of Lord
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Eldon and the Duke of Cumberland in his Cabinet
would have required talents of management sur-
passing even those of Lord Liverpool. The mis-
fortune of Wellington was that he continued to
irritate both factions, and to be accused by each
of inconsistency, and perverse illogical autocracy.
When he passed his Catholic Relief Bill, the old
Protestant Church-and-State . party regarded him
as a traitor. to-the Altar and the Crown. When he
definitely rejected all proposals for Parliamentary
Reform, and directed the House of Lords to throw
out Lord Grey’s first Reform Bill in October 1831,
the Tories who believed in the necessity of some
sort of a change in the national representation, the
“ waverers ’ as he called them, naturally concluded
that he was what we should now call a  die-hard ”,
or a ‘‘last ditcher”’. And yet in May 1832 he was
found endeavouring to patch up a Cabinet which
would engage to pass a Reform Bill of his own,
guaranteed to be liberal rather than “ moderate >—
though six months before he had declared in very
solemn phrases that the present state of the
constitution of the House of Commons was ideal,
and that it~could not be improved or rendered more
satisfactory than it was in 1831. To.the old.Tories
his dealings with the Catholic Relief Bill looked
like cynical opportunism. Not only to old Tories,
but to Canningites also, his proposal to pass a
Reform Bill in 1832 appeared not only inappropriate
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but immoral. Sir Robert Peel put on paper the
statement that he considered that to take any part
in producing such a Bill would be a personal
degradation to himself—it would be to assume
responsibility for changes which he had declared
a hundred times over to be dangerous and
revolutionary.

Yet Wellington was undoubtedly neither an
opportunist, ready to change his policy in any way
that would keep him in office, nor a deliberate
hypocrite, nor a man destitute of any real political
creed. He was simply one who honestly believed
that he and his personality were the only things
that stood between Great Britain and anarchical
revolution. Not that he thought that Lord Grey
or Lord Melbourne, or even Lord Brougham, were
themselves Jacobins, or deliberately resolved to
ruin their country, but that he was under the -
impression that they were recklessly opening the
flood-gates through which the inundation must
come, to sweep them and all Whigs as well as all
Tories to destruction. Hence it was his duty to
keep them out of office, even if it had to be done by
fighting a series of rear-guard actions, by defending
‘each outlying position, and retiring to the next
when his flank was turned or his centre driven in.
The Acts which imposed disabilities on Catholics
were an untenable outwork, as he concluded. If
it were no longer possible to maintain it, he had
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better evacuate it himself, rather than endure a
ruinous defeat in defending it. The constitution
of the unreformed Parliament was a much more
important item in his system of fortification against
Jacobinism ; but if it had to be sacrificed, it was
better that the details of the retreat should be
settled by himself, rather than by the enemy.

IV

The underlying idea which lay at the base of all
Wellington’s conceptions as to the state of the
realm during the years of his political activity, was
that revolution was possible—very possible—in
England, if things were suffered to drift, and mere
Whig parliamentarians, working for their party
ends, were allowed to get hold of the helm of the
State. Looking back at the troubles of 1820-37
across the long and tranquil reign of Queen Victoria,
we find it hard to realise the mental outlook of
many intelligent people, who believed in all honesty
that “ red ruin and the breaking up of laws > were
at hand, and that any and every means—from the
use of the bayonet to the abandonment of one’s own
cherished political views—might have to be used
to avert impending chaos. But let us remember
some of our own misgivings during the General
Strike- of May 1926. To regard the Tories of
the post-war period 1815-32 as besotted alarmists



30 THE DUKE OF WELLINGTON

is to do them wrong. There was much to
justify their view of the state of affairs: they
recalled, as a memory of their early youth, the state
of London during the Gordon Riots. When they
were grown men they had seen the Irish Rebellion
of 1798, the mutinies of the Nore and Spithead, and
the murderous if futile plot of Colonel Despard, the
first revolutionary who invented the notion of a
“soviet of soldiers and workmen”—for this was
precisely Despard’s scheme of organisation. Though
Great Britain had experienced no revolution in the
French style, she had seen intermittent riot,
sedition, and outrage, all through the first twenty
years of the nineteenth century. In the lean days
after Waterloo things had been worse than ever—
as witness Peterloo and the Six Acts. I imagine
that, though he seldom talked about it, the Duke
had not forgotten that he had been within a
measurable distance of assassination, when Arthur
Thistlewood’s desperadoes planned their raid upon
the Cabinet dinner at Lord Harrowby’s house in
Grosvenor Square. If one takes the trouble to
wade through lists of forgotten incidents, whose
record is preserved only in Annual Registers or
contemporary political pamphlets, one ceases to
regard the views of Wellington and Peel, or even
those of Lord Eldon and Lord Sidmouth, with the
pitying contempt bestowed upon them by the
Liberal historians of the next generation.
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Wellington, it must be confessed, had this
obsession in the strongest form. In one curious
letter he wrote that he had spent the better part
of his life not merely in war, but in civil war. He
was under the impression that the-passing-of-the
Reform Bill would .lead to  revolution ”, with
massacres like those of Paris in 1792-3 thrown in.
Even after the Bill had been passed, and the new
Parliament was sitting, he expressed his views that
the first stage of the movement was over, but*that
democracy in its worst form having been introduced,
the destruction of the monarchy and the Con-
stitution could not be long delayed. ‘‘ The change

“in the position of the country may be gradual, it
may be effected without civil war, and may occasion
as little sudden destruction of private property as
possible—but future changes will go on ad nauseam
—a shame and disgrace to the public men of this
day.” This was written ag late as.1835. He some-
times envisaged the possible details of the English
revolution, and allowed that if it became sufficiently
wild and dangerous, he might be driven to take up
the position of a mifitary dictator. At least this is
the only ratjonal meaning that I can attach to one
observation to the effect that if the worse camelto
the worst the man should not be wanting. “ My
opinion-is that a democracy once.set going must
sooner _or_ﬂla:ter work itself out in anarchy.>’, he said,
““ and that some sort of despotism must then come
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to restore society ”’. From the very drastic and
complete military arrangements which he made
when preparing to face the Chartists, on the day of
their proposed march on Westminster, I do not
doubt that 1f Wellington had been in office, as
Prime Minister or Commander-in-Chief, and faced
by an open outbreak of organised insurrection, he
would have suppressed it most effectively, with or
without much bloodshed. But if he were not in
office his scrupulous regard for legality would have
made it almost certain that he would not resort to
force, except in the single case of an actual attack
on the Crown—in such case his loyalty would have
over-ruled his legality. In the crisis of 1831-32
some Tories proposed to found * counter-associa-
tions ”’, ““ constitutional leagues ’—practically what
we should now call clubs of “ Fascisti”. Even
Sir Robert Peel dallied with the idea—*‘if the
supporters of the Government are allowed to
organise armed clubs for the purpose of attack—
the only safety is in preparation for defence. I
certainly, if necessity arises, shall form, and counsel
others to form, quiet unostentatious associations for
the purpose of self-defence against unprovoked
aggression . The Duke pondered the matter and
finally refused to authorise the foundation of such
societies : his point of view was that there was
a Government in power responsible to the King : to
use force, or threats of force, against such a Govern-
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ment, so long as it was legally constituted, was not
permissible to the party which called itself the
representative of order and legality. Yet Welling-
ton believed that Lord Grey was letting loose the
“red spectre ”; that whatever the Whigs might
intend, they would be swept away by forces which
they could not control, and that ‘ the Revolution
would devour its own children ”, as in the France
of the Girondins and the Jacobins. But only when
the King and the Two Houses should be attacked by
open violence would it be permissible for private
persons to intervene in arms. -

\'

It must be confessed that the Duke went very
near to provoking the crisis which he dreaded, when
in May 1832, after the rejection of the Reform Bill
by the House of Lords, he prepared to take office
once more as_the head .of a Tory administration.
Fortunately his chosen colleagues would not back
him, and the scheme, came to nought. But if he
had actually assumed the reins of power, as the
King’s ministgr, it is pretty certain that widespread
disorder, to which the Bristol Riots would have been
a trifle, would have broken out all over the realm.
And if such outbreaks had occurred, it is equally
certain that Wellington would have thought it his

duty to use armed force against them in a ruthless
D
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and effective fashion. He would have deplored the
‘necessity, but it would have been his duty to protect
the Crown and the Constitution. That on assuming
office he intended to bring forward a Reform Bill
of his own would have gone for nothing. His
public condemnation of any sort of change in the
House of Commons had been so violent and so
frequent that it would have been considered a
piecg of cynical hypocrisy if he had professed his
intention to bring in a “ moderate ” or a “liberal
Reform Bill of his own. His resumption of
office would have been ascribed to mere love of
power and place ; his Bill would inevitably have
been called a solemn sham. Sir Robert Peel was
wiser than his chief, when he refused to touch the
scheme, declaring that to pass Reform Bills was
the proper business of the Whigs, and that it would
amount to political immorality for Tories to bring
in legislation which they regarded as dangerous
and destructive. This Wellington could not, or
would not, see. His odd reply was that he should
be ashamed to show his face in the streets if he had
failed to do his best to serve the King in a moment
of emergency. The humour of the situation was
that the King was at the moment anything but
anxious to be served in this particular way, though
he had been forced to apply to Wellington when
Lord Grey tendered his resignation.

Wellington’s formal justification for his curious
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policy was that he was, as he phrased it, “ the
retained servant of the Sovereign of this Empire 7,
the sworn and salaried employé of the Crown. Ad
a loyal subordinate it was his duty to do his best
for his employer, according to his lights, however
distasteful and even humiliating such service might
be.  The King’s Government must be carried on
somehow > was another of his dicta, and believing as
he did that the advent of the Whig party to office
would lead to general ruin in the near future, it
was his duty to keep them out of power, or to
check (so far as he could) their attempts to hack
away what he considered essential parts of the
Constitution. All his duty was to the Crown—
even when the Crown was worn by George IV.

VI

But the personality of the Sovereign under
whom the first two years of his ministry were spent
was one of his greatest difficulties. There can
seldom have been two men whose mentalities were
more offensive to each other than George IV. and
Wellington. , The King was selfish, thriftless, idle,
ostentatious, pleasure-loving, capable of any trick
or evasion ; yet extremely clever withal, an actor
of talent, full of amusing conversation, capable
when he chose of managing a negotiation as well
as the most unscrupulous diplomatist, a fascinating
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host, if a most unreliable friend. He spent his life
in finding plausible excuses for shirking unpleasant
duties, but discharged pleasant ones with brilliant
success and undeniable tact. The Duke was un-
ostentatious, even ascetic ; he had a perfect genius
for bleak discomfort in the conduct of his private
life. He was obsessed, even beyond the bounds of
wisdom, by the desire to carry out every formal
duty in the most complete fashion. The amount
of prolix and often unnecessary private letters
which he wrote causes wonder; he got up every
morning at five o’clock to deal with them. The
King was seldom dressed by noon, but when he
did dress it was a triumph. Wellington hated full-
dress uniform—he fought the whole Peninsular War
in a grey frock-coat and a plumeless cocked hat,
and only brought out his decorations—he had an
incopvenient bushel of them—for very great occa-
sions. The King was a gourmet: the Duke did
not care what he ate. In 1814 he once dined at
Paris with the Arch-Chancellor Cambacérés, the
greatest epicure of France. ,Cambacérés watched
the Duke working through his dinner with obvious
want of appreciation of its excellence. At last he
called his attention to a dish on which special
talent had been employed—was it not attractive ?
““Oh yes”, replied Wellington, “ quite good—but
I never notice what I eat”. ““ Mon Dieu,” ex-
claimed the ex-Chancellor,  and you come here to
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dine with'me!” In his old age the Duke was so
neglectful of his meals that he sometimes fell in a
fainting fit from having forgotten how long it was
since he last tasted food. When he got into official
converse with his Sovereign, the difficulty was to
keep King George to the point—if the point was
one on which he did not want to be pressed. He
was a lively conversationalist, and adroit at getting
away from distasteful topics. Wellington, a% he
said himself, had ““ no small talk ”, and had to be
harking back to the question of the moment in
spite of the discursiveness of a master whose
frivolity was a terrible trial to him. It is on record
that on his first appearance as prime minister the
King did everything that could revolt his stiff and
formal servant. George was found in bed, in a
dirty silk dressing-gown and a turban night-cap,
but in high good humour. ‘ Arthur ”, he chuckled,
“the late Cabinet is defunct ”’, and then proceeded
to give a ludicrous dramatic rendering of the be-
haviour of the various members of the Goderich
administration, at their final interview with him to
give up their seals of office, mimicking the peculi-
arities of each with much accuracy and animation.
Wellington did not like mumming, and he did not
like dirty dressing-gowns. I do not think that he
liked being called ¢ Arthur,” and he regarded this
moment as the most serious in his life, when he
was called to an arduous situation, and what he
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considered a very disagreeable duty. His feelings
may be easily imagined.

