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PREFACE’

‘.Tenants' Right was a minor issue which surfaced. inter-
mittently during much of the nineteenth century. The question
-involved granting compensation‘ to farmers ‘for their improvements
which had not been fully utilized before they relinquished their
holdings. The matter gained in importance during the mid-
nineteenth century because of two factors. First, the period was
one of rapid agricultural impfovement, and a need arose for sub-
stantial additions of capital to implement the desired changes.
There was a shortage of money among the landlerds, and the ten-
ants were looked upon as a possible source of capital. The heavy
investments required of the farfners brought about a mixing of
their assets with those of the landlord. The fertilizers applied
to the land and the land itself could not be separated. But the
tenant was. left rélatively unprotected, for he usually was subject
to dismissal from his holding upen six months' notice. There
developed, consequently, a demand that justice be rendered the
farmer through a system of compensation for unexhausted improve-
ments,

A second consistent aspect of Tenants' Right involved the

use of the issue as a weapon to attack the aristocracy's control of
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the farmer. By the Chandos Amendment to the Great Reform

Bill, the vote had been extended to £50 tenants-at-will, Since such
tenants were subject to dismissal upon six months' notice, they
were particularly subject to the political pressures applied by the
iandlord. The Radicals in particular seizﬂe____di‘..{gpgp thls,aspeqct of
the question and supported efforts to enact Tenants' Right legisla-
tion, becéﬁse they thought its passage would allow them greater
influence in the countryside. An éxtension of Radical support
among the tenants would have made other proposed reforms much
easier to accomplish.,

These two aspects, improvement of agriculture and an
attack upon aristocratic power, run like a continuous thread
throughout the Tenants' Right issue. The question was also assoc-
iated with a number of more important movements of the time,
Thus Tenants' Right becomes connected with the repeal of the
Corn Laws, the extension of the suffrage, and the movement for
the secret ballot. Though the Tenants' Right issue never assumed
thé' proportions of a major nio&é’menf, it did possess the potential
of attracting widespread support and of causing disruption of tradi-
tional political alliances, It was this danger that prompted
Disraeli and .the Tory Party to adopt the issue and push through
the '"permissive Agricultural Holdings Act of 1875.

It should also be noted that the relationship of Tenants'

Right to the larger political controversies of the era and its place
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in the conflict of parties have been neglected heretofore. It is
therefore the purpose of this study to emphasize the importance of
the tenant farmers in the struggle to limit the political power of
the aristocracy and to demonstrate the more effective role played
by agricultural elements in the period after 1867,

I wish to take this opportunity to express my appreciation
to the members of my committee for the assistance in the prepar-
ation of this dissertation. I am deeply indebted to Dr. Homer L.
Knight, my director, for his many hours of patient reading and
valuable suggestions, To Drs. Odie B. Faulk, Douglas D. Hale,
Bernard W, Eissenstat, and Harold S. Gordon, my eternal appre-
ciation for their encouragement‘ and suggestions.

In addition, I would like to thank Mrs, Heather ILloyd and
the interlibrary loan staff for their assistance in gathering mater-
ials for the dissertation. Also my sincere appreciation to
Mrs. Clyta Harris, C.P.S., for her typing and editing skills.

Finally, to my wife, Betty, and daughter, Rhonda, my
gratitude for their tolerance and encouragement, which was instru-

mental in the preparation of this dissertation.

T



Chapter
I.
IL.

II1.

Iv.

VI,

TABLE OF CONTENTS

THE BASIS OF ARISTOCRATIC POWER . . ...

HIGH FARMING AND THE NEED FOR CAPITAL .

THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL .

CUSTOMS AND PUSEY'S FINAL EFFORTS. .

A PERIOD OF INACTIVITY .

PASSAGE OF THE AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS
ACT OF 1875,

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS .

