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It was the best of times, it was the worst of times, it was the age of wisdom, it was the age of foolishness, it was the epoch of belief, it was the epoch of incredulity, it was the season of Light, it was the season of Darkness, it was the spring of hope, it was the winter of despair, we had everything before us, we had nothing before us, we were all going direct to Heaven, we were all going direct the other way …

Charles Dickens, A Tale of Two Cities (1859)

Men [and women] make their own history, but they do not do so freely, not under conditions of their own choosing, but rather under circumstances which directly confront them, and which are historically given and transmitted.

Karl Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte (1852)
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Preface and Acknowledgements

Although I did not know it at the time, I was lucky enough to grow up in what were in many ways the final years of the ‘long’ nineteenth century – namely the 1950s. At the beginning of that decade, the United Kingdom was still a formidable international power, with a large navy and a world-encompassing empire; the traditional staple industries remained coalmining, steel manufacturing, engineering and textiles; London, Liverpool and Glasgow were among the pre-eminent ports in the world, just as Cunard, Canadian Pacific, the Royal Mail Lines and P&O were some of the greatest global shipping firms; houses were warmed and factories were powered by coal, goods trains and passenger expresses were pulled by steam engines, and as a result, Holmes-and-Watson fogs were still a common occurrence. Much of the Birmingham where I grew up would have been instantly recognizable to Joseph Chamberlain, who had been by turns a reforming mayor, an advanced Liberal, and an assertive imperialist, and who will be a significant figure in the later chapters of this volume. This was especially true of the magnificent ensemble of public buildings surrounding the square that bore Chamberlain’s name: the Birmingham and Midland Institute, the Reference Library (where I spent many happy hours), the Town Hall, the Council House and Art Gallery, and Mason College. Corporation Street was very much as Chamberlain had created it, the tramlines remained in many of the cobbled city-centre thoroughfares, and just a short distance away was Edgbaston, a quintessential Victorian suburb, where some of Chamberlain’s descendants still lived. My four grandparents had all been born during the 1880s, and they seemed to me very old, and very Victorian; they invariably dressed in black, as if still in mourning for the Gas-Lit Gloriana who had reigned during their youth. My father’s parents lived in a nineteenth-century terraced house in Birmingham with an outside lavatory, and my mother’s parents, who lived in what was then known as the ‘Black Country’, went every year to Blackpool for their summer holidays. Both their houses seemed full of nineteenth-century novels and atlases, along with coins and stamps with images of Queen Victoria, who thus became a real presence in my life from an early age.

My four grandparents died between 1961 and 1970, breaking my personal link to Britain’s nineteenth-century past. During that same decade, the United Kingdom itself began to de-Victorianize and embrace modernity, and this was vividly and literally brought home to me as much of Joseph Chamberlain’s Birmingham was torn down, including many of its finest public buildings. Entire streets of the sort of houses in which my Cannadine grandparents had lived were demolished, to be replaced by offices, shops, hotels and flats. The grammar school that I attended was a creation of the 1880s, but it had left its original, inner-city home a few years before I became a pupil there, and it had been transformed into a concrete and plate-glass academy relocated on the edge of the city. But as much of Victorian Birmingham was disappearing before my very eyes, the serious study of the nineteenth-century past was simultaneously beginning in earnest; and having grown up during the last decade when much of it had still been real and visible, I was equally fortunate to live through the first decade of the twentieth century – the 1960s – in which a new generation of post-war scholars was bringing that rapidly vanishing world alive again. Pre-eminent among them was Asa Briggs: I can still recall the sense of excitement with which I read his history of Birmingham (appropriately in the Reference Library), covering the city’s heroic years from 1865 to 1938; soon after I devoured Victorian People and Victorian Cities; and like many sixth-formers, I relied on The Age of Improvement to help me pass History A Level. Ever after, Briggs would remain an iconic and inspirational figure, as well as being in some ways a quintessential Victorian himself – in his boundless energy, his incorrigible optimism and his exceptional public-spiritedness. But by the 1960s, he was joined by many other pioneering scholars, including Robert Blake, Norman Gash, George Kitson Clark, Eric Hobsbawm, Harold Perkin, and two historians of Africa who were invariably known as ‘Robinson and Gallagher’, as if they were a firm of solicitors rather than a pair of academics.

So it was perhaps over-determined that as an undergraduate reading history at the University of Cambridge from 1969 to 1972, I should concentrate on nineteenth-century Britain, not only in terms of its domestic past, which in those days was deemed to consist exclusively of political and constitutional, and social and economic history, but also in its interactions with the greater world of the British Empire and Commonwealth and with what were deemed by some scholars to be its informal realms in Latin America. Thereafter, I resolved to investigate the relations between aristocratic landowners and the management of their estates bordering on large towns or the seaside, and Edgbaston, which had been developed as ‘the Belgravia of Birmingham’ by the Calthorpe family, seemed the obvious place to begin. Entirely by chance, I began my researches at just the time when Professor H. J. Dyos of the University of Leicester was defining and proclaiming the new sub-discipline of urban history – in part in response to the widespread demolition and destruction of large areas of Victorian cities that I had witnessed at first hand in Birmingham. Since then, scholarly approaches to the past have widened in many ways and diversified in many directions, with the rise of women’s history, cultural history and the ‘new’ imperial history, while the IT revolution has made available many new sources, which means it is now possible to research topics that were impractical and unthinkable a quarter of a century ago. As a result, the study of the past has become a much more varied, complex, multi-layered enterprise, and that has certainly been true of the British nineteenth century, about which more scholars are writing more kinds of history than ever before.

But this welcome and prodigious expansion in academic labour also has its downside, as it is now impossible for anyone to keep up with the unrelenting outpouring of academic literature in the way that was still practicable when I was starting out in the early 1970s. So much learning, so much erudition and so much information has undoubtedly extended and enriched our knowledge in ways that were unforeseeable and unimaginable several decades ago. But this has also had a dampening and deadening effect, which may explain why, in recent decades, the focus of scholarly interest and excitement has moved backwards, to a rejuvenated eighteenth century, where Namerite torpor and Thompsonian simplicities have alike been banished, and forward to the twentieth century where the opening of official records and other archival collections means it has become a fertile and compelling field, in which new discoveries are constantly being made. By contrast, the British nineteenth century has for some time been in what Miles Taylor calls ‘a state of suspended animation’, and he believes it needs to be ‘brought back to life’. This book is one such attempt at historical resurrection and scholarly resuscitation. As with the other volumes in the Penguin History of Britain, it is primarily a political history, with the politics imaginatively understood in the broadest possible way, encompassing many activities that, at first glance, may not seem conventionally ‘political’ at all. It also attempts to tell that history – or, more accurately, those many parallel and interlinked histories – in essentially narrative form, in the process aiming to restore to the subject something of the brio of those earlier, pioneering times. Moreover, the long years that have elapsed since I signed the contract for this book have witnessed the rise of global history as another significant sub-specialism, and this has helped to de-parochialize the nineteenth-century British (or English) past, while at the same time relocating the all too often self-enclosed history of the British Empire in a broader international context.