Loyalty to the Crown turned out to be a very
odd business, when the Crown was worn by George
IV. It often consisted in what His Majesty called
“ bullying ”’, s.e. in compelling him by steady and
constant pressure to do things which he did not like.
Considering the thorough knowledge of the King’s
mentality which he possessed, the Duke was par-
ticularly irritated when his master took up the line
of resistance called ‘‘conscientious objection ”.
This was employed all through the time of the
Catholic Relief Bill. The King kept impressing on
the Duke that he was afraid that his coronation
oath and his religious scruples forebade him to
give his royal assent to the Act. This method had
been tried by George III. on William Pitt with
complete success: every one did know that the
elder king possessed a conscience, and a very
obstinate one. But the exhibition of an active
Protestant conscience by George IV. was not a
convincing move. ‘I make it a rule ”’, said Well-
ington, ““never to interrupt him, and when he
turns the conversation and tries to get rid of the
subject, I let him talk himself out, and then
quietly put before him again the matter in ques-
tion, so that he cannot escape from it!” On
February 1, 1829, George IV. signed the draft of
the King’s Speech which committed him to Catholic
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Relief: on March 3 he suddenly revived his
scruples and protested that he had been misled
and deceived. The ministers offered to resign—nay
did so, after a very distressing and emotional
interview. The Cabinet thought that all was over :
but Wellington had made out that His Majesty
was only bluffing. “Don’t be afraid”, he said;
“ before to-morrow morning, depend upon it, I
shall hear from the King again”. And so it, was,
the bluff having been called. Before he got to bed
that night Wellington received a five-line note
from Windsor. “ God knows what pain it costs
me to write these words : under the circumstances-
yowhave my consent to proceed with the measure.”
And this was what the Duke called serving the
Crown.

VII

It must be confessed that if the King's political -
views, or alleged views, were sometimes surprising,
the Duke’s expressed opinions occasionally seem
astounding to us, lgoking back as we do over the
long Victorian régime that intervenes between our
day and hise Some of the things which he defended
were indefensible—he spoke out fearlessly on behalf
of Rotten Boroughs. 1T confess that I see in the
members for the 30 Rotten Boroughs men who
would preserve the state of property as it is, who
would maintain by their votes the Church of
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England, the Union with Scotland and Ireland, our
colonies and possessions, our national honour. I
think that it is the presence in Parliament of this
sort of man, with the county gentlemen and bankers
and great manufacturers, that makes the House
of Commons differ from a Foreign Chamber of
Deputies. It is by means of the representation of
those close boroughs that the great proprietors
of England participate in political power. We
can’t spare these men, or exchange them for mem-
bers elected by great towns under an extended
franchise.”” Wellington once issued the gnome
that all reform is bad and dangerous, because all
reform ends by being Radical. He defended the
Purchase System in the Army ; the lavish use of
corporal punishment. He disliked education,
opposing at once staff colleges and army school-
masters. He sometimes spoke of the good of the
““landed interest ’, where we should speak of
the good of the State. All this, I think, came
directly or indirectly from the guiding theory
which we spoke of before, the notion that the
English Revolution was at hand, and that if he
could not stop it, he could at any «rate oppose
anything that pushed it into the less-immediate
future.

That this was a melancholy outlook, and a de-
pressing scheme of life, I think that Wellington
himself would have agreed. The fear of revolution
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never_left, him,..and in his extreme -old age he
thought, during the Chartist troubles of 1848, that
it was once more growing imminent, and turned
all that remained of his faculties to the task of
devising a method for dealing with civil war in the
streets of London. His plan was excellent, and
would no doubt have been effective ; but it was
never tested. Indeed we can see now that the
danger was not what the men of that day expected
it to be.

It is some consolation to the admirers of
Wellington that he at least enjoyed a sort of
Indian summer in his declining years: he lived
to see his fears of immediate chaos, so acute in
1832, die away. He.survived to see Conservative
ministers in power, and a popular sovereign on the
throne which in 1830 had seemed to-totter. What
probably-affected less his Spartan set of mind was
that he survived to find himself no longer the much-
hated representative of Reaction and the enemy of
the mob. He himself never forgot the broken
windows of Apsley,House: but the rest of the
world did; and he figured in the memory of the
generation that had grown up since Reform Bill
times as a sort of historical monument, absolutely
straight and true to type. He knew what was
expected of him : “ T am the Duke of Wellington,
and must do as the Duke of Wellington doth ’, was
one of his touches of sardonic humour. But it
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was also one more indication of the fact that he
regarded an inflexible adherence to his own peculiar
code of duty as the highest obligation.

But above all, to thine own self be true,
Thou canst not then be false to any man.
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SIR ROBERT PEEL

By Sir Ricaarp Loper

“ His life was one of perpetual education.”’—DISRAELL
L

|

" In an often quoted phrase, which may serve as
. my text, Adam Smith speaks of “ that crafty and
1ns1d10us animal vulgarly called a statesman or
pohtlclan ”.1 In the eighteenth century these last
terms may have had an identical meaning. But
"since then there has been a growing tendency to
dlﬂerentlate them. A politician is still, as always,
" a man who plays an active and it may be a promi-
" nent part in political life. And in modern times it-
“means a party politician. The political history of
England for two centuries has.been the history of

parties. Since the reign of Anne administrations .
~ have been Igbelled by party names—Whig or Tory,
~Liberal or Conservative, and in recent times
~ Unionist and Labour. The sequence is occasionally
~interrupted by coalitions, but we have been told
~on high authority that England does not love

1 Wealth of Nations, book iv. chap. ii. (ed. Nicholson), p. 190.
43
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coalitions, and their rarity seems to justify the
assertion. And even coalitions imply the existence
of parties to form them. The first act of a would-
be politician is to join a party. And the qualities
which raise a man to prominence in a party are very
much the same as those which were conspicuous in
the time of Adam Smith. A politician may still
be described, without any undue depreciation, as an
“ insidious and crafty animal ™.

But statesmanship has come to imply something
more than political activity or even than political
pre-eminence. There are many politicians : there
are few statesmen. A statesman, I take it, is a
man who performs some constructive work, who
guides a country through a difficult crisis, who
restores its prosperity and self-confidence after a
period of disaster or distress, whose career marks
an epoch in its history. A few concrete instances,
taken from our own history, may serve to illustrate
and enforce my interpretation. Statesmanship
may be attributed to Oliver Cromwell, who main-
tained order and discipline whgn the constitutional
and administrative machinery had been broken to
pieces; to Clarendon, who rebuilt thesconstitution
after the turmoil of civil war and after the anarchy
that followed Cromwell’s death, and built it on
foundations so durable that they have not yet been
destroyed ; to the elder Pitt, who raised the nation
from the slough of despond to which it had been
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reduced by those eminent politicians, the brothers
Pelham ; to the younger Pitt, whose career is
associated with the revival of England after the
war of the American revolt and with the guidance
of the country through the storms that arose from
and after the French Revolution.

These men, however, were hardly, except pos-
sibly the last, politicians in Adam Smith’s sense.
Oliver Cromwell, great man as he was, could not
impose a republican constitution on a country
which did not want it, and only maintained his
rule by the support of an invincible army. Claren-
don, invaluable as were his services, was not crafty
enough to retain the favour of the King and the
gentry, whom he had restored to power, and fell a
victim to the intrigues of men who were his in-
feriors in everything but political craft. The elder
Pitt had a political career which is not wholly to
his credit, but, when he rose to power, he disdained
party, left political management to the practised
hands of Newcastle, and devoted himself to the
task of saving the country. When he fell from
office, he was unquestionably the greatest of living
Englishmen,, but his lack of party support con-
demned him to political impotence. His son owed
his prolonged tenure of office, not so much to his
political skill, in which he was not deficient, but
partly to the gross faults of his predecessors, and
partly to the circumstances of the time, which
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obscured previous party divisions and made opposi-
tion to the Government appear to be synonymous
with treachery to the national cause. I doubt
whether Adam Smith would have called any of
these men, and certainly not the first three, in-
sidious and crafty animals.

Since the death of Pitt the race of statesmen
who were comparatively free from party obliga-
tions has largely died out. It is the characteristic
—some might say the curse—of that system of
party government which Great Britain has given
to the world, that a man can hardly rise to political
eminence without having served an apprenticeship,
and generally a long apprenticeship, in party
politics. In other words, he must be an insidious
and crafty animal before he can become something
greater and better. He may have all the qualities
of a great statesman, but he has little chance of
showing them unless he also has the support which
the party machine alone can give him, and which
he must earn by party service. It is true that
the necessary apprenticeship need no longer be
served in the House of Commons. It may be
done in municipal and local politics, as by Joseph
Chamberlain, or in political journalism, as by John
Morley, or in political agitation, as by Cobden
and Bright, or in more modern times by activity
as a leader in trade disputes. But, whatever the
theatre, the nature of the service is the same,
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and its object is to procure party recognition and
prominence.

There are two sets of men to whom the general
rule does not apply. One of these includes the
members of the permanent Civil Service—con-
demned by the traditions of their profession to
stand aloof from party, the men whose firm grasp
of the administrative machine is concealed by the
prominence of the short-lived parliamentary mouth-
pieces who represent or misrepresent them. There
may be great statesmen or potential statesmen
among them, but we do not know it because their
activity is hidden and unadvertised, and when they
retire with a pension, and it may be in recent times
with a peerage, it is too late for them to offer the
necessary sacrifice to the idol of party. What we
lose by this burial of first-class ability is as difficult
to estimate as is the greatness of the service which
they render from behind the veil. The other class
consists of the eminent men who serve the country
at a distance, either as diplomatists in foreign
courts, or as pro-consuls in outlying parts of the
Commonwealth. Such men, as for instance Lord
Dufferin and Lord Cromer, may have the hall-marks -
of statesmanship, but in the nature of things it
cannot be displayed in the central political arena.
Some who have served in these outposts, like
Macaulay and Lord Curzon, have returned early
enough to resume a political position which they
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had only vacated for a while; but it may be
questioned whether their temporary banishment,
while it added to their experience and their useful-
ness, did not handicap them in the race with
contemporaries who never relaxed their hold upon
the mechanism of party strife. The only man in
my own generation who rose to eminence at home -
irrespective of party, the late Lord Milner, owed his
exceptional recognition to the abnormal circum-
stances of the War, and, when these ended, was
compelled to return to the obscurity to which his
previous career seemed at one time to have per-
manently condemned him.

I do not propose to discuss the merits or the
ethics of party government, though there are signs
both in Europe and in the United States that its
ascendancy is destined to be seriously threatened.
But this prefatory insistence upon the essential
connection in the nineteenth century between
political eminence and party allegiance is a necessary
introduction to any survey of the career of Sir
Robert Peel. It is this connection which has given
rise to the curious but widespread conviction that
the primary virtue of a statesman is,consistency ;
that desertion of a party is of the nature of dis-
loyalty ; that the transfer from one party to another
is prima facie evidence of dishonesty ; and that the
disruption or destruction of so valuable a bequest
from the past as an organised political party is a
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crime for which no punishment can be too great.
It is this which has filled the pages of Hansard with
the record of those futile efforts, repeated generation
after generation, to answer a speaker’s arguments,
not by counter-argument, but by producing evidence
that he once said something different.

A kindred problem which touches that of
consistency is that of the age at which a political
career should begin. When a man serves an
apprenticeship outside the House of Commons, it
may be expected that he enters that assembly with
formed and reasoned convictions. But Peel, like
Pitt and Gladstone, came to Parliament immedi-
ately after graduation at the university. There can
be no doubt that all three owed much of their
success to the instinctive grip of political conditions
and especially of the House of Commons which they
gained by their early entry. And it is probable that
it can only be acquired with difficulty in any other
way. But it is equally clear that in such cases
the insistence upon consistency of opinion or even
of unbroken party allegiance becomes preposterous.
Nobody with the slightest pretensions to ability or
to honesty can pledge his future convictions or his
future conduct at the age of twenty-one or twenty-
two. If he did so, he would be fatally fettered, and
his usefulness maimed or destroyed.
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I1

The chronological sequence of Peel’s career is
probably familiar to you, but it is necessary to
recapitulate its main events. He was born in 1788
on the eve of the French Revolution, and he had
grown to manhood before Europe had recovered
peace and stability after the turmoil and warfare
of which that revolution had been the starting-
point. He was descended from a north of England
family which had gained wealth in the cotton
industry. His father was an active Tory politician,
and a devout follower of Pitt, who rewarded his
loyalty with a baronetcy in 1800. It is not un-
important to remember that the father lived till
1830, and sat in the House of Commons with his
distinguished son for twenty years.

~ In 1801 Peel went to Harrow, where he was the
contemporary of Lord Byron, and also of three boys
who were destined, like Peel himself, to hold the
office of Prime Minister.! It may be doubted
whether any other school cotild boast of such dis-
tinction in a single generation.

In 1805 Peel matriculated at Christ Church,
the most aristocratic college in a university whose

intellectual calm had just been broken by the
1 These were Lord Ripon, Lord Aberdeen, and Lord Palmerston.

It may be added that Perceval in the previous generation was also a
Harrovian.
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institution of the first two honours schools in
classics and mathematics. Three years later he
took his degree with first-class honours in both
schools. He was the first to gain this distinction,
and the reported brilliance of his oral examination
made some sensation in the university and in those
circles in London which were in touch with Oxford.

In the next year, 1809, Peel entered the House
of Commons, an Irish seat being simply bought for
him by his father as a reward for his academic
triumph. Rarely has a raw recruit been more
warmly welcomed by a party in possession of office.
Within twelve months he was appointed Under-
Secretary for the Colonies and War, and as his chief,
Lord Liverpool, was in the Upper House, he was
called upon to explain and defend military opera-
tions in the Peninsula. When on the death of
Perceval, Lord Liverpool became Prime Minister,
he recognised the merits of his youthful subordinate
by promoting him to be Chief Secretary for Ireland.
For six years “ Orange > Peel, as he was called by
the opponents of Protestant domination, broke
‘his teeth on the pro'blem of maintaining order in a
country whege the majority of the people considered
lawlessness to be both a patriotic and a religious
duty.

There are three noteworthy episodes in Peel’s
Irish administration. One was the formation of
the police force—the original  Peelers” and
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‘“ Bobbies ”, before the names were transplanted
from Dublin to London—which developed into
the famous Royal Irish Constabulary. Another
was the abortive duel with O’Connell, when Peel
smuggled himself to Ostend, where he waited in
vain for an antagonist who was conveniently
arrested in London. The third was the delivery of
an impressive speech against the Catholic claims in
the House of Commons in 1817 which earned for
him an uncontested return for the University of
Oxford. This was a sudden exaltation from the
pocket boroughs of Cashel and Chippenham, which
had hitherto provided him with a seat, and was a
source of intense gratification both to Peel himself
and to his exultant father.