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY . . .

vi

Page

41

81

119

157
204

212



Table

A

11

v

LIST OF TABLES

Average Wheat Prices, 1846-1875. . . . . . . . . . . 136
Importation of Wheat Into Britain, 1846-1875. , . , ., 139

Population Maintained By Foreign and Domestic

Supplies . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 140
Price Indices For Beef, 1851-1875 . . . . . . . . . . 143
Comparison. of Beef and Mutton Prices . . . . . . . . 144

vif



Table

Al

II1

v

LIST OF TABLES

Average Wheat Prices, 1846-1875. . . . . . . .. . . 136
Importation of Wheat Into Britain, 1846-1875. . . . . 139

Population Maintained By Foreign and Domestic

Supplies . « ¢« ¢« & & i b i it e e e e e e e e e e 140
Price Indices For Beef, 1851-1875 . . . . . . . . . . 143
Comparison of Beef and Mutton Prices . . . . . . .. 144

viii



L /.CHAPTER I
THE BASIS OF ARISTOCRATIC POWER .

In the nineteenth century a concerted and sustained attack
was made upon the power of the landed iﬁterest in England. This
assault revealed itself in many forms: the reform of Parliament
in 1832, the repeal of the Corn Laws, the alteration of the inheri-
tance laws applicéble to landed estatés, and the demand for a

change in the relationship between the tenant and the landlord in

rural England, The last issue involved compensation for the im-
provements made by the farmer, fhe full value of which he had not
been able to extract before he ;'elinquished the holding., Tenants'
Right, the subject of this study, refers to the practice of allowing
the tenant to collect for these unexhausted improvements,

Tenants' Right became increasingly important during the
18408 and continued to attract intermittent attention for the next
thirt};. years. Two factors helped to explain concern with the
matter. The economic relationship of the tenant and the landlord
had political connotations, and certain elements in England desired
to alter their association in order to diminish the power of the

aristocracy. The other aspect of Tenants' Right involved the



expansion of scientific agriculture and the neressity of producing
greater amounts of food for the growing industrial population.
Advanced husbandry required that increased amounts of capital be
invested, and, its‘ proponents argued, compensation for unexhausted
improvements would encourage a flow of money into agricultural
production.

Bills concerning Tenants' Right were introduced into the
House of Lords in 1842, 1843, and 1845, but these initial efforts
received little consideration. The repeal of the Corn l.aws revived
interest in the matter, for many husbandmen felt that improvement
afforded the best opportunity to meet the challenge that agricultural
imports were likely to offer to British agriculture. In the late
1840s and early 1850s, legislation designed to grant compensation
to English farmers for unexhausted improvements was introduced
almost annually into the House of Commons. Two of these bills
passed the Lower House only to be defeated. in the House of IL.ords
Success appeared to be imminent in 1852, But Philip Pusey, the
principal adyocate of Tenants' Right, failed in his bid for re-
election to Parliament in that year, and for almost twenty years
thereafter little interest was displayed in the issue. The political
turmoil of the period, increased agricultural prosperity, and the
reformists' concern with questions deemed more vital explained
the lack of attention given to Tenants' Right legislation during the

next two decades.



Interest in Tenants' Right revived in the late 1860s and
in the early 1870s. Agriculture's declining prosperity, the forma-
tion of the Central Chamber of Agriculture, and the Conservative

Party's policies of noblesse oblige. combined to secure the passage

of the Agr'icultur’a,l Holding Act of 1875. With the passage of this
measure, recognition was given that the tenant as well as the owner
had rights in the holding, and thus a dual proprietary interest of
property was tacitly established,

Tenant:s' Right as an attack upon the landed interest
emerged as a result-of the franchise changes enacted by Parliament
in 1832. These innovations were important for Tenants' Right for
two reasons., First, the extension of the vote to the £50 tenant-at-
will increased the number of eléctors over whom the landlords had
substantial control. Second, the aristocracy began to feel the full
brunt of the attacks being launched against them and to resist any
measure which faintly appeared to threaten their power. A review
of the clauses pertinent to the landed interest's control of the
countryside and the attitudes of this dominant group were of great
consequence to the history of Tenants' Right legislation, A pattern
of opposition was established which persisted until well after a
Tenants' Right measure had been passed.