In writing this book, my first thanks are to those many historians who, since 1945, have written so much about the British nineteenth century, and whose works I have plundered and pillaged in the pages that follow. I have acknowledged some more specific debts in the bibliographical essay at the end of this book, but anyone who has tried their hand at any such work of panoramic synthesis knows how much they owe to the giants of an earlier time on whose shoulders they stand, and to past and present colleagues and co-workers in the same field. More particularly, I am grateful to Derek Beales, the late Christopher Platt, Ronald Hyam and Ged Martin who taught me nineteenth-century British, imperial and Commonwealth history when I was an undergraduate at Cambridge, and to the late Peter Mathias and the late Jim Dyos who respectively supervised and examined my Oxford doctoral dissertation. Since then, I have professed and practised modern British history at Cambridge, Columbia, London and Princeton Universities, and I have learned more from my doctoral students and personal assistants than I fear I have ever taught any of them. Much of this book was drafted while I was a Visiting Professor at Stern Business School, New York University, and I am grateful to Professor George Smith for having made that arrangement possible, and to him and his colleagues for having welcomed me so warmly. Earlier versions have been read by my good friends Jonathan Parry, Bill Lubenow, Stephanie Barcweski, Michael Silvestri and Martha Vandrei, and I am much in their debt for their comments and corrections. Eve Waller brought her careful and critical eye to bear on the earlier chapters of this book, and greatly to their benefit. And as fellow historian, departmental colleague, adored spouse and best friend, Linda Colley has done more than anyone to make this book possible and to make it happen.

I am also once again beholden to my long-standing friend and long-suffering editor at the Penguin Press, Simon Winder, who has shown extraordinary forbearance in waiting so patiently for this book, and who has seen it into print with consummate professionalism and unfailing cheerfulness. He has been ably assisted by Maria Bedford, to whom I also render thanks, along with Ingrid Matts and Pen Vogler for their work in publicizing and promoting the book. I am also indebted to Cecilia Mackay for her inspired research on the illustrations, to Richard Mason for his meticulous and painstaking copy-editing, and to Dave Cradduck for compiling the index. I dedicate this book to the memories of that great historian who did so much to bring the British nineteenth century alive, for me and for so many other people, and to a great publisher who commissioned this book and the series to which it belongs. How I wish that they were both still here to receive in person my homage and my thanks.
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Act of Union, 1800–02

The union of England and Wales with Scotland that had been carried in 1707 had created a polity virtually coterminus with the island of Great Britain, but in 1800, the national boundaries of the United Kingdom were redefined and extended to encompass the neighbouring landmass of Ireland. The separate Irish parliament grudgingly voted itself out of existence, its members bribed with money and peerages from London. One hundred Irish MPs would in future join those already representing England, Wales and Scotland in the British legislature at Westminster; and four Irish bishops and twenty-eight Irish peers would henceforward be able to sit in the House of Lords. Accordingly, on the first day of January 1801, Ireland vanished as a separate nation, and the expanded and consolidated United Kingdom that came into being would endure, albeit with misgivings and challenges, disapproval and protest, for the whole of the nineteenth century and on, indeed, until the aftermath of the First World War. This Act of Union was driven through in Ireland itself by the Lord Lieutenant (or Viceroy), the Marquis Cornwallis, and in Britain by the First Lord of the Treasury (and de facto prime minister), William Pitt the Younger. This was the same Cornwallis who had previously commanded the British forces in America, where he had vainly attempted to subdue the rebellious colonists but had surrendered at the Battle of Yorktown in 1781. From 1786 to 1793 he had been a successful and innovative Governor General of British India, and Pitt had sent him to Ireland five years later tasked with getting the Irish elite to agree that their nation should cease to be a separate political entity. Pitt had been continuously in power since King George III had appointed him in 1783, and his long period in office was dominated by the fallout from two epochal events that took place on opposite sides of the Atlantic: the American Revolution of 1776, and the French Revolution of 1789, and it was to the second of these wrenching traumas that the Act of Union, linking Great Britain with Ireland, was a delayed but determined response.

Indeed, determination, along with fortitude and resolve, would prove the hallmarks of Pitt’s (first) administration, as evidenced by the fact that it lasted until 1801. Although he was only twenty-four years old, Pitt had been hand-picked by George III in the hope he might provide a more congenial government than the cynical and chaotic coalition of Charles James Fox and Lord North that the monarch had detested. Pitt might also restore the nation’s finances and revive national morale in the aftermath of the loss of the American colonies, formally recognized at the Treaty of Paris which had been signed in September 1783, just three months before he took office. Defeat in the War of Independence had been a terrible national humiliation, for it had torn apart the so-called ‘First British Empire’, which Pitt’s father, the Elder William, had so brilliantly extended in the Caribbean, North America and South Asia during the Seven Years War. The American revolutionaries had rejected the authority of the British crown and parliament, had proclaimed instead the seditious doctrine that all men (but not women) were ‘created equal’, had rent asunder the trans-Atlantic, Anglo-Saxon polity, and had rejected the traditions and hierarchies of ‘Old Europe’ by abolishing all hereditary titles. So it was scarcely coincidence that at just this time Edward Gibbon had begun publishing his multi-volume Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, in which he chronicled the collapse of an earlier great imperium from the high peaks of civilized greatness and power into decadence, impotence and barbarism. Then came the French Revolution of 1789, which eventually overthrew the ancien régime of the Bourbons, and in the name of ‘liberty, equality and fraternity’ a radicalized citizenry abolished the monarchy, executed King Louis XVI and Queen Marie Antoinette and many of their aristocratic friends, and confiscated their properties along with those of the Catholic Church. Not since the English had beheaded their king in 1649 had the fabric of a European polity been so violently ruptured: the French Revolution was far more radical than its American precursor, and it represented an unprecedented and more immediate threat to Britain – and also to the British connection with Ireland.