Peel was sickened by the squalid corruption of
Trish administration, which bulks so largely in his
correspondence during the six years of his chief-
secretaryship, and he was glad to retire from an
uncongenial office in 1818. He had by this time
established his reputation in the House of Commons,
and his admiring contemporaries were convinced
that party leadership must before long fall to his
lot. But for three years he seemed content with
his unfamiliar freedom, and refused more than one
invitation from Lord Liverpool to enter the Tory
Cabinet. It was during this interval that he
married, and thus began the happy family life
which has been disclosed to the world in the



SIR ROBERT PEEL 53

- attractive volume of letters edited six years ago by
his grandson, the Hon. George Peel. But before
his marriage he had rendered one of his greatest
services to the country. In 1819 a Bullion Com-
mittee, containing Canning, Tierney, and other
eminent men, was appointed, and the young Peel,
just thirty-one years old, was chosen to be its
chairman. In that capacity he drafted the report
which led to the Act—generally known as “ Peel’s
Act ”—for the resumption of cash payments. This
put an end to the depreciation of the currency, and,
combined with the later Bank Act of 1844, also
due to Peel, gave to Victorian England the priceless
boon of a sound monetary system. The part which
Peel played is not only creditable in itself, but it
also marks a notable advance in independence, as
his father, upon whom he was absolutely dependent
for his income, was a convinced supporter of in-
convertible paper. It was also the first of Peel’s
mnevitable recantations. In 1811, when he knew
nothing of political economy, he had voted against
the adoption of th¢ same measure when it was
recommended by Francis Horner’s committee,
Eight years later, when he had been compelled to
master the subject, he justified his altered attitude,
not on the quite tenable ground that circumstances
had altered, but by a frank admission that his
earlier vote was given in ignorance and in error.
Peel’s abstention from office during the three
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years 181821 saved him from any complicity
i the squalid episode of the Queen’s trial, which
led to Canning’s temporary retirement from the
ministry. But the Queen’s death removed this
difficulty, and at the end of 1821 Peel entered the
Cabinet as Home Secretary in succession to Lord
Sidmouth. A few months later the suicide of
Castlereagh vacated the leadership of the House
of Commons, just as Canning was on the verge of
starting for India as Governor-General. If George
IV. could have had his way, Canning would have
gone to India, and Peel, in spite of his youth and
comparative inexperience, would have become
leader in the Commons with a practically assured
succession to the premiership. But, after a few
weeks of uncertainty, Liverpool insisted upon secur-
ing the services of the more practised lieutenant,
and Canning entered upon his memorable tenure
of the Foreign Office, with the lead in the Lower
House. Peel had no possible ground of complaint,
and for the next four years proved himself a
punctiliously loyal colleague, ssupporting both the
foreign policy of Canning and the fiscal reforms of
Huskisson. In the administration of*his own office
he was eminently successful, in spite of increasing
difficulties in Ireland, and Canning emphatically
declared that he was the best Home Secretary the
country had ever had. His most notable achieve-
ment in this period was the reform of the criminal
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law, by which he put into practical shape the
principal measures which had been so long
advocated by Romilly and Mackintosh.

In 1827 Liverpool’s long tenure of office was
ended by a paralytic stroke. A very difficult
situation ensued. From the outset his ministry -
had been divided on the question of Catholic relief,
which had been the predominant domestic problem
ever since the Irish Union. George IV., both as
Regent and as King, had obstinately adhered to
his father’s opinion that he could not sanction
concessions to the Roman Catholics without a
breach of his coronation oath. In deference to this
view Liverpool had accepted office with a pledge
that Catholic relief should never be brought
forward as a Cabinet measure. On the other hand,
the question was to be an open one, and individual
ministers were to be free to take their own action
upon it. This compact, anomalous as it may
appear in the present day, had been scrupulously
observed. Liverpool himself, sometimes rather
' half-heartedly, and Wellington and Peel, with more
resolution, had opposed the Roman Catholic claims.
On the other hand, they had been vehemently
advocated by Canning and his supporters, as they
had previously been by Castlereagh. This question
was the great stumbling-block in 1827. It was
clear that the elevation of Canning, whose claims
to the premiership on other grounds were in-



56 SIR ROBERT PEEL

contestable, would alter the balance very decisively
in favour of the pro-Catholic party, and on this
ground Peel refused to concur in his appointment.
It must be remembered that Peel had reason to be
specially sensitive on this point. Not only was
Ireland within the purview of the Home Department,
but also he had formed strong views during his resi-
dence in Ireland, and in recent years he had been
forced to take a very decided attitude by the fact
that he had been the only Protestant minister in
the House of Commons. When, in spite of his
opposition, a relief Bill had gained a majority in
the Commons in 1825, he had offered his resignation,
and had only been induced to remain in office by
the Prime Minister’s urgent remonstrance that his
retirement would destroy the ministry,! and by
the rejection of the Bill in the House of Lords.
Peel’s opposition to Canning’s premiership was
therefore inevitable and openly avowed. And it
was recognised by Canning himself as reasonable.
On the other hand Canning urged, equally reason-
ably, that it would be unfair to proscribe the sup-
porters of one side on an admittedly open question.
And it was not easy to find a satisfactory rival
candidate. Wellington, whom Peel would have
wished for, was ruled out at this time, and (rather
curiously in view of the immediate future) admitted
that he was ruled out, on the ground that it was
1 See Parker, Sir Robert Peel, i. p. 374. .
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unconstitutional to combine in one hand the highest
civil and military offices. This left Peel himself as
the most eminent of the anti-Catholic Tories, but
it would be an intolerable insult to Canning, after
the decision of 1822, to ask him to serve under his
junior colleague. As a last resource Peel suggested
the selection of some peer as a figure-head, such as
the second Lord Melville, under whom both could
continue to co-operate. But Canning would not
consent to this, and he finally triumphed, not only
on account of his superior claims, but also because
George IV. was induced to believe that Wellington
and the Tory peers were in league, as the Whigs
were said to have been in the early years of George
III., to coerce the King and to deprive him of the
prerogative of selecting his own chief minister.?
Canning’s appointment was followed by the resig-
nation of Peel, Wellington, Eldon, and the other
opponents of Catholic relief, though it was stren-
uously denied that their resignation was a con-
certed act. Wellington not only retired from the
Cabinet but also gaye up his military command.
His action was bitterly resented by Canning,
whereas he admitted that Peel’s conduct had been
scrupulously straightforward and correct.

Whether concerted or not, the desertion of the
more orthodox Tories compelled Canning to appeal
to a section of the Whigs, and to form a coalition

1 See Stapleton, Life of Canning, iii. p. 314.
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ministry by the admission of Lansdown and Tier-
ney. The result was that when Parliament met,
Peel found himself for the first time in the position
of a leader of opposition. Another result was that
he was forced into a virtual alliance with Welling-
ton, with whom his previous relations had been
friendly, but by no means intimate. The session
was a short one, and Peel was spared from taking
a very active part in controversy, as the most
acrimonious criticism of the ministry came from
Lord Grey and the main body of the Whigs. The
subsequent charge by Lord George Bentinck that
Peel harried his former colleague into his grave
is wholly devoid of foundation. Canning’s health
had never recovered from a chill contracted at the
Duke of York’s funeral, and soon after the close of
the session he retired to Chiswick to die. George
IV, still chafing against the supposed dictation of
“ King Arthur ”, as the Duke of Cumberland mis-
chievously called Wellington, refused to return to
the Tory leaders, and entrusted Goderich, whom
Canning had promoted to lead, the House of Lords,
with the task of continuing the existing ministry.
But between the King, who wished 4o dictate the
choice of a new Chancellor of the Exchequer, and
the Whigs, who objected to such royal interference
in the filling of particular offices, Goderich found
it impossible to manage his Cabinet, much less to
govern a kingdom or an empire. And so—as a
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“ transient and embarrassed phantom ”—he wept
himself out of office without ever having ventured
on a parliamentary session.

" Canning’s coalition had obviously broken down,
and it was in the nature of things a hopeless ex-
periment. Catholic emancipation, the one question
on which they were agreed, they were precluded
from proposing by the terms on which Canning
accepted his appointment from the Crown. Parlia-
mentary reform, the other great article in the Whig
creed, was barred by the resolute opposition of the
Prime Minister. Canning, if he had lived, might
have fallen less ignominiously than Goderich, but he
could not have averted a fall. The King had no
longer any alternative, and promptly called in
Wellington, who had partially appeased him by
resuming the command of the army after Canning’s
death, in response to an urgent appeal from both
the King and Goderich. In spite of his recent
admission of disqualification, the Duke did not
hesitate to accept the invitation to form a ministry,
and his first act wag to invite the co-operation. of
Peel. Peel, who offered no objection to a military
prime minister, elected to return to his old office.
The selection of colleagues was their joint work
and was carried through without regard to the
suggestions and objections of the King. Peel’s
great object was to restore the ministry of Liver-
pool with its two wings of pro- and anti-Catholics
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on the same terms as before. He was so far suc-
cessful that Huskisson, Palmerston, and the other
soi-disant Tory colleagues of Canning accepted
places in the new Cabinet. But the sores of 1827
were not yet healed, and Huskisson’s retirement
on the East Retford Bill, promptly accepted by
Wellington, was followed by the resignation of all
the Canningites. Thus in May 1828 Peel found
himself left in that purely Protestant and in a
sense ultra-Tory ministry whose formation he had
hitherto consistently opposed. It was this trun-
cated and essentially weak administration which
in its first session surrendered to the opposition
on the repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts,
and in the same year was confronted by the pro-
blem of the Clare -election. It might have been
foreseen. In the General Election of 1826 the
peasant tenants, enfranchised by the Irish Act of
1793, had for the first time followed the priests in
a revolt against their landlords and returned Pro-
testant members pledged to vote for Catholic relief.
Since then their hopes had Dpeen raised by the
formation of a pro-Catholic ministry, only to be
dashed to the ground, first by the deash of Canning,
and then by the withdrawal of his followers from
the succeeding ministry. In these circumstances
it was almost inevitable that they should try to
embarrass and intimidate the Government by the
return of a Roman Catholic in defiance of the law
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which forbade him to take his seat. It was an
open threat that at the next general election the
Irish counties would paralyse and discredit the
Union by refusing to accept representation on dis-
honourable terms. Never was a political coup
better timed or more successful. Against such
organised resolution force was worse than useless,
and even the army, with its considerable Catholic
element, was not wholly to be trusted. Ministers
were warned by their own Lord Lieutenant that
the maintenance of Protestant ascendancy would
lead to rebellion, that a civil war would practically
destroy the union of the kingdoms, and that the
war, whatever its result, would be a ruinous dis-
aster both to Ireland and to Great Britain. During
the winter Peel and Wellington came to certain
definite conclusions. The Catholic question could
no longer be coquetted with, it must be definitely
solved one way or the other. The maintenance of
the status quo could not be a final solution, and any
decision to uphold it involved the country in in-
evitable - disasters. Concession to the Catholics
they had always held to be an evil, and they still
believed it to be an evil. But in the circumstances
it was the lesser evil, and it must be carried in order
to avert worse disasters.

The obvious and easy course was to resign
and to throw the responsibility of passing the
necessary legislation upon the party which had
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long advocated it. But this course was ruled out
by present conditions. If concession was to be
of any use, it must be made at once. A Whig-
Canningite ministry could carry a Bill through the
Commons, but they could not possibly surmount
the two great barriers, the House of Lords and the
Crown. Hence the unpleasing but irresistible con-
clusion that the present ministers should undertake
the distasteful task of repudiating their past pro-
fessions and of forcing upon a recalcitrant party a
measure which they had consistently denounced.
And they had to admit that they yielded, not to
the force of argument, but to agitation stirred up
by the detested O’Connell and to the fear of re-
bellion. Nothing but the sternest sense of duty
could have induced men to submit to such humilia-
tion. Wellington, with his military training and
his habit of putting duty before all other considera-
tions, could face the unpleasant prospect with
tolerable composure. Peel, far more sensitive by
nature, and conscious of his virtual pledges to his
University constituents, offered to resign on the
plea that he could render more efficient support if
he were outside the ministry. But he knew in his
heart that he could not be dispensed with, and in
the very letter of resignation he intimated that if
his chief thought it necessary for the success of the
cause that he should remain in office, he would do
so. To this there could be only one answer. Peel
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remained in office and resigned his seat for Oxford,
in spite of reproaches that he thereby admitted a
member of parliament to be a delegate. A contest
resulted in the return of that model Tory, Sir
Robert Inglis. Peel had to fall back on another
nomination borough, and as member for Westbury
he piloted the Emancipation Bill through the House
of Commons. Three sops were thrown to the Tory
Cerberus. The Catholic Association was dissolved ;
the franchise was raised from the forty shilling
freeholder to the ten pound householder; and
O’Connell was not allowed to take his seat for -
Clare until he had passed through a second election.
These acts of homage to party spirit irritated Ire-
land, and did no good to anybody ; but they helped
Wellington to obtain the necessary majority in the
Lords. Still the combined and resolute efforts of
both the leading ministers were required to over-
come what Peel described as the last and most
difficult of all obstacles, the resistance of the King.?
But George IV. was a weak man when properly
handled, and the Bill became law.