A challenge to aristocratic power had been germinating
for a long while. As early as the 1780s, proposals for the reform

of the House of Commons had received serious consideration, but



the French Revolution and the subsequent reaction to that upheaval
had temporarily killed any hope for change. When the Whigs
assumed power in November, 1830, however, the conflict burst
into full bloom. Their accession made some type of parliamentary
reform a foregone conclusion. In their desire for an adjustment of
représentation in the House of Commons, the Whigs were not alone.
They were joined in this struggle by others who constituted a diver-
sity of interests. Many younger Whigs demanded substantial
changes because the system then current precluded their party from
maintaining itself in power for long periods of time. The Radicals,
some of whom desired political democracy and extended freedoms
for individuals, supported the Whig half-measures because they
appreciated that these were the only reforms they could expect at
the moment. These reformers recognized, nevertheless, that
ultimately their cause would be well served by such change. A few
Tories allied themselves with the reformers because they thought
that some change was inevitable under existing circumstances.
Though both major parties found political democracy distasteful, the
Tories who advocated reform agreed with the Whigs that political
power had to be altered to correspond with the economic interests
of . the country. Consequently, the Whigs sponsored a Representa-
tion of the People Act, the Great Reform Bill, and, after great

difficulties, were able to secure its passage on June 7, 1832.



The primary purposes of the Bill were to eliminate a
number of the '"rotten'' or nomination boroughs and to extend the
franchise to the middle classes. In Schedule A of the Act, small
boroughs of under 2,000 inhabitants were to lose their parliamentary
representation. Schedule B p,r“oposed to permit boroughs with
populations of fewer than 4, 000 but one member instead of the
current two. One hundred and sixty-eight vacancies would be
created by the change, most of which were controlled by oligarchic
patrons who "nmominated"” their representatives to Parliament. Also
contemplated was a reform of the franchise., The vote was to be
extended everywhere to the £10 house—holder, but the 40s. freehold
suffrage was to be retained in the counties. In addition, a number
of borough voters who held unusual voting privileges were to be
disfranchised. The measure struck deeply at the political base of
the Tory aristocracy and thus aroused the passions of the opposition,

The First Reform Bill Wés defeated in committee; the
Whig government of Earl Grey resigned, and elections were held
which returned it with a larger majority. Grey's government then
vintroducéd a Second Reform Bill which incorporated changes designed
to win added Tory support. The so-called Chandos Amendment was
the principal device intended to placate the opponents of parlia-
mentary reform. Designed to increase the power of the landlords,
the Amendment would have extended the franchise in the counties to

the £50 tenant-at-will, i.e., to the short-term leaseholder who



could be dismissed upon six months notice. Many Whigs also
supported expansion of "natural' influence on the part of the landed
interest, but the clause was vigorously opposed by the Radicals
who deplored the hold the owners would have over their tenants.
Nevertheless, the measure carried the Commons by 232 votes to
143, The compromise was not sufficient to carry the House of
Lords, however, and on October 8, 1831, the Peers rejected the
Bill 199 to 158,

While violence shook the countryside, the Ministry sub-
mitted a Third Reform Bill on December 12. The new proposal
made further concessions designed to lessen the alarm felt by
the Lords. Five of the boroughs disfranchised in Schedule A were
changed, and eleven boroughs were dropped from Schedule B. In
addition, the new Bill allowed resident freemen in the boroughs to
retain their anciént voting rights. The Lords were not pacified,
however, and they attempted to amend the measure drastically.
Grey declined to accept their innovations, and, when the King
refused to create fifty new peers to override the veto of the Upper
House, the Prime Minister resigned on May 8,