A NECESSARY BUT UNCONSUMMATED MARRIAGE

To be sure, in the short run, many Britons had not recognized or foreseen this, as they had enthusiastically embraced the ideas and ideals of 1789. The Whig leader, Charles James Fox, who was the Younger Pitt’s sworn enemy, called the French Revolution ‘the greatest event … that ever happened in the world, and … much the best’. The poet William Wordsworth declared that ‘Bliss was it in that dawn to be alive / But to be young was very heaven!’ Thomas Paine, who had earlier gone to the American colonies to support their revolution, published The Rights of Man (1791), calling for the British to abolish monarchy, aristocracy and the House of Lords, urging that a republic was the best form of government, and that all men should be given the vote. Mary Wollstonecraft went further: for not only did she defend the French Revolution in A Vindication of the Rights of Men (1790), but she also advocated political equality for her own gender in A Vindication of the Rights of Woman (1792). At the same time, new, radical political societies, claiming thousands of members, and involving skilled working men in large numbers for the first time, sprang up in towns and cities across Britain, embracing Paine’s subversive doctrines and corresponding with similar organizations in France. They were viewed with deep suspicion and distrust by the government, and such anxieties seemed amply borne out when in 1792 the French envoy to London, Chauvelin, ostentatiously received deputations from the Norwich Revolutionary Society, the Manchester Constitutional Society and the London Corresponding Society. In the summer and early autumn of 1795 protesters smashed the windows of Pitt’s residence at 10 Downing Street, a crowd of about 200,000 people hurled abuse at the premier and his sovereign as they rode to the opening of parliament, and radical activists were organizing monster meetings across the country. The second half of the decade was even worse, characterized by steeply rising food prices and high unemployment, which reached a crisis point in 1800. There had been a succession of very poor harvests, there was widespread rioting and protest, and there were many rumours and fears that there would be armed insurrections, and that Britain would soon be facing its own revolution.

This domestic subversion seemed all the more sinister and ominous to the authorities because in February 1793 republican France had declared war on royal Britain, and these anxieties were further reinforced when the revolution lurched savagely towards destructive authoritarianism, as Robespierre’s ‘Reign of Terror’ began later in the year, and 16,000 French men and women were eventually sent to the guillotine. To be sure, France had long been Britain’s ‘traditional’ enemy, and the sequence of conflicts that had begun in the late seventeenth century, initially fought between William III and Louis XIV, amounted to what was in effect a ‘second Hundred Years War’ between the two cross-Channel countries. Moreover, France had joined in the American War of Independence on the side of the colonists, and it had thereby obtained revenge for the defeats that Pitt the Elder had inflicted during the Seven Years War. But revolutionary France was a different nation from royal France, and it was widely believed during the remainder of the 1790s that it sought to invade and defeat Britain, and also to subvert the established social and political order from within – and not only in Britain but in Ireland as well. The war that began in 1793 was thus not only a conflict of arms, but also of ideology, and the British authorities feared that the two would converge, as sedition and subversion spread in the Royal Navy, which was Britain’s final bulwark against invasion. They duly came together in 1797, when there were mutinies in the Channel fleet anchored at Spithead off Portsmouth and at the Nore at the mouth of the Thames, and there were further disruptions within British squadrons in the West Indies and the Cape of Good Hope, and in the fleet commanded by Admiral Sir John Jervis off the coast of Spain. All were brutally suppressed. But this brought little respite, for later in the same year, the young Napoleon Bonaparte was put in charge of the ominously named ‘Army of England’. It was located along the French coast either side of Boulogne, which meant Britain then faced a serious prospect of invasion and conquest by a continental enemy power.

Pitt responded to these increasing threats and challenges by building up a network of spies and informants (who may have exaggerated the potential dangers and threats to order) and by passing a series of repressive measures and instituting a succession of harsh prosecutions that were denounced by their victims as ushering in Britain’s own ‘Reign of Terror’ (though it was scarcely comparable to what was occurring in France). In 1794 his government suspended habeas corpus, which had guaranteed to all Britons that they would not be imprisoned without trial, and soon after, the leaders of the London Corresponding Society, the largest of the new, radical organizations, were charged with treason on the grounds that their plan to hold a convention to demand universal male suffrage was tantamount to sedition. But they were acquitted by an independent-minded London jury, and to widespread popular delight. Pitt retaliated by passing two further repressive measures in the following year: the Treasonable Practices Act declared it unlawful to ‘imagine, invent, devise or intend’ the death or destruction of the monarch, while the Seditious Meetings Act limited the size of public gatherings to no more than fifty people. But popular protests continued across the country, and members of the corresponding societies continued to meet, to which the government responded by passing the Combination Acts of 1799 and 1800, which effectively made any form of association illegal, whether for political purposes or in pursuit of improved pay and conditions of work. Local militias were widely deployed, and Pitt was so alarmed that he brought troops back from the continent to try to assure order. The Britain of the late 1790s was thus a nation ill at ease with itself, and whereas Pitt’s repressive policies seemed to his supporters necessary to maintain order, they appeared to his critics excessive and paranoid. Either way, it was against this uncertain, febrile and anxious background that Pitt passed the Act of Union incorporating Ireland into the United Kingdom.

From this vexed and anxious late eighteenth-century British perspective, Ireland’s problems were a complex and confusing amalgam of the economic, sociological, religious, political and geographical. The country was dominated by a small, landowning, Protestant ruling class, most of whom were settlers of English or Scottish ancestry, known as the ‘Ascendancy’, and they controlled the Irish parliament and the country’s political and social life. Their forebears had conquered Ireland in the seventeenth century, but by the late 1790s many of them were absentees living in Britain, and their relations with the indigenous majority of the Irish population, who were generally poor, ill-educated Catholic peasants or agricultural labourers, and who were denied civil rights on the grounds of their religion, were far from close or cordial. There was also a small Presbyterian middle class that was a significant force among the legal and commercial circles of Belfast, and a larger Presbyterian working class in the more economically developed parts of Ulster. These dissenters disliked the Catholics, whom they regarded as inferior and uncivilized, and also the Ascendancy families, whom they disdained as effete, snobbish and overbearing, and they were equally hostile to the established, Protestant Church of Ireland. It was not easy for the British ruling elite to deal with any of these three groups. As the Gordon Riots in London had shown as recently as 1780, there was a deep prejudice and ingrained hostility in Protestant Britain towards Roman Catholics and to ‘popery’. Although equally anti-Catholic, the Presbyterian middle and working classes were at best ambivalent about the British connection, and resented the fact that, like the Catholics, they were prevented from holding certain political and administrative offices. Meanwhile, the London men of government were equally uncertain about the Ascendancy families: they might be Britain’s only reliable ally as an ‘Irish garrison’; but their ‘alien’ presence and power incurred the animosity of the Catholic majority, which meant that in any crisis they would lack popular legitimacy.