I have dwelt at some length upon this measure
of Catholic emancipation because it was Peel’s first
breach with party obligations, and it was the most
unpleasant and the most courageous act of his

whole career. It is to his credit that he found time

* For Croker’s remonstrances against this * democratical and
unconstitutional proceeding *’ see Croker Papers, ii. p. 7.
3 Croker Papers, ii. 14.
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and energy in this distasteful session of 1829 to
organise that metropolitan police which has at-
tracted the respectful admiration of generations of
foreign visitors, and which helped to maintain
order in London in marked contrast to the provincial
rioting which broke out during the struggle over
parliamentary reform.

The year 1830 which followed was a notable
epoch in Peel’s career. The death of his father
gave him the baronetcy and complete pecuniary
independence. It made him in fact one of the
wealthiest commoners of England, and enabled him
to become an enlightened patron of the fine arts.
The death of George IV. deprived the Tory party
of a substantial, though not a wholly unshakable,
bulwark, and transferred the Crown, with its ill-
defined but still considerable influence, to a king
who was known to have an unreasoned hankering
for credit and popularity as a reforming ruler.
Finally, the July Revolution in Paris shattered the
credit of the English ministry, which was suspected
of having sympathies with the reactionary policy .
of Polignac. The downfall - of the Wellington
administration, which must anyhow,have resulted
from Tory division and discontent, was followed by
the calling in of Lord Grey and the two years’
struggle over successive Reform Bills. If Peel had
been the leader of his party he might have taken
advantage of the situation to adopt a policy of
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moderate reform.! But the way was barred by
Wellington’s indiscreet and ill-timed declaration
against any change in the representative system,
which he declared to possess the entire confidence
of the country. Committed by his leader to an
attitude of stolid resistance, Peel led the Opposition
in the Commons with dignified moderation, but
without any hope of ultimate success. In his own
words, he wanted ““to make the descensus as
diffictlis as we can—to teach young inexperienced
men charged with the trust of government that,
although they may be backed by popular clamour

. the carrying of extensive changes in the
Constitution without previous deliberation shall not
be a holiday task . . . that people may hereafter
distinguish between the amendment and the over-
turning of their institutions .2

There is only one episode in the Reform struggle
that requires special notice. In the spring of 1832, .
when William IV. refused the first demand of the
Whig ministers for the creation of peers, the King
sent for Lord Lyndhyrst, who advised the creation
of a Tory ministry to carry a “ moderate ” Reform
Bill. When the King urged that his honour was
pledged by the support he had given to the present

! Croker wrote to Lord Hertford on January 19, 1831, that Peel
refused to pledge himself, like the Duke, against all Parliamentary
Reform. ‘ He said, good-humouredly, that he was sick with eating
pledges, and would take care to avoid them in the future” (Croker
Pagpers, ii. p. 101). 4%

2 Peel to Lord Harrowby, February 5, 1832, in Parker, ii. p. 201.

F
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measure, Lyndhurst agreed that the Bill should
be an * extensive” one. Wellington, with char-
acteristic readiness to subordinate his own professed
convictions, was willing to accept office on these
terms. But Peel, breaking away from the allegiance
which had hitherto hampered him, interposed an
absolute refusal which in the circumstances was a
virtual veto.! The reasons for his refusal are
expressed in a letter to Croker, and, in view of his
future conduct, his words are worth quoting :

I foresee that a Bill of Reform, including everything
that is really important and dangerous in the present Bill,
must pass. For me individually to take the conduct of
such a Bill, would be in my opinion, personal degradation
to myself. . . . I lcok beyond the exigency and the peril
of the present moment, and I do believe that one of the
greatest calamities that could befall the country would be
the utter want of confidence in the declarations of public
men which must follow the adoption of the Bill of Reform
by me as a Minister of the Crown. It is not a repetition of
the Catholic questivn. I was then in office. I had advised
the concession as a minister. I should now assume office
for the purpose of carrying the measure to which up to
the last moment I have been inveterately opposed.2 '

L ]

Peel’s opinion prevailed, the King’s offer was
refused, and it was agreed that, in*order to avert,

if possible, the necessity of creating new peers, the

1 Creevey writes exultantly on May 18, 1832, that the Whig ministers
had reported their retention of office. ‘‘ This was followed by a most
valuable declaration from Peel that he would never have joined the
late attempted administration of the Duke of Wellington ” (Creevey
Papers, ii. 246).

? Peel to Croker, May 12, 1832, Parker, Peel, ii. p. 205.
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Duke should withdraw his opposition in the House
of Lords, and so the Reform Bill finally passed.

This episode marks a distinct change in the
relations of the two Tory leaders. There was no
formal recognition of the transfer of authority, but
the firm of Wellington and Peel had obviously
become Peel and Wellington. Interested observers
detected and deplored a certain lack of cordiality
between them. Their relations were not improved
in 1834 by the election of Wellington as Chancellor
of the University of Oxford. "Peel’s supporters
suggested that the Duke might withdraw in recog-
nition of Peel’s superior claims as a graduate and
of his academic distinctions. Wellington, while
admitting his own lack of qualifications, refused to
decline nomination, and Peel refused to be put
up against him, but he not unnaturally felt that
the Duke might have had some communication
with him on the subject. There was nothing of the
nature of a rupture between the two men, and in an
emergency they were ready to co-operate, but in
the intervals they tepded to fall apart, in spite of
the attempted mediation of Arbuthnot and Croker.
Peel admitted> no control 'and no neceésity for
consultation as to his conduct in the House of
Commons. Nor was Wellington less independent -
in the Lords, where the Tory majority not in-
frequently took steps of which Peel did not conceal
his disapprobation.
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For nine years after 1832, with two brief inter-
ruptions, Peel led the Opposition in the Commons.
He began with barely 150 supporters, but after the
General Election of 1835 the minority was very
substantially increased. These years were by no
means the least creditable nor the least happy
period of his life. In spite of the growing reputation
of Lord John Russell, he was confronted by no
equal as a debater in the House. Brougham had
gone to that uneasy career in the House of Lords,
in which he wasted his powers and wrecked his
reputation. Stanley and Graham seceded from the
Whigs in 1834, and were on their way to become
Peel’s close allies. Peel’s hold upon the House and
his credit in the country steadily increased.

Peel formed in his own mind a clear conception
of his duties as an Opposition leader. He resisted
all temptations to join with the Radical extremists
in harassing the Government. In his own words,
he had no sympathy with these people who * think
that the whole art of conducting a party consists
in eternal fussy manceuvring, and little cunning
schemes for putting a Government in a minority .
He publicly declared at the outset that he accepted
the Reform Act as a “ final and irrevocable settle-
ment . If ministers proposed measures of which
he approved, such as the reform of the Poor Law
and of Municipal Corporations, he was prepared to

1 Peel to Arbuthnot, May 27, 1834, in Parker, ii. p. 247.
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support them. He had no desire to discredit or
supplant them, until he had formed and trained a
Conservative party, and until that party had
gained the confidence of the country. Ultra-Tories,
like the Duke of Newcastle and his former ally, the
King of Hanover,* might growl at what they con-
sidered to be truckling to the spirit of reform, but
Peel had finally broken with ultra-Toryism. He
expressed himself clearly to Croker :

The question is not, Can you turn out a Government ?
but, Can you keep in any Government, and stave off
confusion ? What are we doing at this moment? We
are making the Reform Bill work; we are falsifying our
own predictions, which would be realised but for our active

interference ; we are protecting the authors of the evil
from the work of their own hands.?

This was real statesmanship, though it was bitterly
criticised by “crafty and insidious > politicians.
And it had its reward. In 1839 a disgruntled
Radical declared in the Commons that “ the right
honourable Member for Tamworth governs England.
The honourable -and learned Member for Dublin
governs Ireland. The Whigs govern nothing but

Downing Street.” 3

1 The King of Hanover (formerly Duke of Cumberland), kept in
touch with English politics through Croker, to whom he wrote in 1838 :
 Another fatal point has been, and I remark still continues, namely,
that the leaders come always to the aid and assistance of ministers
when they are in difficulties '’ (Croker Papers, ii. p. 327).

2 Peel to Croker, March 5, 1833, ibid. ii. p. 2186.

3 Quoted from a speech by Leader, Radical Member for West-
minster, in & debate on the Irish policy of the Government (Thursfield,
Peel, p.'163).
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The first interruption of Peel’s complacent and
rather patronising opposition was wholly un-
expected and probably equally undesired. Peel
himself anticipated it so little that he had gone to
Italy with his wife and daughter. The death of
Earl Spencer removed his son, Lord Althorp, from
the Commons, where he had been the Whig leader
under both Lord Grey and Lord Melbourne. On
the plea that Lord John Russell was unequal to the
task, and that the ministers would be unable to
carry on the Government without Lord Althorp’s
assistance in the Commons, William IV. dismissed
Melbourne and his colleagues, from whom he was
by this time completely alienated. It has been
held that Melbourne had represented the loss of
Althorp as a fatal blow to the administration, and
that the King was entitled to regard this as a virtual
resignation. But William subsequently claimed
the change of administration as his own * immediate
and exclusive act”,} and it was regarded and
resented as such by the Whig party. Wellington,
who was at once appealed to Ry the King, was wise
enough to decline a second premiership on the plea
that the chief minister ought to be in*the Commons,
and urged the sending for Peel. Pending the latter’s
return, the Duke undertook to act as interim First
Lord of the Treasury and Home Secretary, while
the Seal was to be put in commission. The

1 See letter from William IV. to the Cabinet in Parker, ii. p. 288.



SIR ROBERT PEEL 71

“ hurried Hudson ” was sent post-haste to Italy,
and Peel returned with all possible speed to England.

Peel was conscious that the time was not yet
ripe for the formation of a Conservative ministry,
and he did not consider that the King’s action was
either judicious or constitutional. But he could not
repudiate Wellington’s action, and he set himself
to make the best of a situation for which he was
not responsible. In the hope of constructing his
administration on as broad a basis as possible, he
made overtures to Stanley and Graham, and he
issued the famous Tamworth manifesto, which Lord
Lyndhurst said might have been written in Brooks’s.*
But the ex-Whig politicians declined to enter the
Cabinet, on the ground that its initiation was due
to the action of Wellington, and that this gave it
too obvious a.Tory tinge. So Peel had to be
content with what he querulously described as
“only the Duke’s old Cabinet ”.2 As he was in a
hopeless minority in the first Reform Parliament,
he was compelled to resort to a dissolution. The
election gave him nearly a hundred additional
followers, but he was still in a minority. His
last hope was to disarm opposition by the merit
and moderation of his measures, but the Whigs,
exasperated by the conduct of.the King, were in no
mood to extend to Peel the consideration which he

 Creevey Papers, ii. p. 302. The Tamworth letter is conveniently
printed in full in Thursfield, Peel, pp. 136-142.
% Croker Papers, ii. p. 249.
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had shown to them. An alliance with O’Connell’s
tail gave them an undisputed superiority of numbers,
and they used it without mercy. Defeated on the
nomination of a Speaker, on the Address, and in a
number of subsequent divisions, Peel admitted the
impossibility of conducting the Government in such
conditions, and insisted upon resigning. William IV.
was compelled to restore the ministers whom he had
dismissed, but he grimly declared they should never
enjoy his confidence,-and that he would receive
their advice with jealousy and suspicion. It is
easy to understand with what glee the Whig
ministers welcomed the accession of Queen Victoria,
when Melbourne’s courtly and paternal manners
gained him such influence with the young Queen
that his opponents denounced him as a virtual
Mayor of the Palace.

But royal favour, though it made the position
of ministers more comfortable, could not make it
more secure. They were confronted with ever-
increasing difficulties—financial deficits, social dis-
content and disorder, the unpopularity of the new
Poor Law, disturbances in KEurope, and serious
troubles in the Colonies. What prowed in the end
one of their best achievements, the sending of Lord
Durham to deal with the problems raised by the
rebellion in Lower Canada, was at the time a
complete fiasco, and Durham was recalled in
disgrace. When in 1839 the proposal to withdraw
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the constitution of Jamaica was carried by only
five votes, the ministers interpreted this as a virtual
defeat, and resigned. For the second time the
Sovereign sent for Wellington, and for the second
time he recommended the calling in of Peel. On
this occasion Peel had no hesitation or misgivings
about accepting the proffered task, and he had
already prepared a list of his principal colleagues,
including this time Stanley and Graham, when the
enterprise was wrecked on the question of the
Ladies of the Bedchamber. It is needless to dwell
upon 8o obsolete a problem. The young Queen was,
by her own avowal, not unwilling to show her
dislike of the ministerial change, and was rather
eager to test a royal authority which she had as
yet had no opportunity of exercising. She com-
plained that Peel was * such an odd cold man 7}
and even his friends admitted that he was gauche
and ill-at-ease in unfamiliar and uncongenial
surroundings. The most serious part of the episode
was that the Queen was in consultation with
Melbourne behind j;he scenes, and that the ex-
ministers returned to office by encouraging their
Sovereign to #zesist a demand which two years later,
under wiser guidance, she admitted to'be reasonable.