William IV then called upon the Duke of Wellington to
form a new ministry. But Wellington was unable to secure the
support of Sir Robert Peel, as he had in 1829, and so was forced
to inform the King of his inability to govern. The Monarch

recalled Grey and agreed to create the necessary new peers if



this proved unavoidable, Faced with a crisis in government,
opposition in the Lords collapsed, and on June 4, 1832, the Reform
Bill pa.ssed that House.,1

During the course of the debates on the Bill, the Tory
aristocrats had predicted grave consequences for the landed inter-
ests and for the country if the measure became law. Opponents
of reform had hastened to attack the principles upon which the Act
was based and had explored its poSsible consequences. Their
primary objec’tions were that such changes would destroy the
balanced Constitution, deprive important interests of influence in
the Commons, reduce the influence of the landed interest in
Parliament--thiis endangering p"roperty--a:nd foster class conflicts
within the nation. If, according to Norman. Gash, the Whigs had
accepted this interpretation, the proposed legislation would have
been defeated, for they feared modifications in the social structure
as much as their adversaries.

Aristocratic fears concerning the threat to the country

and the power of the landed interest were reflected in the debates

1A number of general accounts present excellent sum-
maries of the fight for Parliamentary reform in 1832, Among
these are Asa Brigg's The Age of Improvement (1959), E. L.
Woodward, The Age of Reform, 1815-70 (1938), Anthony Wood,
Nineteenth-Century Britain, 1815-1914 (1960), and R. K. Webb's
Modern England (1968). '

2Nor:man Gash, Politics in the Age of Peel: A Study in

the Techniques of Parliamentary Representation, 1830-50 (London,
1953), p. 4.




on the Reform Bill of 1832. These fears persisted and emerged
on almost every occasion when the interest of the aristocracy was
challenged. Horace Twiss, M.P. for Newport, Isle of Wight,
rose soon after the introduction of the measure and launched an
objection that was to be repeated frequently by the Tories. He
contended that the Ministry was about to destroy the balanced

constitution by proposing to ''. . . remove all the proportions of

the Legislature, all the landmarks of the Constitution. . . .”3
Twiss sarcastically admitted that the Commons had a precedent to
follow in their intended subversion, for such a change had been
sought during the reigns of Charles II and James II. The objec-
tive of the seventeenth-century conspirators had been to increase
the powers of the Crown, but such maneuvers had been universally
denounced as unjust and unconstitutional. Now, he charged, the
usurpers would confer absolute power upon ''the democracy,' but
this, too, was neither just nor constitutional. The goal of the
Glorious Revolution had been to place the ''boroughs and the

1

corporations on their proper footing,' and this had been achieved.

Then, the settlement had been insured by the Bill of Rights, which
established the House of Commons as the representative of the

4
". . . estates of the people of this realm.'" For almost a

Great Britain, 3 Hansard's Parliamentary Debates, II
(1830), 1129,

4Ibid.



century and a half, the Revolutionary solution had benefited the
nation, but now, with great temerity, the Members were asked to
sanction the destruction of the arrangement.

Sir Robert Peel, echoing Mr. Twiss's sentiments, pre-
sented a consistent and sustained attack upon the Reform Bﬂl. He
denied that the Tory "alarms' concerning ‘the after-effects of the
proposal, if passed, were visionary. Peel also rejected the Whig
contentions that the measure was constitutional, conservative, or
that it had a tendency to diminish instead of increase democracy.
The great statesman vehemently denounced the measure as
".#gr." unjust in its principle . . . dangerous . . . in its ten-
dency . . . and [as an] imminent positive evil, n6

Peel hammered on the measure's inherent tendency to
destroy the balance of the Constitution and invade popular rights.
He said the '". . . ancient theory of the Constitution is in favour
of a popular assembly controlling the prerogative of the Crown,
and balancing the House of Peers.'' He contended that the pro-
posal before Parliament sought to alter the long established
relationship between the Houses of Parliament and to tilt the
scales toward the more popular body. Once the overpowering
influence of the people was established over the Commons, how-

ever, no other authority within the state would be able to resist

5
Ibid., III, 899,

61pid., 900.
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their desires. Was this power compatible with good government
and the maintenance of the limited monarchy? Peel thought not
and believed that the House of Commons would gradually assume
all powers within the state. The countervailing influences upon
the popular house, the Crown and the Lords, would grow progres-
sively weaker '. . . and, ultimately, would owe its bare existence
to its practical disuse. n7 Consequently, the constitutional tran-
quility currently in existence would be overthrown and a single
element, the House of Commons, would completely dominate all
other branches of government.