Since the passing of what was termed ‘Poynings’ Law’ in 1494, the Irish parliament had been legally subordinated to the English (and subsequently the British) legislature, and this had been confirmed by the passing of the Declaratory Act in 1720. It was rarely invoked in practice during the eighteenth century, as the British knew that co-operation with the Ascendancy was essential; but the Anglo-Irish elite still bridled at such quasi-colonial inferiority as, indeed, did the Presbyterians and Catholics. This inferior status was further proclaimed by the presence at Dublin Castle of the Lord Lieutenant, who was the agent and representative of the British monarch and cabinet. But when France entered the American War of Independence on the side of the American colonists, the British government had been forced to transfer the troops stationed in Ireland to other parts of the empire where they were more urgently needed. Fearing a possible French invasion, the Irish Protestants established units of so-called Volunteers, who were not only drawn from Ascendancy families, but in some cases from Presbyterians and even from Catholics as well. There may have been as many as 40,000 of them. They were fully armed, and although undoubtedly hostile to the French, they were also determined to extract concessions from the British. By 1782, when the War of Independence was as good as lost, and with his government discredited, Lord North felt compelled to grant the Irish parliament autonomy from Westminster. But the Younger Pitt, who came to power the following year, feared that the newly liberated legislature lacked legitimacy, because the majority Catholic population were unable to vote or to hold public office. Accordingly, in 1793 he had pressured the Irish parliament to enfranchise Catholics possessing what was termed a ‘forty-shilling freehold’. The Ascendancy was stunned and resentful, the Presbyterians annoyed, and the Catholics unreconciled because they were still denied the right to sit in parliament or hold high office. Such British interference in Irish affairs, which seemed to be undermining the legislative autonomy that had ostensibly been granted in 1782, was also widely resented.

The result was growing popular discontent, directed at London rather than Dublin, which was further fuelled by the French Revolution, and which would represent a greater threat to the metropolitan governing elite than the subversive mobilization and organization that were occurring simultaneously in Britain. In October 1791 the Society of United Irishmen was founded, with strong Catholic and some Protestant support, and led by Theobald Wolfe Tone, who had been greatly influenced and inspired by recent events in France. The original intention of the United Irishmen was to agitate for constitutional reform, but by the middle of the decade their failure to make progress in the face of government repression led them to demand complete separation from Britain and to embrace republicanism. The French National Assembly sent messages of support, Wolfe Tone was well received in Paris, and the revolutionary government sent agents to Ireland to assess the potential for a full-scale rebellion. The United Irishmen also sought to collaborate with a secret society known as the Defenders, whose members were drawn largely from the Catholic peasantry, and who resented having to pay tithes to the established Church of Ireland. Elsewhere in Europe peasants were rarely among the revolutionary vanguards of the 1790s, but the Defenders resorted to rural violence to intimidate the Protestant landlords and farmers, and embraced republicanism. In response, the Protestants established their own society in Ulster in 1795, known as the Orange Order, which sought to retaliate against the Defenders’ disruptive activism. The resulting sectarian bloodshed, combined with the upsurge in anti-British agitation, the growing demands for a republic, and the undeniable evidence that the United Irishmen and the Defenders were eager to ally with France, meant Pitt’s government felt compelled to act. Between 1795 and 1796, legislation was passed imposing harsh punishments on the United Irishmen and the Defenders, banning popular assemblies, increasing the powers of magistrates, declaring the taking of oaths illegal, and suspending habeas corpus. At the same time, the Dublin Castle authorities established a new armed force named the Yeomanry, led by Protestant landlords and manned largely by their very own Protestant tenants.

The London government’s anxieties that Ireland was on the brink of a massive, French-supported revolutionary uprising, which would be embraced by Catholics and Protestants alike, were well borne out when, in December 1796, a fleet of forty-three French ships, carrying 15,000 soldiers, came close to landing on the west coast of Ireland at Bantry Bay and was only prevented from doing so by stormy weather. A mere 400 French troops managed to land, and they were soon killed or captured by the local Yeomanry. The commander of the British forces, General Lake, retaliated with reprisals that were especially savage in Ulster, which only served to alienate many Protestants and Presbyterians. Meanwhile, the United Irishmen had set up a Directory in Dublin, modelled on the French revolutionary government in Paris, and in May 1798 thousands of rebels took up arms in the Irish capital and to the south and west of the country, with the cry of ‘Death or Liberty’. By the end of the month, the rebels had established themselves in County Wexford, where they declared a republic and established a provisional government consisting of four Protestants and four Catholics. In June the Ulster United Irishmen, most of whom were Presbyterians, rebelled in County Antrim, and in August 1798 a French naval force landed at Killala in County Mayo on the northwest coast of Ireland. But it was too little, too late, since by then the Wexford rebels and the Ulster rebellion had both been brutally suppressed, and thousands of Protestants and Catholics had been killed in some of the bloodiest and most ferocious fighting in Ireland’s history. In October British naval forces intercepted a French ship carrying Wolfe Tone to Donegal with the aim of fomenting a further rising. He was arrested, tried and sentenced to death, but committed suicide before he could be hanged. The Irish rebellion, which had been the most significant uprising in the British Isles since the Civil Wars of the mid-seventeenth century, was over, and it was put down as harshly as the naval mutinies in the previous year: many of the leaders were executed on the spot, and several hundred Defenders and United Irishmen were transported to Australia.

With widespread subversion in Britain, the threat of further rebellion in Ireland, and the risk of another French invasion on Britain’s vulnerable western flank, Pitt and his colleagues determined at the end of 1798 to consolidate the two kingdoms into one single polity. The Union that eventually came into being in January 1801 was thus essentially a defensive wartime measure, in response to recent political and military events on both sides of the Irish Sea, rather than the culmination of some inevitable historical process, or the outcome of a long premeditated plan whereby the two nations were eventually bound to be conjoined. As such, it was also but one early example of the sort of constitutional rejigging and geopolitical rearrangements between governments, peoples and nations that would frequently take place elsewhere in nineteenth-century Europe. Yet in ways that could not have been foreseen in such troubled and traumatic times, this hurriedly created United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland would become the single most influential player on the nineteenth-century global stage, while Irish affairs would loom larger in British political, parliamentary and public life than they had done during the eighteenth century. But while the Act of Union might have made the British feel more secure in fighting subversion at home and in prosecuting the war against France abroad, it did not make Ireland any easier to govern, or the Irish people for their part any happier, and the full consolidation of the two kingdoms and the two peoples into one nation never took place. For as the consequence of legislation that was enacted in great haste, but also never fully completed, the Anglo-Irish Union was fundamentally flawed, and from these deficiencies flowed many of the problems with which Irish patriots and British public men vainly struggled during the nineteenth century. In particular, the governing elite in London could never decide whether the Irish were fellow Britons, to be conciliated as members of the Union, or a different and alien population altogether, to be coerced by Westminster and Whitehall.