Peel’s return to office was merely delayed by this
misadventure. The two extra years which the
Whig ministers purchased by their complacency

1 Letters of Queen Victoria, i. p. 159.
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were years of ever-increasing weakness and humilia-
tion. The inclusion of Mdcaulay after his return
from India gave them an additional orator in the
House of Commons, but did little to redress the
inequality of debating power. The disputes with
Mehemet Ali, which brought the country to the
verge of war with France, excited misgivings as
to Palmerston’s wisdom and caution. But the
chief trouble was discontent at home. As a last
effort to regain their lost popularity, they resolved
to meddle with the Corn Laws, and to suggest a
moderate fixed duty in place of the current sliding
scale which had operated since 1828. But they
excited more alarm than they conciliated support.
It was said that they had made the Lichfield House
compact with Irish repealers, and now they were
truckling to the agitators of the Anti-Corn Law
League. And they clung to office with far greater
tenacity than they had shown in 1839. Even a
hostile majority of thirty-eight on the question of
the sugar duties could not drive them to resign.
At last Peel in person forced an issue by proposing
a direct want of conﬁdence,.and the vote was
carried by a majority of one. Stilk the ministry
would not resign, but appealed to the country,
where they met with an electoral disaster compar-
able to that which overwhelmed Fox’s martyrs in
1784. Peel had at last the conservative majority
for which he had waited and worked (1841).
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Peel’s great administration—Bagehot called it
“ the most intelligent Conservative Government
that this country has ever seen ”—only lasted for
four, or if the prolongation be included, for five
years. In that period it accomplished very sub-
stantial work, in striking contrast to the com-
paratively barren period of the later Whig years.
And by universal consent the chief credit for this
work must be given to Peel himself. Many of his
colleagues were men of real ability and distinction,
but the Prime Minister stood head and shoulders
above them. And Peel was more definitely Prime
Minister than most of his predecessors, and prob-
ably than any of his successors. Walpole may
have possessed equal authority, but he gained it
by the exclusion of all able and possible rivals.
Chatham at his greatest was even more dictatorial
in all matters that touched on the war, but there
were departments with which he did not meddle.
Pitt’s power was exceptional, but he could not
dictate to Grenville, and he had to yield to his
colleagues in dealing with the settlement with
Russia in 1791. To the efficiency and thorough-
ness of Peel’s supervision of all departments Mr.
Gladstone, one of his ablest colleagues, has borne
unimpeachable testimony. The exhausting labour
which this involved probably undermined Peel’s
naturally robust constitution, and this must be
borne in mind when we come to the crucial years
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1845 and 1846. Two simple facts illustrate Peel’s
ascendancy in these years. His most eminent col-
league, Wellington, debarred by age and increasing
deafness from holding office, sat in the Cabinet
without a portfolio and cheerfully undertook the
duty of piloting through the Upper House whatever
measures Peel sent up from the Commons. His
Chancellor of the Exchequer, Henry Goulburn, was
a financier of experience and ability, but he had to
stand on one side while Peel introduced and con-
ducted all the vitally important fiscal reforms.
And if Peel was autocratic in his Cabinet, he was
almost equally so in the House of Commons. Onone
occasion a hostile amendment on the sugar duties
was carried against him by thirty-seven votes.
Apologetic rebels pleaded that it was a small
matter, and showed no want of confidence in the
Government. Peel would accept no excuses, and
insisted on a reversal of the decision. In spite of
a mutinous protest by Disraeli, the docile house
submitted by a majority of twenty-one.

Peel had one great advantage over his predeces-
sors in that Wellington’s devotion freed him from
all serious opposition in the House of Lords. On
the other hand he inherited from them a very diffi-
cult and in some respects a dangerous condition of
affairs. With the external difficulties—in India
and Canada, with France and the United States—
the new ministers grappled with a fair measure of
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success. But the two problems which attracted
Peel’s closest attention were Ireland and finance,
and under the latter head the Corn Laws had been
forced into sudden prominence, partly by the
agitation led by Cobden and Bright, but mainly
by the recent conversion of the Whig leaders to a
fixed duty of eight shillings. It was this which
had bulked most largely in the general election,
and had contributed to the ruinous defeat of the
party. The Free Traders would not have their duty,
and the Tories would not allow them to tamper
with the sacred protection of agriculture.

In Ireland trouble revived because O’Connell,
‘freed from his compact with the Whigs by their
downfall, now openly raised the standard of
Repeal. Peel met the demand with the usual
mixture of coercion and concession. On the one
hand an Arms Bill and the prosecution of
O’Connell; on the other a trebling of the grant to
Maynooth for the education of priests, an honourable
insistence that Catholic emancipation should be
carried out in the spirit as well as in the letter of the
law,! and the endowment of three Queen’s Colleges

1 See Peel’s letter to Lord De Grey of August 22, 1843 (Parker,
iii. p. 56), in which he contends that it is not sufficient ground for
rejecting a Roman Catholic candidate for office to say that there is a
superior Protestant in the field. The Protestants, he says, owe their
superiority to their long monopoly of privilege, and if they are allowed
to retain this, the equality granted by law becomes a dead letter. To
Graham he wrote confidentially (sbid. p. 53), “ We must look out for
respectable Roman Catholics for office”. This represents a marked
advance from Peel’s original hostility to the Catholic claims.
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for the provision of non-sectarian education. On
the Maynooth Bill, which drove Gladstone from the
Cabinet, Peel fought a prolonged and highly credit-
able fight against the embittered prejudices of
both Englishmen and Scotsmen, and Lord Morley
pronounces it to have been the boldest act of his
career.!

But it is Peel’s fiscal measures that have been
rightly regarded, both by contemporaries and by
posterity, as his supreme achievement. To the
Bank Act, which narrowly restricted the issue of
bank notes, I have already alluded. It has been
adversely criticised on the ground that it has
failed to prevent panics, and that when they have
occurred it has been found necessary to suspend its
operation. But in this last fact lies its real justi-
fication. Its restrictions have inspired such ab-
solute confidence in the note issue of the Bank of
England, that their suspension, or even the report
of an intention to suspend them, has sufficed to
restore confidence and to avert disaster. The other
great measures were the two famous budgets of
1842 and 1845. It is difficult in the present day
to feel any great enthusiasm over she revival of
the income tax, which has been with us from that
day to this. Pitt had instituted it as a supreme

instrument of war. Peel restored it as a necessary

1 Life of Gladstone, i. p. 270, *“ It was one of the boldest things he
ever did  ; Life of Cobden, i. p. 326, “ Nothing that he ever did showed
greater courage than the Maynooth Grant ”.
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basis of fiscal reform. In 1842 a tax of 7d. in the
pound was imposed for three years. The revenue
which it brought in enabled him to clear off the
deficits bequeathed by the Whigs, to lower the
sliding scale on the import of corn, and to abolish
or reduce a large number of customs duties, especi-
ally those on raw materials and partially manu-
factured articles. Three years later the tax was
renewed in order to carry s’mll further the enfranch-
1sement of trade.

From the outset Peel recognised that the eco-
nomic arguments for freeing the import of manu-
factures were equally applicable- to agricultural
produce, and that in pure theory the Corn Laws
were indefensible. Cobden wrote exultantly. to -
his brother in the summer of 1842 that  Peel is a
Free-trader, and so-are Ripon and Gladstone .2
But at the moment Peel refused to admit that the -
economic argument was in itself sufficient to decide
the question. He sought to remove the misgivings
of Croker by a long letter in July 1842, of which "
the following is the most, important paragraph.

We do not push this argument to its logical conse-
" quences—namely that wheat should be at 35s. instead of
50s. or bH4s. We take into account vested interests,
engaged capital, the importance of independent supply,
the social benefits of flourishing agriculture. We find the
general welfare will be best promoted by a fair adjustment,
by allowing the legitimate logical deductions to be con-

1 Morley’s Cobden, i. p.-242.
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trolled by the thousand considerations which enter into
moral and political questions, and which, as friction and
the weight of the atmosphere, put a limit to the practical
application of abstract reasoning.!

Croker seems to have been reassured by Peel’s
insistence upon political and social considerations.
But a more impartial correspondent might have
foreseen that these considerations would give way
if some strong counterbalancing argument should
present ijtself. This was furnished three years
later by the disastrous failure of the Irish potato
crop. This convinced Peel that famine could be
averted only by opening the ports, and he could
not conscientiously assure his supporters that,
once opened, they could be closed again. He sub-
mitted these considerations to the Cabinet in
October and November, but the majority, including
Wellington and Stanley, shrank from a sudden
reversal of the protectionist policy to which they
were virtually pledged by the assurances given in the
election of 1841. While this deadlock continued,
Lord John Russell issued the famous Edinburgh
letter of November 27, in which he declared for
the repeal of the Corn Laws. Thig letter acted
partly as a curb and partly as a spur to Peel. On
the one hand, to announce his own conversion, as
yet carefully concealed from the public, would

1 Peel to Croker, August 3, 1742, in Parker, i. p. 530. The whole
letter, with its predecessor on July 27, is worth reading. Both are also
printed in the Croker Papers, ii. 384-6.
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savour of a servile following of his opponent’s lead.
On the other hand, the repeal was now virtually
assured, and it was not attractive to allow all the
credit to be gained by the Whig leader. The spur
was the more operative, and Peel now submitted
to his colleagues a more definite proposal for a
gradual extinction of the corn duties accompanied
by counterbalancing concessions to the agricultural
interests. This time, in view of the altered situa-
tion, there was less opposition, but the Duke of
Buccleuch and Lord Stanley remained obdurate.
Stanley’s resistance was the more serious because
in the previous year he had received a peerage in
order to assist Wellington in the Upper House, and
it was in the Lords that the greatest difficulties
were expected.
Peel was chagrined at this unwonted opposition
- within his own Cabinet. As he had declared that
he could not proceed unless his colleagues were
unanimous, he insisted upon resigning, and the
Queen, now as reluctant to part with her minister
as she had previously been to accept him, had to
send for Lord John Russell. After demanding,
and receiving through Peel, an assurance that the
avowed Protectionists were not prepared to take
office, Russell accepted the royal commission to
form a ministry. A few days later he threw it up
on the paltry excuse that Lord Grey (the son of the

Reform Bill premier) had refused to enter the
‘ G



82 SIR ROBERT PEEL

Cabinet if Palmerston returned to the Foreign
Office, and that Palmerston would accept no other
post. The Queen cheerfully recalled Peel who, in
an outburst of loyalty worthy of Wellington in his
prime, replied that he would be her minister happen
what may, and that he would do without a col-
league rather than leave her in this extremity.
He at once reassembled his Cabinet, and all his
colleagues, with the exception of Stanley, agreed to
follow the leader, under whose banner they had
served for four eventful -years. Stanley’s place
was filled by the return to office of Gladstone, who
was, unfortunatefy, without a seat in the Commons.
His assistance would have been invaluable in the
stormy session which followed. Peel may have
hoped for a moment that he would find his party
as docile as his fellow-ministers. If so, he was
woefully disabused by the widespread revolt which
was promptly organised by Lord George Bentinck
and Disraeli. The story of the session has been
told for all time by one of the great protagonists in
the drama. In the young Jew, whose proffered
services Peel had deliberately declined, he met
with a master of flouts and gibes, under which
his proud and sensitive nature suffered acutely.
But he maintained his cause with all his old courage
and tepacity, and he won a complete though
costly victory. His analysis of the final division,
which he transmitted to the Queen on February 28,
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1846, is worth recording: ¢ Government, 112;
Whigs and Radicals, 227; Protectionists, 231 ;
Whig Protectionists, 11.”” This meant that of
their normal supporters the ministers could only
poll less than a third, whereas more than two-
-thirds actually voted against them. In addition
the absentees were also to be reckoned as mal-
contents. Prince Albert made the obvious com-
ment in reply that 112 certain supporters out of
658 did not look like a strong Government.!

As a matter of fact the Government was doomed.
Wellington, whose wrath was roused by what he
regarded as “ the abominable combination ” against
Peel, rendered his last service to his old colleague
by procuring a majority of 47 for the Corn Bill in
the House of Lords. On the very same evening
(June 25, 1846) that this welcome news arrived,
the ministry was defeated by a majority of 73
on the second reading of their Coercion Bill for
Ireland.

Party spirit thus wreaked a deliberate venge-
ance upon the man*who had presumed to defy it.
Both Bentinck and® Disraeli had approved of the
Coercion Bill ,on its introduction. They knew it
to be necessary for the maintenance of order, and
that necessity was demonstrated by the action
of the succeeding ministry, but they determined
on a purely factious combination with Whigs and

1 Parker, iii. p. 342. '
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Repealers for the sole purpose of punishing Peel.
Lord John Russell defended the conduct of his
momentary allies as being the result of a natural
resentment against the man who had twice be-
trayed his supporters. The defence has been ac-
cepted by party politicians, but to the non-political
mind the method by which the Protectionist rebels
wreaked their revenge will always appear to have
been a dastardly act.

On the next da},x June 26, the Cabinet met. It
is not often that we are allowed to penetrate the
veil of secrecy which is supposed to shroud a
Cabinet meeting. But Mr. Gladstone himself has
drawn an account of this historic scene. With
characteristic reserve, Peel had given no hint of
his intentions, and it was known that Wellington
was pugnaciously prepared to carry on. But the
authority of the great chief was still unquestioned.

It was the shortest Cabinet I ever knew. Peel himself
uttered two or three introductory sentences. He then said
that he was convinced that the formation of a Conservative
party was impossible while he continued in office. That
he had made up his mind to resign. That he strongly
advised the resignation of the entire Government. Some
declared their assent. None objected ; ard when he asked
whether it was unanimous, there was no voice in the
negative.

In another note Gladstone added :

The Duke in my opinion was right and Peel was wrong,
but he had borne the brunt of battle already beyond the



SIR ROBERT PEEL 85

measure of human strength, and who can wonder that his
heart and soul as well as his physical organisation needed
rest 21 .

Peel himself never doubted that he did right in
resigning. His own attitude is clearly described
in a letter to Sir Henry Hardinge, then Governor-
General in India, the one political colleague to
whom he wrote not only with confidence, but with
obvious affection.