Peel also saw in the A‘ct a dangerous tendency to destroy
the proportions which had been so well established between the
various parts of the country and among the several classes in the
United Kingdom, Appealing to English nationalism, he maintained
that almost every boundary of every constituent body would be
altered, and a decline in English membership in the reformed
Parliament would result. Even worse, however, was the fact that
the members from the new towns and cities would be elected by
one predominant class of the people--a class subject to the same
influences, swayed by the same passions and sympathies, and
dominated by the same commercial interests. Lodging ahsolute
power with one class, he asserted, was contrary to the wisdom of

ancient institutions which had checked '. . . the restless appetite

7Ibid, , 904-06.
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for change . . .'" and which were designed '. . . to fortify the

feeble contrivances of reason.' In addition he rejected the Whig
contention that the measure was final, that there would be no
further changes. The predominance of a single interest would
make future change necessary, for if the principles upon which
the reform rested were good, then additional réforms were a
foregone conclusion.

Twiss had also warned against the consequences of such
invidious = disruptions of the balanced interests and proclaimed
that what was needed was ''security,’” not reform--security against
the ''blind passions' of the people that might pull down the Consti-
tution, ". . . the ark of the general safety. "9 The removal of
the several interests in the Commons increased the danger that
the two ''. . . great Aristocracies--the Aristocracy of the land
and the Aristocracy of trade . . .''--would dominate the govern-
ment. The people had little to fear from the influence of the
Crown, but there was much to fear from these two powerful
groups. 10 Twiss believed there was a real danger of the middle

class rising to predominance and as its interest was buying and

selling, the country would suffer,

8

Ibid., 900-02.
9

Ibid., II, 1132,
10

Ibid., 1133.

lllbid., , 1135,
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The Tories feared also that the reform would foster bitter"
class conflicts. Peel stated that he believed aristocratic influence
would continue despite the destruction of the rotten boroughs, and
that friendly relations would continue to be the normal state exist-
ing between the landlord and his tenants. In times of peace, the
farmer would defer to the opinions of the owner. But in periods

", . . when the storm rises--when the passions of the

of unrest
people are excited . . . ,' he feared violence similar to that in
Ireland would characterize the relations between these two
groups. 12 Michael T. Sadler, M.P. from Newark, thought that
the Bill was but an opening barrage in a battle that would lead to
the decline of the propertied element in the House of Commons.
He argued that once the landed estate was impotent, the seals
would be torn from their land titles, and that the interest of the!
people would predominate to the disadvantage of both the industrial
and the landed i'n’cer"es’cs‘,13

Opponents of the Reform were particularly concerned
about the diminished role that they feared the landed interest
would be destined to play. They viewed the Bill as a direct

attack upon the position of the aristocracy. Twiss was represen-

tative of this opinion when he asserted that the boroughs were to

12Ibid., III, 907,

13 ’
Ibid., II, 1536.
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be disfranchised, not because they were corrupt, but beca.usé the‘y
were under the influence of the Crown and the aristocracy. The
advocates of reform felt, he continued, that these elements

". . . had no business to mix their alloy with the pure democracy
of the House.' If the mixed government which had served England
so well in the past were to survive, however, then it was manda-
tory that the Crown should continue to be a factor in the Commons
and the House of Peers should not be '. . . destitute of influence
through individual peers. nld Alexander Baring, M.P, for Thetford
was also skeptical of the future role of the aristocracy. He
thought that in the struggle for political dominance, ''The field of

" The middle class

coal would beat the field of barley. . . .
would have an advantage because their population was more com-
pact and thus could be more easily organized. Baring said the
traders and manufacturers were more energetic and would act
with such dispatch in the Commons that the disunited rural interest
would be overwhelmed.