In driving through the Act of Union, Pitt had been well aware that it would not be popular with the Irish people as a whole. There would be deep and abiding bitterness over the brutal suppression of the rebellions of 1798. The Anglo-Irish Ascendancy, though grateful for London’s additional support, deplored the loss of its own legislature. The Presbyterians resented the way in which this enlarged British state bore down on them, especially in terms of the increased financial exactions levied during the Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars. And the Catholic majority disliked being incorporated into a polity whose head of state took a public oath during his coronation service to uphold the Protestant religion, and they objected to having to pay tithes for the maintenance of the established Church of Ireland. Nor was the Union popular with many Britons who did not want their Protestant nation to be defiled and polluted by closer association with those whom they regarded as half-savage and indigent Catholics. Recognizing that coercion was not enough by itself, Pitt was the first (but by no means the last) British prime minister who tried to balance it with measures of conciliation, for he was eager to win over the Irish to this new arrangement. This policy had already been prefigured by his decision, in 1793, to give the vote to Catholics who could meet the appropriate property qualification; and now, in collaboration with Cornwallis and the young Chief Secretary for Ireland, Viscount Castlereagh, he sought to implement additional measures that he hoped would reconcile the Irish people to the Union. For Pitt intended to pass a companion piece of legislation, enacting what was termed ‘Catholic Emancipation’, which would repeal the much-resented laws preventing people of that faith from being MPs or from holding high public office. He also hoped to make further provision for state support of the Catholic Church in Ireland, for which there already existed a precedent established in 1795 when he had endowed the Catholic seminary at Maynooth in County Kildare. Aiding the education of the Catholic priesthood would be another way of reconciling the Irish to the Union.

Thus regarded, the abolition of the Dublin parliament was only one part of what Pitt and his colleagues intended to be a comprehensive package of Anglo-Irish legislation, in which coercion would be balanced by conciliation. But Pitt was unable to push through the necessary measures in London, because George III would not have them. Although by then playing a less active part in government than during the first two decades of his reign, the king was adamant that he would not countenance Catholic Emancipation because it would indeed be a violation of his coronation oath. Unwilling to coerce his sovereign, to whose initial choice and subsequent support he owed his long years in power, Pitt resigned early in 1801, with the promise of Catholic Emancipation unredeemed, and the proposals to give further funding to the Catholic Church disregarded. He was the first British prime minister to fall over what would become known as the ‘Irish question’; but he would not be the last. Nor was this the only unhappy portent: for Pitt’s failure to implement any measures of conciliation left many Irish people, still unreconciled after the savage suppression of the rebellion of 1798, yet more resentful at this further display of British domination. Nor would matters end there, for during the next quarter of a century, Ireland would be further punished and frequently disciplined, as coercion acts would be regularly and repeatedly passed during the 1800s, 1810s and early 1820s. Habeas corpus was suspended again in 1801 and that suspension lasted until 1804, while an Insurrection Act, passed in 1807, continued on the statute book until 1825. Meanwhile, the police force that Robert Peel established when Chief Secretary in 1814 was as much concerned with suppressing political agitation as with detecting ‘normal’ crime, and as the agent of an increasingly intrusive state it resembled the continental ‘gendarmerie’ that would have been deemed constitutionally unacceptable in Britain. As Gladstone would observe, many years later, when introducing his second Home Rule Bill in April 1893: ‘The maintenance of the Union between 1800 and 1829 was really a maintenance not by moral agency but through the agency of force.’

THE POLITICAL NATION DEFINED AND LIMITED

Since it possessed a hereditary monarchy at its apex, the optimistically named, appropriately described but recently created United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland resembled Spain, Austria, Prussia and Russia and, indeed, much of the remainder of the globe: for monarchy and royal empires were the natural order of things, and the two recent, upstart, revolutionary republics established in the United States and France in 1776 and 1789 respectively were very much the exceptions that proved the rule. Yet for more than a century and a half after the death of Queen Elizabeth in 1603, England, and then Britain, had been ruled and reigned over by monarchs who had been of foreign rather than domestic origin: the House of Stuart was Scottish, the House of Orange was Dutch, and the House of Hanover was German – imported in 1714, when the House of Orange became extinct, to prevent the Protestant British throne from reverting to the (by then) Catholic Stuarts. Both George I and George II had been born and brought up in Hanover, and they were thus German first and English a long way second. But George III, who had succeeded his grandfather in 1760 (his own father, Prince Frederick, son of George II, having died in 1751), was the first Hanoverian monarch to be British born, and at the outset of what would be his very long reign he declared that he ‘gloried in the name of Briton’. Moreover, British monarchs in many ways differed from their contemporary continental counterparts: for whereas most of the latter were regarded as ‘enlightened despots’, which meant they were generally despotic but only intermittently enlightened, the British throne was a ‘limited monarchy’, grudgingly sharing power with, and gradually relinquishing power to, the House of Lords and especially and increasingly the House of Commons; and this arrangement, which was described as a mixed or balanced constitution, was widely admired by those European savants and philosophes who regretted and resented the power that was concentrated in the hands of most continental sovereigns.

As such, the British monarchy embodied in the person of George III was no ancien régime fossil, for as Lord North explained to his sovereign when he insisted on resigning in 1782, having lost his parliamentary majority (as well as the thirteen American colonies), it had long been established that there were occasions when the king had no choice but to bow to the will of the Commons, even if he had no wish to do so. But although he was no despot, governing directly through ministers who merely did his bidding, and whom he could appoint and dismiss at will, George III had no wish to be coerced by the politicians. He believed his views on matters of policy ought to prevail, and he was outspoken in declaring who, among the politicians, were his ‘friends’ – and who were not. Hence his constant interventions during the 1760s, as he had sought to find ministers who were congenial to him personally, regardless of whether they could work with the legislature or not. Hence his determination to sustain Lord North in power during the 1770s, and his belief that as king he stood for the reassertion of the rule of parliament over the revolting American colonists. Hence his later loathing of the Fox-North coalition, which he regarded as an unprincipled alliance and unnatural combination, and his successful efforts to bring it down at the end of 1783. Hence his audacious decision to appoint the young William Pitt to be his first minister, while still only in his early twenties, and with little but his family name to recommend him. And hence his determined opposition to Catholic Emancipation, which prevented Pitt from passing the measures he wanted to complement (and, indeed, complete) the Act of Union with Ireland, and which meant Catholic Emancipation was effectively shelved for the remainder of George III’s reign and beyond, with significant and harmful consequences on both sides of the Irish Sea.