So far from regretting the expulsion from office, I
rejoice in it as the greatest relief from an intolerable
burden. To have your own way, and to be for five years
the minister of this country in the House of Commons is
quite enough for any man’s strength. He is entitled to
his discharge, from length of service. But to have to
incur the deepest responsibility, to bear the heaviest toil,
to reconcile colleagues with conflicting opinions to a common
course of action, to keep together in harmony the Sovereign,
the Lords, and the Commons; to have to do all these
things, and to be at the same time the tool of a party—
that is to say to adopt the opinions of men who have not
had access™to your knowledge, and could not profit by it
if they had, who spend their time in eating and drinking,
and hunting, shooting, gambling, horse-racing, and so-
forth—would be an odious servitude to which I never will
submit. I inteng to keep aloof from party combinations.
So far as a man can be justified in forming such a resolu-
tion, I am determined not again to resume office. . . . I
will take care not again to burn my fingers by organising
a party. There is too much truth in the saying “ The head
of a party must be directed by the tail”’. As heads see,

1 Morley, Life of Gladstone, i. p. 290.
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and tails are blind, I think heads the best judges as to the
course to be taken.!

Peel had at last broken away from the party
system. In the speech in which he intimated his
resignation, he emphasised and confirmed his re-
pudiation of party ties by attributing the chief
credit for the repeal of the Corn Laws to Richard
Cobden, the man who from innumerable platforms
had so bitterly denounced the landlord class. Even
Mr. Gladstone, of all public men the most akin to
Peel by birth and training, deplored and even re-
sented this slur upon his immediate supporters.
But Peel refused to retract or to modlfy what he
had said. When he quitted office, he was unques-
tionably, after the Duke of Wellington, the most
eminent subject of the Crown. But without a
party, he was, like Chatham in not dissimilar con-
ditions, a political outcast. Even an alliance with
the Whigs, if he could have contemplated such an
act, could not have restored to him the authority
he had enjoyed and lost. For the last four years
of his life he was an honouged spectator of the
political drama. He kept his seat in the Commons,

he could always secure an attenttve hearing in

1 Peel to Hardinge, September 24, 1846, in Parker, iii. p. 473.
Compare Peel’s letter to his wife in December 1845, written in anticipa-
tion of Tory denunciation (Private Letters, p. 273). “ How can those,
who spend their time in hunting and shooting and eating and drinking,
know what were the motives of those who are responsible for the public
security, who have access to the best information, and have no other
object under Heaven but to provide against danger, and consult the
general interest of all classes ?
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the House and the country, but he could do no
more than give a discriminating support to the
politicians who had displaced him. He did not
like the foreign policy of Palmerston, but he agreed
with Graham, “that Palmerston and his foreign
policy are less to be dreaded than Stanley and a
new Corn Law 7’8 It was largely due to Peel, and
after his death to the little band of Peelites, that
Protection became, in Disraeli’s phrase, “ not only
dead but damned ”. Peel supported the repeal of
the Navigation Acts, which was in a sense the com-
pletion of his own work. He had the satisfaction
of seeing the British crown and constitution stand
proudly erect amidst the shattering storms of 1848,
and of knowing that his own measures had con-
tributed to their stability. When his life was
prematurely closed in 1850 by the accident on
Constitution Hill, the nation, in the simple words of
Queen Victoria, mourned over him as over a father.2

- Lady Peel refused the peerage offered to her by
the Queen on the ground that her husband had
expressly desired that no member ‘of his family
should accept any title or distinction in recognition
of his services, but only if they earned such a
reward for themselves. Sir Robert’s descendants
have honourably carried out his injunction.

1 Graham to Peel, April 3, 1850, in Parker, iii. p. 536.
2 Queen Victoria to the King of the Belgians, July 9, 1850 (Lefters,
ii. p. 256).

-
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11

Looking back upon Peel’s career, one may
venture on certain obvious comments. He entered
political life with what appeared to be overwhelming
advantages. His father’s wealth and generosity
freed him from all sordid pecuniary troubles and
temptations. He had himself magnificent personal
endowments: prodigious industry (it was quite
superfluous for the Dean of Christ Church to urge
him to ““ work like a tiger ”’), a power of rapid and
thorough assimilation, and a memory that has been
compared to that of Macaulay. He had a fine
presence and a beautiful speaking voice, only
equalled in that generation, says Disraeli, by
O’Connell’s resonant organ. He was'no orator, in
the sense of swaying mobs, but he had an unfailing
command of fluent, orderly, and convincing speech,
probably the best style of oratory for a deliberative
assembly. The shyness, which made him appear
awkward and reserved in social life, and which pre-
vented him from ever mastering what Lord Rose-
bery calls the * Tom, Dick, and” Harry style ” with
his supporters, never affected him in<the House of
Commons, where he was from the first completely
at home. He was associated by education and
social habits with the class which had dominated
England since the Restoration, and the game bags
which he complacently chronicled in his letters to



SIR ROBERT PEEL 89

his wife prove that he was proficient in at least
one of the accepted recreations of a country gentle-
man. The race-course he left to his brother
Jonathan, and in the hunting-field he was never
congpicuous. The Whigs, who nick-named him
“ Spinning Jenny 7, did their best to discredit him
in the eyes of his aristocratic associates, but the
legend that the latter slighted him and that he
avenged the slights by attacking the agricultural
interest was long ago refuted by Disraeli and is
fully contradicted by Peel’s private letters. It was
not until the gentry denounced his political actions
that he retaliated by condemning the intellectual
equipment of those who spent their life in eating
and drinking, hunting, shooting, and horse-racing.
Until that time he associated with them on easy
and familiar terms, and they were glad enough to
get him to shoot their covers.

Peel’s..political ..promotion. was, extraordmarﬂy
rapid... His. brilliant.. academic ,.reputation, less
common and more highly valued in those days than
now, secured for him an interested hearing in the
House. He entered, by acquiescence rather than
by choice, a party which seemed, by its conduct
of the war to a triumphant conclusion, to have
secured a lasting monopoly of office. And this
party was not so well supplied with able and
eloquent champions that it could afford to give
anything but a warm welcome to so valuable a
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recruit. Within a year an official post was found
for him. Before he was thirty-four years old he
had twice refused Cabinet rank. When, at that
age, he entered the Cabinet, it was as one of His
Majesty’s Principal Secretaries of State. And
within a year he was seriously regarded, and
was actually supported by the King, as a rival
of Canning for the leadership of the House of
Commons.

And yet, from another point of view, there were
drawbacks to this apparent good fortune. Peel
had been trained for politics: he had yet to get
his training in politics. It was impossible for a
youth, hitherto immersed at school and college in
the study of classics and mathematics, to have
more than a superficial grasp of political prin-
ciples or political aims. He accepted his father’s
politics just as he accepted his father’s gift of
a seat in Parliament. And he was prematurely
captured by the party—one tradition says deliber-
ately captured in order to prevent his threatened
escape—by his immediate admission to official
place and duties. Nor was “this the only mis-
fortune. If his promotion had betn delayed, he
would have had time to find his own political place
without attracting undue attention. But a man
who is engaged in the actual hurly-burly of active
politics cannot sit down and think out his own
opinions ¢» vacuo like a professor in his study.
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He is perpetually influenced, and in large measure
guided, by his surroundings. Personal friend-
ships, and still more personal antagonisms, play a
great part in shaping his opinions. This was con-
spicuously the case with Peel. His early collision
with O’Connell did much to harden his views
on the Irish and the Catholic question. But I
attach far more importance to -his relatmns with
Canning.

The Tory party, when Peel joined it, had, as
parties usually have, a left and a right wing® On
the left the leader was the brilliant figure of George
Canning, whom the orthodox Tories on the right
regarded with growing mistrust and reprobation.
They were naturally eager to find some one to pit
against him, and they thought they had found
their man in Robert Peel. There was no personal
animosity or vulgar jealousy between the two
men, but circumstances combined to pull them
apart. On the great question of the day they took
opposite sides. It was Canning’s intense ambition
to represent his Unjversity : the choice of Oxford
fell upon Peel* In 1822 it required all Canning’s
ability and determination to avoid going to India,
and to defeat the efforts to secure the leadership
in the Commons for Peel. In 1827 he found Peel

opposed to his promotion to the premiership, and

1 Lord Holland to Creevey, June 24, 1817:  Peel’s election has
galled the Cannings to the quick ** (Creevey Papers, i. p. 263). Canning
never concealed his disappointment.
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when he had gained it, Peel refused to enter his
Cabinet. In all this Canning admitted that Peel’s
personal conduct was irreproachable; but there
could be no doubt that the younger man was, in
the eyes of contemporaries, his rival and in some
measure his opponent.?

All this tended to identify Peel with the right
wing of the Tory party, and to bring him into close
association with two men who undoubtedly exer-
cised a great influence over his career and for a
time over his opinions. These men were the Duke
of Wellington and John Wilson Croker. Of his
relations with Wellington I have already spoken.
Croker has been too harshly judged by a genera-
tion which knows him only through the diatribes
of Macaulay and from the malicious portrait of
Rigby in the pages of Coningsby. He was un-
questionably a man of wide interests, of notable
ability, and of deserved political weight. The
three volumes of his Correspondence and Diaries
will always be, like the Journal of Charles Greville,
an invaluable commentary on_ the history of the
first half of the nineteenth century And by far
the most interesting and important Metters in these
volumes are those which passed between himself

1 Disraeli says (Lord George Bentinck, p. 288), “ Those who are
well informed of the political history of the country, know that between
Mr. Canning and Mr. Peel there existed an antipathy. They disliked
each other ; Mr. Canning was jealous of Mr. Peel, and Mr. Peel was a
little envious of Mr. Canning.”
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and Peel. There can be no doubt that Croker and
Wellington, both real Tories, acted as a restraint
upon Peel’s political development. The extent of
Croker’s influence is to be measured by the acute-
ness of the final rupture in 1846. There is some-
thing more than resentment at a temporary mis-
judgment of motives in Peel’s final repudiation of
the Croker influence. Few men can have received
such a slap in the face as was given to Croker in
the last letter of a man who for more than a genera-
tion had addressed him as “ My dear Croker ”, and-
had signed himself ““ yours affectionately .

I trust there is nothing inconsistent with perfect
civility in the expression of an earnest wish that the same
principle which suggests to you the propriety of closing a
written correspondence of seven and thirty years, may be
extended to every other species of intercourse.

Peel’s enfranchisement came strangely late.
There can be no doubt that the Wellington-Croker
influence, like the earlier involuntary antagonism
to Canning, kept Peel nominally within the Tory
fold long after he ought to have quitted it. For
it is clear that Peel was never really a Tory in any
sense of that much misunderstood term, and still
less at a time when Toryism had been petrified by
repulsion from the French Revolution into an un-

Y Croker Papers, iii. p. 94. There had been in 1827 a previous -
rupture between Peel and Croker, on account of the latter’s relations
with Canning during the ministerial crisis which followed Lord Liverpool’s -
breakdown. See Parker, i. pp. 469-73.
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reasoning antagonism to all organic reform.! Lord
Rosebery seems to think that if Peel had not been
committed by paternal influence, by early training,
and by Lord Liverpool’s patronage, to the Tories,
he might have bathed with the Whigs instead of
purloining their empty clothes. This is highly
questionable. With the aristocratic side of Whig-
gism he had no real sympathy, and he had an in-
stinctive antipathy to Radicalism, with its appeal
to the constituents and the head of their repre-
sentatives. He was really a misfit in the party
system. He would have made an ideal first
minister to a benevolent despot, who might have
safely commissioned him to rule, without regard
to class or privilege, in the interests of the security
of the State and of the welfare of the great mass
of its members. Or he might have been, what
Cobden desired him to become, the leader of a
great middle party, holding the balance between
two opposing extremes, and appealing for support
to moderate and reasonable men.? But English
tradition does not admit of middle parties, except
for a brief and transitory period. The Peelites,

1 The Duke of Newcastle, who may be tak®n as a typical ultra-
Tory, wrote to Peel as late as 1835 : ‘I would yield nothing to the
spirit of reform, innovation, by whatever name it may be called. It is
because, in my view of the case, concession leads to revolution, that I
would, directly or indirectly, concede nothing " (Parker, ii. 206). The
Duke obviously disapproved of the Tamworth manifesto.

2 Cobden wrote to his brother on March 22, 1842 : ** Peel must head
a miliexw party soon. If the old Duke were dead, he would quarrel
with the ultra-Tories in a month ” (Morley’s Cobden, i. p. 241).
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brilliant and able men as they were, were soon
dispersed, either by death or by absorption in one
or the other of the recognised parties.

1AY

Mr. Gladstone used to-say that there were two
Peels, one before and one after the Reform Act.?
Lord Rosebery expands this statement.by saying
that before 1832 Peel was a Tory, and after that
date he .was .a.Whig. As I read it, there are four
clearly defined periods in Peel’s career. In the
first, down to 1818, he was an acquiescent Tory,
without any serious inward questionings. But
during his three years’ abstention from office he had
more time for reflection and study. In 1819 he
struck his first blow for independence when he
opposed his father’s views on the return to cash
payments. In 1820 he wrote a remarkable letter
to Croker in which he expressed an uneasy sense
that public opinion was becoming more liberal than
the policy of the Government ; that it would be
impossible to resist for long the demand for reform ;
and that he would not be surprised to see a union
of Tories and Whigs to carry out a moderate policy
in resistance to the Hobhouses, Burdetts, and

Radicalism.? The letter shows a notable distrust

1 Parker, i. p. 209.

t Croker Papers, i. p. 170. Mr. Parker has not included this
interesting letter, although he has inserted a good many of the letters
between Peel and Croker.
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of mere negative resistance to change. The process
of emancipation was carried still further during the
years 1822 to 1827, when Peel was associated with
the foreign policy of Canning, and the fiscal policy
of Huskisson. Creevey, a malicious but acute
observer, wrote in 1825 : “‘ Unhappily for Toryism,
that prig Peel seems as deeply bitten by ° liberality ’
in every way but on the Catholic question, as
any of his fellows ”.* Peel’s Oxford friends were
seriously alarmed when he declared more than once
that there was only one question which separated
him from Canning.? And Canning himself gave
the same disquieting assurance.?