James Stuart-Worﬂey, Lord Wharncliffe, speaking in the
House of Lords on March 28, concurred with his colleagues in the

Commons as to the inimical tendencies of the Reform. He viewed

it as a danger to all the institutions of the country, a disruption

14 »
Ibid., 1131-32.

15Ibid,, s V, 580,
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of the balanced interest in Parliament, and extremely disadvanta-
gebus to the monarchy. 16 The nobleman was particularly con-
cerned, however, with the altered position of the landed interest.
Contrary to Whig contentions, he maintained, the measure would
not benefit the aristocracy but would work more for the advantage
of the manufacturing and commercial interests. Indeed, the Act
would lessenvafnd ultimately destroy the power of the aristo;racy.
He denied that 'the landed and the _manufgcturi'ng interest were

. . . one and indivisible . . .'" and that they must '. . . fall or

¥
thrive together.'” Once this measure had passed, he thought, then
the gentry would discover that the industrial element possessed a
predominance in the House of Commons, and the road would be
open for the total repeal of the Corn Laws and other measures of
benefit to the aristocracy.

Having these fears, the landed interests quite naturally
attempted to safeguard their position by utilizing the instruments
at hand. One of the most obvious devices of this design was the
Chandos Amendment to the Reform Bill,,‘ This clause, as men-
tioned above, had extended the franchise in the counties to the £50

tenant-at-will. As this class of farmers was subject to dismissal

upon six-months' notice, the coercive power of the landlord was

16
Ibid., II, 991-93.

17Ibid, » 999-1003.
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considerable, and, if later charges are valid, they would frequently
use it to intimidate the lease holders of their lands. 18 A second -
method which the aristocracy found effective in controlling elec-
tions involved the corrupting of boroughs, Through these and
similar te;,ctics, the landed interests were able to keep their poli-
tical power fairly intact.

After the passage of the Reform Bill of 1832, the land-
lords remained capable of coercing their tenants politically, Their
abilities in that respect had even been enhanced by the Chandos
Amendment. Not only did the aristocracy continue to dominate
the counties, but they also were able to intimidate sizeable num-
bers of voters in the boroughs. The gentry had moved quickly to
insure their continued control of the voting, and the investigations
of the Select Committee on Bribery at Elections in 1835 revealed
that they had mastered only too well the techniques of controlling
elections, In ferreting out the details, the Committee found

corruption and intimidation to be deep-seated.

18
F. M. L. Thompson in his English Landed Society in

the Nineteenth Century (London, 1963), p. 202, comments that the
"Tenants were certainly anxious not to displease their landlords,
and if left without guidance at an approaching contest might ask
that their landlord's wishes should be made known. Their dutiful
voting was partly a matter of prudence and partly a matter of
accepted custom based on loyalty rather than fear., Contempo-=-
raries were much excited by the issue of landlord influence, but
we need accept neither the view that it worked only through the
threat of coercion nor that it never caused a tenant to vote against
his convictions."
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One purpose of the investigation was to scrutinize the pro-
cedures used by the aristocracy. An issue of particular concern
to the Committee was the degree and methods of intimidation
practiced by the landlords in regard to their tenants. Joseph
Parks, an investigator Qf long experience for committees of this
type, offered evidence that appeared to indicate widespread
coercion. He stated that it was customary for candidates to obtain
the permission of the landlord before they attempted to canvass
the tenants. Such forms of etiquette were frequently observed only
in the breach if the owner was a member of the opposite party,
and electioneering was contihued even though consent of the land-
owner had been refused, The employment of such tactics was
generally futile, for if the landlord chose to exert his powers of
intimidation he could effectively control his farmers. Parks cited
a case in Warwickshire as an example of an owner exercising
his prerogative, In this instance, Parks had discovered a number
of tenants who were hostile to the opposing candidate because they
were involved in a tiihe case against him. Parks thereupon
secured the signatures of seven of these voters pledging them-
selves to support his candidate. Arrangements were made to
transport them to the polling place, but several days prior to the
election he received word that they would not be able to come.
Their landlord had told them that if they voted as promised he