Such right royal political interventions necessarily came at the price of controversy and unpopularity. For Whigs such as Edmund Burke, the king had played the major part in bringing about the political disruption of the 1760s, and until the early 1790s they regarded their monarch with deep suspicion. For the American colonists, and as embodied in the excoriating denunciation contained in the Declaration of Independence, George III was a tyrant and a monster who had subverted their liberties and sought to create a new imperial despotism. His health and mental balance were also suspect: in 1788 he had descended into what seemed to be madness, the attack lasted for several months, and for a time a regency had seemed imminent. In 1801 there were further signs of mental instability, apparently brought on by the suggestion that he should countenance Catholic Emancipation, and it was fear for the king’s sanity as well as respect for his views which effectively made it impossible for the subject to be raised again. To make matters worse, and despite his own happy home life with Queen Charlotte, the king’s sons were unappealing and unpopular: loose in their sexual morals, siring many illegitimate children, and running up huge debts. Of none of his male progeny was this more true than of his eldest son, the Prince of Wales and future King George IV. He sided with the Whigs against his father in 1788, secretly married a Catholic, Maria Fitzherbert, and his insolvent finances were a national scandal and a national disgrace. For these many reasons, not all of them his fault, George III was not widely esteemed during the first three decades of his reign. Only in the 1790s did he become a popular monarch, standing for decency and restraint, tradition and hierarchy, order and justice, in contrast to the violent excesses of the French Revolution and the Terror; and as he increasingly became the embodiment of his nation’s determination to face down the mortal enemy across the Channel. Although he reigned for sixty years, the 1800s would prove to be George III’s most popular decade, culminating in the celebrations marking his Golden Jubilee in 1809.

As the resignation of the Younger Pitt made plain, the British government was still in some ways the king’s government, which was why it was deemed obligatory to hold a general election when the sovereign died, as had happened in 1727 and 1760, and as would occur again in 1820, 1830 and 1837 (but not thereafter). Nevertheless, it had increasingly been recognized since the late 1780s that it was the so-called prime minister and his cabinet who formed the effective executive branch, and who conducted the affairs of the British nation and empire more in the king’s name than with the sovereign’s active, day-to-day involvement. Like Lord North and Sir Robert Walpole before him, the Younger Pitt was a long-serving premier who owed his position to the sustained and sustaining favour of the king, to his mastery of the House of Commons, where for a time he was the only minister, to the backing of those in receipt of government patronage, and to those ‘independent’ country gentlemen MPs who were inclined to support the government of the day and who had been outraged by the Fox-North coalition. From 1783 to 1801 Pitt was not only First Lord of the Treasury but also Chancellor of the Exchequer, and his cabinets consisted of scarcely more than a handful of colleagues, of whom the most important were the Lord Privy Seal, the Lord President, the Lord Chancellor, the Home Secretary, the Foreign Secretary and the President of the Board of Trade; and (especially from 1793) those ministers overseeing Britain’s military efforts, namely the Secretary of War, the Secretary at War, the First Lord of the Admiralty, the Commander-in-Chief, and the Master General of the Ordnance. As the titles of these offices suggests, the tasks of central government, as they related to both the United Kingdom and the British Empire, were essentially limited: to the raising of revenue by direct and indirect taxes and the prudent oversight of the public finances; to the upholding of the law and the maintenance of order; and to the conduct of foreign policy and the defence of the realm.

Pitt’s long administration, beginning in the aftermath of the military defeat and high cost of the American War of Independence, had been active in all these realms of endeavour, as he sought to deal with the crisis in the national finances, the break-up of the transatlantic imperial structure, and Britain’s damaged and isolated international position. In order to cope with the substantially increased public debt, Pitt raised a variety of ingenious new taxes, on everything from hats to windows; he deployed the Commissioners for Examining the Public Accounts to make government more efficient; and he further saved money by reducing the number of patronage positions, even as that lessened the bedrock of his support in the Commons. He also set up a complex and elaborate ‘sinking fund’, the purpose of which was to apply any government surplus to the reduction of the national debt, and in this he was successful until war with France resumed in 1793. He was equally eager to reform and consolidate what was left of the British Empire: he scaled up expenditure on the Royal Navy to increase the number of ships of the line, and he rehabilitated Britain’s international position by concluding a trade agreement with France in 1786 and defensive alliances with the United Provinces and Prussia two years later. Thus did Pitt set in train what would later become known as the ‘national revival’ that soon took place in the aftermath of the loss of the American colonies, allaying those Gibbon-inspired fears that Britain was about to follow ancient Rome into irretrievable decline and imperial ruin. But with the outbreak of war against Revolutionary France, it was national survival, rather than national revival, that became the main task in hand. Hence the repressive measures in Britain and Ireland and the passing of the Act of Union, and hence Pitt’s imposition of the income tax in 1799, which was proposed as a necessary but temporary expedient to increase government revenue. By then, Pitt was the leader of an embattled and beleaguered administration, leading an embattled and beleaguered nation, and of a people who were by turns anxious, unhappy and discontented, or patriotic, devoted and loyal.

During his long years of power, Pitt was the head of an executive whose party composition was never fully clear and also often changing. For over a century, British politicians had paid more than lip service to the two-party distinctions of Whig and Tory: the former had been dominant between 1714 and 1760, while the latter were in opposition; and although George III had resolved to put an end to what he regarded as the unhappy distinctions between parties, this meant in practice that the Tories had replaced the Whigs in power, and with temporary interruptions they would retain and consolidate their position, under Lord North, the Younger Pitt and Lord Liverpool, until 1827. In very general terms, the Tories supported the Anglican establishment and the residual power of the monarch, whereas the Whigs were sympathetic to religious dissent and to a more limited conception of the royal prerogative. But all such notions were modified according to the different circumstances of government or opposition, and in any case, combinations of Tories and Whigs were not at all unusual, as in the case of the coalition briefly constructed by North and Fox. The Younger Pitt had begun his political career by disavowing all party allegiance, and by insisting that he was in every sense the king’s man, which at the beginning of his prime ministership he undoubtedly was. But his family inheritance was Whig, and he included other Whigs in his first administration, among them Earl Gower as Lord President and Earl Temple as Home Secretary. Yet because he incurred the lifelong enmity of the Foxite Whigs, Pitt was widely regarded as a Tory, an impression reinforced by his appointment of Lord Thurlow as Lord Chancellor, and later by Henry Dundas as Home Secretary and Lord Hawkesbury as President of the Board of Trade. In July 1794 Pitt further broadened his administration by bringing in the ‘Portland Whigs’, who were outraged and dismayed by the turn towards the ‘Terror’ in France, and who included not only their eponymous Duke, but such additional grandees as Earl Spencer as Lord Privy Seal and First Lord of the Admiralty and Earl Fitzwilliam as Lord President of the Council.