Then came the events of 1827 and 1828 which
for nearly five years threw Peel into dependence
upon Wellington, and forced him to become the
advocate of a more negative policy than had
become congenial to him. But during the struggle
for reform he gradually regained his freedom, and
in 1832 the final passing of the Bill altered his whole
situation. It is one of the anomalies of his career
that he was more at home in the Reform Parlia-
ments, whose introduction he fad opposed, than he
had been in the earlier assemblies. ™ It was not till
after 1832 that he displayed to the full the qualities

1 The Creevey Papers, vol. ii. p. 100.

2 He said this in 1822 in a private letter to the Speaker (Parker,
i. p. 332). He repeated it to Lord Eldon (tbid. p. 460), and to Canning
himself in 1827 (¢bid. p. 468). The Oxzford dissatisfaction was expressed
by Bishop Lloyd to Peel on April 22, 1827 (¢bid. p. 479).

3 Ibid. p. 466.
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which induced Disraeli to call him “ the greatest
Member of Parliament that ever lived ”.* It must
be remembered that, while Harrow and Christ
Church and a love of shooting attached him to the
great houses and to the country gentry, his ancestry
and his own business acumen entitled him to the
confidence of that mercantile class, which had
exerted considerable influence in the eighteenth
century, and became "after 1832 the dominant
political force in the country. It was their growing
confidence and support which enabled Peel to gain
ascendancy, not as a Whig, or as a Tory, but as a
Conservative Reformer. So far as he was supported
by the Tories, it was only because he stood between
them and something worse. '
There are two episodes in Peel’s career about
which there always has been, and always will be,
acute controversy. Down to 1829 Peel had been
chiefly known as the strongest and ablest opponent
of Catholic emancipation. It was in that character
that he had been chosen to represent his university.
George IV. wrote to him in 1825 as “‘ the King’s
Protestant minister *.2 In 1827 he broke with
Canning on thi# question. And yet, in 1829 he
himself introduced and carried, with the help of
opposition votes, the very measure which he had
so long and so consistently opposed. Was he

1 Lord George Bentinck (1852), p. 320.
2 Parker, vol. i. p. 370.
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justified in doing this ? Again, in 1841, he was
raised to the premiership as the leader of a party
which had gained a majority at the election as
being in favour of the protection of agriculture.
In 1846 he, remaining Prime Minister, and in the
same Parliament, carried the repeal of the Corn
Laws, again by the support of the Opposition, and
against the votes of more than two-thirds of his
own supporters. Was he justified in doing this ?
These two great acts of apostacy, as they have been
called, are frequently bracketed together, as if
both raised the same problem. There is, of course,
a great gulf between them. In 1829 Peel was not
a convert to Catholic relief. In 1846 he was a
convinced Free Trader. But in both cases he acted
against previous assurances, either actual or implied,
and in both cases he acted against his own party.
On the general question of political consistency,
Mr. Gladstone has summed up in terms which would
probably meet with almost universal acceptance :
Change of opinion in those to whose judgment the
public looks more or less to assist its own, is an evil to the
country, although a much smaller evil than the pers1stence
in a course which they know to beywrong. It is not

always to be blamed. But it is always to be watched with
vigilance ; always to be challenged and put upon its trial.t

In putting Peel’s inconsistency on its trial, Lord
Rosebery has pronounced an adverse verdict. He

1 Quoted from Gleanings, vii. p. 100, in Morley’s Gladstone, i. p. 211,
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thinks—or did think, when he himself was a party
politician *—that Peel should have given Wellington
no chance to keep him in office in 1829, and that
in 1845 he should have persisted in his resignation,
and so forced Russell to take office, whether with
or without Lord Grey. I find it impossible to
accept this positive conclusion, which seems to rest
upon two dubious assumptions. It assumes that
Wellington would have been able to overcome the
opposition of the Lords and the Crown to Catholic
emancipation if his ministry had been fatally
weakened, as it would have been, by Peel’s with-
drawal. His support as a private member would -
have been no equivalent for his retention as leader
in the Commons. And it also assumes that Russell
would have been able to carry through the Repeal
of the Corn Laws. But this was effected by the aid
of 112 Conservative votes, which were given to keep
Peel in office. It is extremely doubtful whether
these votes, or the majority of them, would have
been given to Russell. And the measure was
carried in the Lords by the influence of Wellington.
Would he have rendered, and would he have been
willing to render, the same service to the Whigs
which he did, not without misgivings, render to
Peel ¢

1 Lord Rosebery’s brilliant estimate of Peel, to which I have been
much indebted, originally appeared in the Anglo-Sazon Review, was
published by Cassell & Co. as a booklet in 1899, and has been reprinted
in Miscellanies (1921), vol. i.
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As to Catholic relief, it seems to stand in a
category by itself. It was not a conversion or a
change of opinion. It was a deliberate decision to
accept an evil in order to avoid a greater evil, and
can only be judged on a thorough-going examination
of the situation in Ireland at the time. Of course
it may be urged that Peel ought not to have
opposed emancipation, and thus delayed the con-
cession till it was too late to have any conciliatory
effect, and only encouraged agitation and resistance
as a means of obtaining redress. In mitigation it
may be pointed out that concession never has
succeeded in conciliating Ireland, and that it is
purely conjectural to maintain that Catholic emanci-
pation in 1825 would have been more successful
than it proved in 1829. It must be remembered
that Peel’s opposition was not based upon religious
bigotry, but upon purely political considerations.
He believed that the maintenance of the Protestant
establishment in Ireland was necessary for the
retention of the Union. He held that concession
of the Catholic demands would destroy the establish-
ment, and that this would sooner or later be fatal
to the Union. It is difficult, in vieW of later events,
to deny the soundness of his reasoning. Peel has
often been blamed for a lack of foresight, and an
excessive concentration upon the needs of the
moment. In this particular case his anticipation
of the future seems to have been more clear-sighted
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than that of his opponents, who urged that Catholic
relief would stabilise the Union.

If subsequent experience has provided some
defence for Peel’s reluctance to grant Catholic
emancipation, I suppose it has also justified his
conversion to Free Trade. At any rate his policy
has been persisted in, in spite of the disappointing
reluctance of other countries, including our own
Dominions, to follow our lead, and all attempts to
reverse this policy have been so far conclusively
rejected.

There is, however, one point to be made with
regard to the two outstanding episodes of Peel’s
career, which has not hitherto, so far as I know, been
brought into prominence. In both may be detected
some element of that masterful self-confidence and
that love of autocracy which always characterised
Peel, which accounts for a good deal of that reserve
of which colleagues and supporters complained, and
which undoubtedly grew upon him in his later
years. In his own Memoir he half admits this with
regard to Catholic emancipation :

It may be that I was unconsciously influenced by

motives less perfe&ly pure and disinterested, by the secret
satisfaction of being,

when the waves ran high
A daring pilot in extremity.

and the same sort of motive was undoubtedly
1 Quoted in Parker, ii. p. 108.
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stronger in 1845-46. He had made up his mind to
make a final settlement of the Corn Law question ;
he had the plan clearly in his head ; he knew that
he could do it, and probably believed that he could
do it better than anybody else, and he was not
insensible to, nor quite willing to surrender, the
credit which would accrue to the man who cheapened
the food of the people. In a letter to Hardinge,
written just after his downfall, he uttered the
exultant but not discreditable boast: “I pique
myself on never having proposed anything that I
have not carried ”.! There spoke the masterful
man. '

Whatever may be the verdict upon the two
hotly disputed actions of Peel, there can be no
doubt as to his pre-eminence in his generation or
of the value of his services to the country. He did
more than any other man to put an end to the
distress and depression which followed the Napol-
eonic Wars, and to lay firm foundations for the
material prosperity which characterised the age of
Queen Victoria. I am inclingd to think that Peel
and Palmerston were, in their different spheres, the
truest representatives of the pre\valent spirit of
Victorian England, more truly representative than
Disraeli and Gladstone. Peel’s services have gener-
ally been summed up in terms of legislative enact-
ments. With regard to these he is admitted to

1 Peel to Hardinge, July 4, 1846 ; ¢bid. iii. p. 471.
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have been rather an assimilator than an originator.
Romilly, Horner, Mackintosh, Huskisson, Canning,
Cobden-—he plagiarised ideas from all of them.
Where he excelled was in putting these ideas into
a practicable and acceptable shape. What other
statesman could say that he had proposed nothing
that he did not pass ?

But Peel was not only a legislator. It is one
of the weak points of the party system that it
concentrates excessive attention on additions to
the Statute Book. In many ways administration
is more vitally impertant to the State than legisla-
tion. And in this departinent Peel was unsur-
passed. Mr. Gladstone said that he was the
best man of business that ever held the office
of Prime Minister. He found an administrative
system which was crippled by corrupt and re-
stricted patronage. He struck boldly at all cor-
ruption, direct. and indirect, and he bequeathed
to later generations the tradition of pure, honest,
and efficient administration. It was perhaps a
greater bequest than freedom of trade or even
the police force. _

I may perh®ps be allowed to conclude with a
somewhat irrelevant and perhaps iniproper perora-
tion. We, as the result of the Great War, are
passing through a period of difficulty and depression
—even greater difficulties than those of Peel’s time.
We have a Prime Minister, also educated at Harrow,
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who, though the accepted leader of a party, has
- admitted that he was raised to office to discharge
a national rather than a party service. He could
have no greater or more inspiring example than
‘that of Sir Robert Peel. :



VISCOUNT PALMERSTON

From a drawing by George Richmond, R.A.
Reproduced by permission from ** Prime Ministers of Great Britain ’ by the
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I mAvE been so much more often among the
lectured than among the lecturers that you will
perhaps permit me a moment of sober rejoicing at
the unaccustomed position in which I find myself
this afternoon. To be invited to lecture in this
College is a high privilege for any man, highest of
all for a man who has tried to learn history, has
tried, indeed, to write history, but has never in
his moments of wildest self-esteem pretended to
teach history. And I value it the more as an
encouragement to proceed with the work—I hope
with the last year of work—on a Life of Lord
Palmerston, which ~has mainly filled such parts
of the last fodr years as remained to me after
contesting parliamentary elections in what I will
openly defy our Chairman * by calling the Palmer-
stonian interest.

And if I may name a further cause of satisfaction,

* Rt. Hon. Wilfrid Ashley, M.P., Minister of Transport.
105
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it is his presence in the chair, not merely because
we congratulate him respectfully on the physical
achievement of having got here from Westminster,
—although that, in view of the maelstroms of
rotating traffic, with which he has enlivened the
solitary existences of the Metropolitan Police, is a
considerable triumph of mind over matter—but
because he is so obviously the right person to be
here. It is singularly fitting that our proceedings
should be directed by the present owner of Broad-
lands and the son of Mr. Evelyn Ashley, whose work
is the foundation of our knowledge of Palmerston.
Indeed, if there is one thing more obvious, it is
that he ought to be delivering this lecture and
I ought to be filling a busy note-book somewhere
in front. My only consolation for this irregular
proceeding is the opportunity which it affords me
to thank him in public, rather than in the relative
obscurity of a preface, for the generosity with which
he has admitted a total and intrusive stranger to
Lord Palmerston’s papers; because it is to our
Chairman that I owe what is, on the technical side,
the main value of such work as I have been able to
do—the fact that I have been able to found it on
some study of the Broadlands Papers. There could
have been no greater aid to the reconstruction of
that great figure and the age in which he lived.

I take it, without begging too many questions,
that some such reconstruction as that is the main
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object of history. It is an object that is too often
forgotten, because most of those whom we follow
in these matters appear to be so absorbed in the
joys of tabulation, the ardour of research, and the
feverish delights of historical controversy, that
they seem to forget that although history is about
dead men, they were not always dead.

But, I imagine, most of us are agreed that the
historian’s business is to bring them to life again ;
and that is nowhere harder than in the case of
Palmerston. May I say why ¢ There seem to me
to be two main obstacles to a proper knowledge of
Lord Palmerston. The first is this: I believe
there is no statesman of the nineteenth century
of whom there is a more rigid or a more universal
stock portrait than there is of Palmerston. Open
any book that you like, turn to the references to
Lord Palmerston, and you will invariably find the
same lay figure in the same attitude described in
the same cliché. You all know the formula—a
free use of the adjective *jaunty ”’, an almost

-equally frequent application of the adjective
“ flippant 7, sometimes varied by the use of the
adjective “ truculent ”, helped out by a couple of
slightly indecorous anecdotes and a reference to
the fact that Punch used to draw him with a
straw in his mouth,—a circumstance which once
so far misled a literal-minded foreign historian
that you will find in Treitschke’s History of Germany
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on the Nineteenth Century, somewhere in the fifth
volume, a description of Lord Palmerston walking
up Parliament Street after the rising of the House
with his hat on the back of his head and “a
flower always in his mouth or in his button-hole ,
looking, it would appear, like a cross between
a successful bookmaker and Carmen. That is an
extreme instance of the accepted caricature. But
in its normal form you will find the cliché—jaunty,
flippant, truculent—in almost any book that you
care to open on the nineteenth century from the
highest to the lowest.

I do not complain when one finds clichés in
text-books. Where do you expect to find a
cliché, if not in a text-book ? After all, one
could never pass examinations without clichés.
But it is a serious thing when a caricature of
this class pervades the higher type of historical
literature, as it has in this case ; and it is, to my
mind, a serious obstacle to knowledge. It is stupid,
because when you ask how this elderly imbecile,
with the manners of a stable-boy, and no notion
in his head beyond a promiscﬁous desire to insult
foreigners, managed to be the leading figure in
Europe for thirty-five years, to be the successful
rival of Metternich, and the idol of his country for
the sufficient reason that he carried its name
higher than it has stood before or since, there is
no answer. If I may suggest one, it is that there
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is something wrong with the a,ccepted portrait of
Palmerston.