would disfranchise them, a control he would have been able to
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exercise since the statutes of the hospital prevented the tenants
from going over a mile or two out of town without leave. The
landlord, however, was not satisfied with merely thwarting the
design to vote these tenants for the opposition. On the day of the
election, he brought several of them to Coventry and polled them
for his candidate. 19

Thé witriess thought there was no doubt but that the ten-
ants had been intimidated. Such practices, he testified, were very
effective and were not at all uncommon., Parks had encountered
similar pressures during an election in Stamford, and there
", . . notices to quit had a material effect upon the voters.' A
number of Stamford electors had been forced to cast their ballots
", . . against their notorious wishes and principles.'' During a
recent election, Parks disclosed he had kept a notebook and had
registered the opinions of at least two-thirds of the voters in a
certain district. Their reasons for selecting their choices for

office did not reflect their desires or interests. Instead, the

electors had made their decisions with an eye toward the landlords

19
A description of this type of coercion is presented in

Lady Charlotte Guest: Extracts From Her Journal, 1833-1852,
edited by The Earl of Bessborough (London, 1950), p. 54. ''The
Tory landlords brought their Tenants up themselves like flocks of
sheep, and made them break their pledgewords. They absolutely
dragged them to the Poll, threatening to turn them out of their
farms unless they voted plumpers for Lord Adare. One man shed
tears on being forced to this., Although they had just been voting
against us by compulsion the poor farmers received me enthus-
iastically, and wanted to drag my carriage up the Hill, but this I
would not allow. . . ."




18

and other influences. Care had to be exercised not to alienate
those who gave them credit or others with whom they had to deal.
It was the opinion of Parks that adoption of the secret ballot
would radically alter the voting pattern of the tenants. 20

James Terrell, an election agent in Devonshire and
Exeter, confirmed Parks' opinion by testifying that intimidation
was not uncommon in county elections. He too had knowledge of
tenants who had been politically active but who had been called in
by their landlords and compelled to vote for the opposing party's
candidate. How had this been arranged? Terrell asserted that

"influence.'" By influence,

such coercion had been effected through
however, he did not mean to imply that the owners employed
direct threats, but since the tenants had no leases, the farmers
feared that if they offended the landlord their holdings would be
terminated. Such abrupt cancellation of their use of the land
would have been financially ruinous because heavy investments had
usually been made and the tenants required considerable time to
extrac‘g their capi’(:al.21 Terrell. further indicted the 1832 compro-
mise when he contended that the effort to preserve an independent

element in the counties had failed. The Whigs, as mentioned

above, had tried to maintain a group of electors to offset the £50

20Grea’c Britain, Sessional Papers, Report of the Select
Committee on Bribery at Elections, VIII (:1835), pp. 101-02,
Q. 1738_480

2llbid., pp. 157=58, Q. 2732-34.
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tenant-at-will by retaining the 40s. freehold voters. 22 Many
small freeholders, however, supplemented their limited acreages
by renting lands from lecal owners, Since these small landowners
were tied to a particular district because of their properties, they
were often more subject to intimidation than the farmer who was
only a tenant. 23 One aspect of the Whig reform, consequently,
had, contrary to expectations, served to buttress the power 'o}‘-l"‘fhe
Tory landlords.