As these names suggest, the majority of Pitt’s cabinet were members of the House of Lords, and this practice would continue well into the second half of the nineteenth century (prime ministers in the upper house, from Liverpool to Salisbury, would also become more common than in the age of Walpole, North and the two Pitts). In his brief second administration, of 1804–06, all ministers except Pitt himself would be peers, as had been the case when he had first taken office in 1783, and the senior posts at the royal court were also held by peers. As befitted the hierarchical society in which they ranked so superior, the members of the House of Lords were the greatest grandees in the land, unrivalled in their wealth, status and power, and many of them were richer than their sovereign. The Dukes of Bedford, Bridgewater, Devonshire, Portland and Buccleuch, the Marquis of Stafford, and the Earls Fitzwilliam, Grosvenor and Gower each enjoyed incomes of more than £100,000 a year: partly drawn from their broad agricultural acres, but also from urban real estate development (especially in London), from the ownership of docks and harbours and, increasingly, of mineral rights. They were as much plutocrats as aristocrats, and during the late eighteenth century, many of them spent unprecedentedly on building extravagant town houses in London, and buying fabulous art collections of European Old Masters, which impoverished aristocrats in France and Italy were putting on the market. Such wealth also translated directly into political and social power: individual grandees often held high government or courtly office, and owned so-called ‘rotten’ boroughs, with electorates so small they could effectively nominate their own MPs; while the House of Lords collectively possessed the power to reject all measures sent up from the Commons except, by convention, money bills, and with the encouragement of George III they had brought down the Fox-North coalition. For his part, Pitt also appreciated the allure of peerages, and from 1783 to 1801 he was profligate in ennobling government supporters and borough owners.

Except in matters of finance (a major qualification, which explains why the First Lord of the Treasury and Chancellor of the Exchequer often sat in the lower house), the Commons was constitutionally and customarily subordinate to the Lords, and its composition reflected its junior and inferior status. The elder sons of peers habitually served their apprenticeships in the Commons, and younger sons might spend their whole lives there, often representing a family-controlled constituency, and so further reinforcing the client status of the lower house. Lord North, the elder son of the Earl of Guildford, was an example of the first; Charles James Fox, a younger son of Lord Holland, of the second (at least at the start of his parliamentary career). Baronets and country gentlemen, who generally ranked below the peerage in acreage, wealth and prestige, often represented their local constituencies, and although they were inclined to support the government of the day, there was no absolute guarantee they would do so. Together, the sons of peers, along with baronets and gentry, formed the majority of the Commons, so that, like the House of Lords, it was overwhelmingly dominated by what was termed ‘the landed interest’; these ties of property and family would remain important even when the two houses collided on major issues, as they would do on several occasions between the 1830s and the 1890s. MPs also included rich, London-based merchants, bankers and financiers (such as the Barings), the owners of West Indian plantations, and so-called ‘nabobs’: men who had made a fortune in India (as had the Younger Pitt’s grandfather), and who then returned home, purchased a landed estate, and got themselves returned to parliament. Of the 550 MPs (rising to 650 after the Act of Union with Ireland), the vast majority represented English constituencies, and only a tiny minority, fewer than fifty in all, spoke for Wales and Scotland. This may have been the British House of Commons, and subsequently the legislature for the whole of the United Kingdom, but the distribution of its membership was overwhelmingly weighted in favour of England.

Taken together, the court, the cabinet, the Lords and the Commons formed a small, tightly knit oligarchy of a few thousand families, and as members of this ruling elite, Whigs and Tories had at least as much in common with each other socially as they might disagree with each other politically. In no sense, then, did the polity that the Younger Pitt commanded approximate to anything like a modern-day democracy: the landed interest was dominant in government and in the legislature, while the size of the electorate, and its capacity to influence the composition and the deliberations of the Commons, was conspicuously limited. Under the Septennial Act, which had been passed in May 1716 to help secure the Hanoverian succession and consolidate the Whig ascendancy, general elections did not have to be held more frequently than every seven years (and that would remain the law throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries). Moreover, many constituencies were not contested, because they had effectively been decided beforehand by the landowners who controlled them. This was especially so in the boroughs, but also in some of the counties, where the dominant families often came to terms beforehand, and split the representation on party lines, so as to avoid the needless cost of a contest. The electorates of many boroughs could be counted in single figures, most infamously in the case of Old Sarum, near Salisbury in Wiltshire. The representation of Wales and Scotland was notoriously restricted and corrupt, and very few constituencies, among them Yorkshire and the City of London, were truly open or free. The total electorate of the United Kingdom numbered only a few hundred thousand, the majority of men did not vote, and no women, although at that time there was no statute formally prohibiting their participation in the electoral process. Only 5 per cent of the adult population was enfranchised, which may have been less than during the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. The vast majority of people in the United Kingdom thus had no direct personal involvement in choosing the men who governed them.

This was partly because in most seats the vote was tied to property, on the grounds that anyone who enjoyed the privilege of helping to select a member of parliament and indirectly chose a government should literally have a stake in the country in terms of some established material interest; but an additional qualification was adherence to the established religion of the state. In England, Wales and Ireland involvement in public life was only possible if certain tests of religious conformity to the state church were passed. In all three countries it was the Anglican, Protestant, Episcopalian church that was established by law and supported by the state: hence George III’s claim that as the supreme governor of the church, he must uphold the Protestant religion because that was what his coronation oath required; and hence the fact that certain bishops of the Church of England, of Wales and (after 1800) of Ireland sat as of right in the House of Lords. In those three countries, as in Scotland, where the Presbyterian Church was the establishment, Catholics could not sit in either house of the Westminster parliament, nor hold high public office, even if they were as grand as the (Roman Catholic) Duke of Norfolk; while in England, Protestant dissenters could only participate in public life if they were willing, as late seventeenth-century legislation had allowed, to conform occasionally and publicly to the doctrines and liturgies of the Church of England. This also meant that the established church was a major supporter of the secular structure of power and authority in the United Kingdom: the coronation, which acclaimed the new sovereign as head of state, was a religious sacrament; and during the troubled times of the 1790s there was a significant rise in the number of Justices of the Peace who were clerics in the Church of England. In attacking the established church, radicals such as Tom Paine were also attacking the British state, and they knew what they were doing.