That is one obstacle to knowledge May I
suggest a second ? It is that his career is custom-
arily studied from the wrong end. Like most of
us, he began at the beginning ; but so much that
has been written about him seems to begin from
the end. Indeed, so much of history has been
written backwards, in the mood of that figure of
chivalry in the bad historical play quoted or, as
I suspect, fabricated in one of M. Maurois’ novels,
who is made to say in addressing his army, * Let
us remember, we men of the Middle Ages, that
to-morrow we start for the Hundred Years’ War ™.
That somewhat misleading mood of wisdom after
the event is the mood in which a great deal of
history has been written ; and I would say to you
this afternoon that it is hardly a mood in which
you can hope to reconstruct with any accuracy a
man’s growth or a man’s reality. It may account
for the attempt that is almost invariably made to
study the Palmerston of 1830 or 1840 by the light
—the rather failing and uncertain light—of the
Palmerston of 1865. :

It appears to be almost universally assumed that
because Palmerston died at the age of eighty, he
was born at the age of eighty. Statesmen have an
odd way of fastening themselves in the popular
imagination at particular ages. Isuppose that there
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was no passage in Mr. Wells’ Outline of History that
caused more alarm than that in which he described
Mr. Gladstone as ‘‘ a white-faced, black-haired man
of incredible energy ”. Now, you will never grasp
Mr. Gladstone, if you study him in the light of the
“ Grand Old Man ” ; and you will miss the greater
part of Lord Palmerston, if you regard him solely

s “Old Pam”. It is easy enough to erect the
usual lay figure at an advanced age and to propel
it, with appropriate comments, through the various
stages of Lord Palmerston’s career. But that method
leaves so many questions unanswered. Why did
this man, having been a Tory, become a Whig ?
How did he suddenly leap into something like
European domination ¢! Those are two questions
which are left utterly unanswered by the * Old
Pam” formula; and you will forgive me if I

prefer a less simple method.

II

Our knowledge of Palmerston is curiously
truncated. You will have notlced in the case of
another statesman, how the livds of Wellington
nearly all stop with an almost audible click after
the battle of Waterloo, adding in a hasty under-
tone that he survived until 1852 and was Prime
Minister from time to time. The exact opposite has

been the case with our knowledge of Palmerston.
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We know all about his later years. From the
moment that he goes to the Foreign Office in 1830,
he moves in the broad daylight of history. But
before 1830 he is as obscure a figure as Lord
Goderich or Mr. Spencer Perceval, and that is dim
enough. It is almost as though he were shot up
through a trap-door at the age of forty-six to go to
the Foreign Office and take charge of British policy
in 1830. I may have slightly overstated it, because
we are actually told that he had been Secretary
at War for a great many years, that he rarely
spoke in debate, and that he was much seen at
Almack’s under the attractive nickname of *“ Cupid ™.
And we are asked to accept without surprise the
sudden emergence of this unimpressive blend of a
conscientious official with an excellent dancer as
the leading statesman in Europe at a time when
it still contained Metternich and Talleyrand. I
suggest to you that some explanation of this singular
event is to be found in those first forty-five years
of his career, which have been so strangely ignored
—the more so if you are concerned to ascertain
his political principles. I do not know whether
our Chairman *would agree with me that it is
always easier to find a man’s principles at the
beginning of his career than at the end, because -
in the later stages principles are so lamentably
apt to become obscured by practice. It was the
practice of Napoleon to have a definite plan for
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the opening movement in a campaign and then to
proceed according to circumstances. I am afraid
that is an attitude to which men are often forced
in politics. So you will find far more of their
actual design in their early than in their later years.
For that reason I would direct your attention to
Lord Palmerston’s beginnings.

II1

The first suggestion that I would make is founded
on a simple fact of chronology, undisputed even by
the highest authorities. Lord Palmerston, who died
in 1865, was born in 1784. His career is an amazing
bridge between the eighteenth and the nineteenth
centuries. He was born in the year in which
Reynolds painted The Tragic Muse, and died in the
year after Mr. Swinburne published Atalanta in
Calydon. 1. have often seen him described as
typical of mid-Victorian complacency. To me he
has seemed rather to be the last fragment of the
eighteenth century projecting far into the nine-
teenth. He was the last of the Regency bucks—
and the Regency was the last flickerof the eighteenth
century. He was the last of the Canningites—
and Mr. Canning was the last of the Pittites. I
think we must never forget that Lord Palmerston
spent the first sixteen years of his life in the
eighteenth century. And that was not a mere
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accident of chronology ; it was not a mere coin-
cidence. His life, if one studies his parents, was
rooted right in the heart of the eighteenth century.
You will find his father in Horace Walpole and
Boswell and Fanny Burney; and he wrote verse
at Bath—the sort of verse that a Viscount would
write at Bath. An ode on his first marriage was
composed by a young officer of cavalry who
afterwards became General Burgoyne and surren-
dered at Saratoga. Lord Palmerston’s father was
a close friend of Sir Joshua Reynolds. He was
blackballed for the Club just before Palmerston
was born.  After the boy’s birth in 1784 the family
lived in a smart Whig set, where Charles Fox and
Sheridan dined, and Mrs. Sheridan sang for them,
and some one said it was all * very junkety ” in
their house in Queen Anne’s Gate, or at Sheen,
or at Broadlands, which is still the eighteenth
century itself.

Palmerston has always seemed to me to retain
an eighteenth-century quality. from his boyhood.
If you ask me to define that quality, I would say
that it consists of precisely those things which
shocked nineteerfth- century observers; of those
easy manners which first led the originator of the
cliché to call him “jaunty ”; of that light touch .
which made them call him “ flippant ”. Do you
remember the drawing in which a caricaturist

of genius in our own time, desiring to portray
I
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“ the grave misgivings of the nineteenth century,
and the wicked amusement of the eighteenth, in
watching the progress (or whatever it is) of the
twentieth ”’, represents two figures standing to watch
our own century, one of whom takes snuff and
the other quite obviously reads Herbert Spencer ?
That contrast has always seemed to me to explain
the levity of Lord Palmerston, which so shocked his
younger contémporaries. And, above all, there is
the positive quality of his mind. Palmerston and
the eighteenth century were never in doubt: the
nineteenth century was always in doubt. Palmer-
ston and the eighteenth century never asked
questions : they answered them.
But, as 1t seems to me, there is much more than
a mere general quality that he derives from the
century of his origin. It also made a quite definite
contribution to his education and training. If I
may say so with all possible respect within these
walls, when one is studying the influences upon
any man, it is far less important to ascertain
where he spent his terms than where he spent his
_vacations; and in the case of "Palmerston it seems
to me a fact of the utmost sighificance that a
considerable amount of time in his earlier years—
his undergraduate and immediately post-graduate
years—was spent in the society of Lord Malmes-
bury. His influence on Palmerston is undoubted.
Lord Palmerston’s father died in 1801, and Malmes-
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bury became his guardian. The youth was a
regular visitor at Park Place. When Palmerston
finished his education, it was Lord Malmesbury
who approached the Prime Minister and got him
his first post, a minor place in the Admiralty.
When Mr. Spencer Perceval invited a boy of
twenty-five to be Chancellor of the Exchequer and
he refused, Palmerston had consulted Malmesbury
throughout as to whether he should accept the
appointment.

What was his influence likely to be ? So far
. a8 home politics were concerned, I think that
Malmesbury had a great deal to do with deter-
mining Palmerston’s definite desertion of the Whig
tradition of his family and his acceptance of the
position of a Pittite. For Malmesbury was one
of those Whigs who were scared into patriotism
and loyalty to Mr. Pitt by their country’s danger.

But his great influence on Palmerston lay in
his view of Europe. Malmesbury had been a
diplomat at the Courts of Frederick the Great
and Catherine the Great, and he was now the
oracle of Mr. Pitt ‘and the official world upon
foreign affairs. 1 suggest that it is a matter of the
utmost importance that Lord Palmerston learned
his Europe from an “‘ old master ” of the eighteenth
century. That is a training from which a man
might well emerge with a belief that the normal
state of Europe, to which it was trying to struggle
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back to after the War—people always imagine
that they can get back to normal after a war—
was the diplomatic anarchy which had marked the
last years of the European monarchies before the
Revolution. He would emerge with a belief that
we could change our allies, as allies had been
changed in the eighteenth century, like partners
In a dance; that there were no such things as
immutable principles of Huropean policy or all
the impressive apparatus created by the Vienna
treaties and the Holy Alliance. A man trained
in the eighteenth century might well think of the
Holy Alliance and the doctrines of Metternich
as an unnatural restraint on free rotation from
one ally to the other; that les peuples n'ont pas
des cousins ; that, as Lord Palmerston said in
his Polish speech in 1848, ““ It is a narrow policy
to .suppose that this country or that is to be
marked as the eternal ally or the perpetual
enemy of England. We have no eternal allies and
we have no perpetual enemies. Our interests are
eternal and perpetual.” A man would emerge from
such a training with a conviction that Metternich
was mostly wrong ; and I have sometimes wondered
whether Lord Palmerston’s attitude to the Austrian
system of reaction, which makes him appear one
of the sponsors of the nineteenth century, was
not due in its origins to an effort—perhaps un-
conscious—to reach back into the eighteenth
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century rather than forward into the nineteenth
century.

v

Now let me say something of another line of
influence upon his formation. His formal educa-
tion, conducted with becoming pomp at Harrow
and Cambridge, was of the type that lends dignity
to a man’s obituary without unduly modifying his
attainments. But his training contained other and
less hallowed elements. There was a good deal of
the foreign tutor and of foreign travel. One finds
him travelling abroad at a particularly early age;
and that left memories which remained. At nine he
was in Italy with his father, and in Switzerland
and Bavaria with an Italian master. One finds him
at ten writing letters in French and Italian. His
French—I blush to say it of a Foreign Secretary—
remained perfect through life. You will find him
as a serious traveller on the Continent in 1815 and
1818. He was abroad just after Waterloo, investi-
gating every point of interest in countless roadside
conversations. He made a second visit at the end
of the Allied occupation in 1818. When he at last
got out of office in 1828, almost for the first time
after leaving the nursery, you find him in Paris
and again in 1829, having the dreariest con-
versations on public affairs with the statesmen
who were steering Charles X. straight into the
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Revolution of 1830. You will find in his letters
home and diaries a perfectly serious investigation
of the state of affairs in foreign countries—a
singular contrast to the half-witted John Bull of -
Palmerstonian legend, who is supposed to spend
the greater part of his- life making enemies of
foreigners.

Then comes an influx of Liberal ideas. One
phase of his education was conducted in Edinburgh
at the residence of Professor Dugald Stewart, a
- pupil of Adam Smith. You will find Palmerston
attending his lectures and taking copious notes—a
circumstance from which you will not, I hope,
infer that he did not understand what was being
said. It was an education in a sound disbelief in
restraints on trade, an admirable preparation for
the advent of Huskisson and the Anti-Corn Law
League.

Another strain of influence comes from his
position as an Irish landlord. It is unusual for
such a position to be considered an apprenticeship
in Liberalism ; but Palmerston’s history in that
respect is very remarkable. * You will find him
visiting his Trish estates in 1808, full of generous
plans not only for the wise economic development of
the property, but for the introduction of schools and
teachers, who, he says boldly, will probably have to
be Catholics. In 1812 he gave a vote for Catholic
Emancipation, although he was an Under-Secretary
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in what was probably the most Tory Government
this country has ever seen. In 1813, when Catholic
Emancipation made its annual appearance in the
House of Commons, he spoke on it, although he
rarely spoke on anything except his purely depart-
mental War Office business. He began by arguing
that the Catholies cannot possibly have any rights,
because otherwise Parliament could not be bargain-
ing with them ; for, as Parliament cannot err, it
follows that they cannot have any rights. The
peculiar reasoning was manifestly self-taught. From
that he proceeds to an extraordinarily bold argu-
ment on the simple footing of expediency. How
far is it expedient that you should cut off from the
public service an entire section of the population ?
And he speculates what would have happened “if
by the circumstances of birth and education a
Nelson, a Wellington, a Burke, a Fox or a Pitt,
had belonged to this class”. He went on voting
steadily for Catholic Emancipation against the
majority of his Tory colleagues. In 1825, when he
was member for the University of Cambridge, his
University petitioned, with the gusto which you
would expect "of a University in 1825, against
Catholic Emancipation ; and Palmerston presented
the petition in absolute silence. In 1826 he
fought an election and nearly lost it by reason of
his Catholic sympathies, an election which did a
great deal to determine his drift from Toryism to
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Whiggery. In 1827 he did a most striking thing,
making a concordat with his Roman Catholic
Bishop and so getting the children on his estate
into his schools. In 1826 he, though an Irish
landlord, wrote :

The days of Protestant ascendancy I think are mum-
bered. "It is strange that in this enlightened age and
civilised country people should be still debating whether
it is wise to convert four or five millions of men from
enemies to friends and whether it is safe to give peace to
Ireland.

Now, in the mouth of Burke or Gladstone that
would be hailed as a splendid gleam of his passion
for freedom. In an obscure letter of Lord Palmer-
ston’s it is unnoticed. I suggest to you that it is
part of the explanation of how the Tory placeman
of twenty years turned Whig; and it was a vital
part of his preparation to receive the influence of
Mr. Canning, as well as for that rather stormy
Cambridge election in 1826, from which he
emerged 