James Skerrett, a soliciter at Wrexham, echoed the
previous charges and related how the landlords brought their ten-
ants to the poll. They ". . . bring them up to vote just like
soldiers well-drilled, headed by one of their principal tenants, and
perhaps the agent with them.' The owner frequently insured the
proper voting of the farmers by stationing himself at the end of
the polling-booth, The system, he felt, was very effective, for
he knew of few instances where a tenant voted against his Tory
landlord. The lack. of independence on the part of the tenants-at-
will, he contended, was due to the extension of the suffrage made

by the Chandos Clause of the Reform Bill of 1832, and intimated

223 Hansard, VI (1830), 690. Lord Althrop and the
Whigs had recognized that the tenants would probably be influenced
and had retained the 40s. freehold to prevent the agricultural
interest from '". . . having the whole interest in the returning of

county members. "

23Repor’c of the Select Committee on Bribery at Elections,
VIII (1835), p. 160, Q. 2763-75.
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that the resulting opportunities for coercion was an important
reason why the owners were reluctant to grant leases for long
periods of time. 24 Thus the dual nature of the Tenants' Right
issue was firmly established within three years after the passage
of the Great Reform Bill. There was an intimate connection
between the political issue of the farmers' vote and granting them
security of capital to encourage agricultural improvements.

Robert Mullen, a Medical Doctor and secretary of the
Meath Political Club in Dunshaughlin, when examined before the
Committee, stated that pointed threats were commonly directed
toward tenants and submitted as proof a letter sent by Viscount
Gormanstan to his agent with the stipulation that it be shown to
the farmers. The letter threatened:

I shall make it a point to know from you (if

there are any) the names of all such of my ten-

ants who do not wish-to- oblige me with their inter-

est, and will not go to vote., Time may come

when they want me to oblige them; we may then

fairly toss up our pretensions and strike the bal-

ance. If there are any who have refused to oblige

me by going, through a pretence of fear, I beg

you will ask them again from me, and let me know

their answer,.
Thus the tenants were warned that failure to vote properly would

result in punitive action being‘ taken against them, probably through

refusal to renew their holdings.

24114d., pp. 226-29, Q. 3951-95.

2%1bid., p. 471, Q. 8253.
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English landlords had discerned quickly that the Chandos
Amendment to the Reform Bill of 1832 afforded them a potent
political weapon., Feeling threatened, the owners hastened to
insure their continued domination in the House of Commons by
exercising their ''influence' upon their tenants-at-will., Sometimes
the threats were direct by word or letter and exercised by march-
ing their farmers to the polls, but more frequently the warnings
were veiled and unspoken. Regardless of the technique employed,
the end product remained the same. Tenants supported the poli-
tics of the landlord, and the landed gentry continued supreme in
the counties.

Control of elections by the aristocracy through intimida-
tion was not confined to the counties. It could frequently be

effectively extended to the boroughs as well. 26 Thomas Edgworth,

6Charles Seymour in his classic Electoral Reform in
England and Wales (London, 1915), p. 95, recognized the contin-
ued control of many boroughs by the landed interest. 'The appar-
ent effect of the new qualifications was to throw complete control
of the elections into the hands of the middle class, On the one
hand the strength of the purely democratic element, which had been
manifested through the ancient voting rights, was weakened; while
on the other, the power of the aristocracy was attacked by the
liberation of the close boroughs. It must be remembered, how-
ever, that the new middle class electors did not secure the control
that was predicted for them and which historians have often taken
for granted. Although they were nominally in power. in most of
the boroughs, without the fear of working class competition or the
domination of a regular patron, they often possessed no more real
power than the burgage holders who preceded them. As we shall
see, the disposal of the suffrages bestowed in 1832 was by no
means invariably in the hands of those who possessed the legal
voting qualifications; some votes were controlled by the registration
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a soliciter at Cheshire, offered pertinent witness to this type of
influence in an election in Wrexham, Derbyshire. A certain

Mr. Madocks was contesting the election in that borough with a
Mr. Wilson Jones. Madocks had been canvassing the electorate
fof several days and had received many pro