The early nineteenth-century United Kingdom was thus a monarchy, an oligarchy and a highly restricted polity, which was further supported by a state church, but it was also a more open and flexible society than the rigid regimes that had been widespread across Europe before the French Revolutionary armies began to overwhelm them. To begin with, there was a certain amount of social mobility, as enough people rose up the social scale in Hanoverian Britain to attract the attention and approbation of contemporaries. The great ducal dynasties such as Bedford and Devonshire may have assumed they ruled by hereditary right; but even they had come from humble origins, albeit generations earlier. Banking families such as the Hoares, and entrepreneurs such as the Peels, bought their way into land, while in some cases also keeping up with their business activities. The Younger Pitt was not alone in having had forebears of relatively lowly backgrounds: one of his successors as prime minister, Henry Addington, was of minor gentry background, and was the son of a doctor; another, George Canning, was the son of an actress. One way in which such talented outsiders could join the ruling elite was by attracting the notice of a rich and friendly patron who could get them returned to the Commons for one of his rotten boroughs, which was how Thomas Babington Macaulay and William Ewart Gladstone were able to become MPs at such an early age. Defenders of the British constitution also claimed that by such means, many of the different national interests and constituencies, such as commerce, trade, or the army or navy, were ‘virtually’ represented in the Commons by people who knew about these subjects, even if they were rarely represented directly. Moreover, that nebulous construct called public opinion could and did exert occasional influence on the deliberations of the government and the legislature, both via the ballot box and via popular protest: it had done so in 1733 (against the Excise Bill), in 1757 (in support of the Elder Pitt), and in 1784 (against the Fox-North coalition), and it would do so again on several occasions between 1830 and 1832 during the protracted political crisis over the Reform Bill.

So while the ruling elite of the United Kingdom was in many ways a narrow cabal and a self-recruiting and self-perpetuating oligarchy, and although in general it had no need of
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1. Warehouses on the Isle of Dogs, 1802: the maritime and commercial strength of the United Kingdom vividly displayed.
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2. Nelson’s funeral procession arrives at St Paul’s Cathedral, 9 January 1806.
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3. ‘Britannia weighing the fate of Europe, or John Bull too heavy for Buonaparte’: anonymous caricature of the British fear of French invasion, December 1803.
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4. The ‘Free-born Englishman, envy of nations’, by George Cruickshank, 1819, protesting against the repressive post-war measures of Lord Liverpool’s government.
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5. Wellington and Blucher meet at Waterloo: a print of 1819, celebrating their decisive victory four years earlier.
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6. Rioters being driven back from an ironworker’s residence at Merthyr Tydfil in 1816.
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7. The arrest of the Cato Street conspirators, 23 February 1820.
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8. Lord John Russell sweeping away parliamentary abuses: caricature by George Cruickshank, March 1831.
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9. Cartoon of a public meeting in favour of the Reform Bill, 1832. Note the banner proclaiming ‘political union’.

[image: image]

10. A British traveller in New Zealand, c. 1827, with Maori bearers carrying his belongings.
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11. The British army entering the Bolan Pass en route to Kabul at the beginning of the First Anglo-Afghan War, March 1839. Scarcely any of them would return.
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12. Starving Irish queuing for a meal of imported corn at the time of the Great Famine, 1847.
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13. Crowds assembled at Kennington Common in London, 10 April 1848. This was Chartism’s last hurrah.
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14. The Menai Straits, c. 1860: the bridges by Thomas Telford and Robert Stephenson linked London to Holyhead by road and rail, and passengers could then travel on to Ireland by sea.
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15. Crystal Palace, 1851, viewed from Kensington gardens, by Augustus Butler. The juxtaposition of a pioneeringly modern building with large crowds of visitors is especially noteworthy.
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16. St George’s Hall, Liverpool, 1852. One of the great civic buildings of the nineteenth century, proclaiming the wealth, power and cultural aspirations of towns and cities beyond London.
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17. Policemen in Manchester, c. 1850: only later in the century did the constabulary become generally accepted as the agents of law enforcement.
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18. Indian mutineers about to be blown apart by British cannon during the Great Rebellion of 1857. There were terrible atrocities on both sides.
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19. A horse with the head of Disraeli takes a leap in the dark with his reform bill of 1867, while the Liberal leaders look on askance.
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20. A Victorian domestic interior by Charles West Cope, 1860. The piano was a major signifier of status and respectability.
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21. Queen Victoria commissioned this painting, No Tidings from the Sea, by Frank Holl, in 1870, depicting the grieving family of a fisherman.

[image: image]

22. Melbourne from the Botanic Gardens, by Henry Gritten, 1867. It was already on the way to becoming one of the great cities of the southern hemisphere.
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23. The Grand Assemblage, or Delhi Durbar of 1877, at which the Viceroy, Lord Lytton, proclaimed Queen Victoria to be Empress of India.
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24. The Ottawa Parliament Buildings, constructed for confederated Canada. Troops deliver a feu de joie for Queen Victoria’s birthday, 1868.
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25. William Ewart Gladstone by Sir John Everett Millais, 1879, the year he launched his campaign against the iniquities of ‘Beaconsfieldism’.
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26. Benjamin Disraeli, Earl of Beaconsfield, also by Millais, completed posthumously in 1881.
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27. C. J. Staniland, The Emigrant Ship, completed during the late 1880s, a decade of high emigration from the United Kingdom.
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28. Lord Salisbury by Sarah Acland, 1894. He was as formidable as he looks in this portrait.
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29. Piano transcription (1887) of Gilbert and Sullivan’s Iolanthe (1882)
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30. A cycling couple, c. 1900: the advent of the bicycle gave many women greater freedom of movement (and expression?) than ever before.

[image: image]

31. Sketch of the body of Catherine Eddowes, one of the victims of Jack the Ripper, 1888. A harrowing depiction of the darker side of late nineteenth-century London life.
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32. The centre of Birmingham, 1893. This grand ensemble of civic buildings was still intact during the 1950s, but not all of them survive today.
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33. A bonfire to celebrate the relief of Mafeking in 1901. Note the effigy of the Boer, top left, shortly to be incinerated.
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34. A poster celebrating the victorious conclusion of the South African conflict, which was often known as ‘Joe’s War’, in which the Colonial Secretary, Joseph Chamberlain, played a major and controversial part.
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35. Crowds mourning their monarch at Parliament House, Melbourne, January 1901, under a banner proclaiming ‘Our Beloved Queen Gone to Her Rest’.
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36. Female graduates of Glasgow University, c. 1900. They had studied scientific subjects, which was very unusual for women at that time.
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37. Jawaharlal Nehru as a Harrow schoolboy, aged fifteen in 1904. He would later attend Trinity College, Cambridge.
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