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Introduction

Thomas Hare was an eminent Victorian who has been relatively
neglected by historians of nineteenth-century Britain. He has attracted
no biographer, and infrequent mention of him commonly has been
with reference to his association with John Stuart Mill, as in biogra-
phies of Mill by Michael St John Packe, Nicholas Capaldi, and Richard
Reeves and studies of his thought by John M. Robson, Bruce L. Kinzer,
and Dennis F. Thompson.1 Among exceptions is the attention devoted
to Hare in Proportional Representation: Critics of the British Electoral Sys-
tem, 1820–1945 by Jenifer Hart, but her work has a narrow focus on
the history of electoral reform.2 Related to her approach are works by
advocates of electoral reform who have discussed Hare within the con-
text of the debate over proportional representation in twentieth-century
Britain, such as John H. Humphreys, J.F.S. Ross, and Enid Lakeman.3

Likewise, studies of electoral systems such as works by Vernon Bog-
danor, Michael Steed, and Stein Rokkan have recognized Hare but with
a limited historical perspective.4

Another exception which has a wider focus is Whigs and Liber-
als: Continuity and Change in English Political Thought by J.W. Burrow
who devotes serious attention to Hare within the context of the his-
tory of political thought from the mid-eighteenth century to the
late-nineteenth century, thereby providing a more accurate historical
perspective.5 Of a similar nature are studies of Victorian liberalism by
Christopher Harvie, Ian Bradley, and Stefan Collini,6 but these have
continued to subordinate Hare to Mill, as have surveys of nineteenth-
century political thought by Mark Francis and John Morrow, Jon Roper,
and Iain Hampsher-Monk.7 Related to such works are studies of the
concept of political representation in which regard Hare has been
recognized by Hanna Fenichel Pitkin, A.H. Birch, and Iain McLean.8

1
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2 Thomas Hare and Political Representation in Victorian Britain

Among historians of Victorian Britain, K. Theodore Hoppen has
included Hare in his survey of the period from 1848 to 1886,9 and
Lawrence Goldman has discussed him in his study of the Social Sci-
ence Association between 1857 and 1886.10 Works on Henry Fawcett and
George Howell have referred to Hare,11 David Owen has commented on
him in English Philanthropy, 1660–1960,12 and Henry Pelling has noted
him in America and the British Left: From Bright to Bevan.13 Other works of
relevance to Hare are studies of Victorian party politics by Miles Taylor,
Jonathan Parry, T.A. Jenkins, and Eugenio Biagini,14 among others, as
are studies of the Second Reform Act of 1867 by both F.B. Smith and
Maurice Cowling and of the Third Reform Act of 1884 and the Redistri-
bution Act of 1885 by both Andrew Jones and William A. Hayes.15 As the
theory of political representation formulated and expounded by Hare
concerned elections, also of relevance is the study of electoral politics
by H.J. Hanham.16

This work is not focused on party politics, or the reform acts, or elec-
tions, however, such concerns herein being of importance but periph-
eral rather than central. Nor is it a biography, although the approach is
biographical.17 Rather, it is a work on Hare as a political theorist with
emphasis on his principle of personal representation in opposition to
virtual representation which was the objective of his system of election
by the single transferable vote which he proposed and advocated dur-
ing the public debate over franchise reform from the late 1850s to the
early 1880s. The theory of Hare regarding political representation was
related to the nature and function of political parties during the period
of the gradual emergence of a democratic polity in Victorian Britain, and
attention is devoted to the rhetoric of public debate over these issues.18

In so doing, books, articles in periodicals and newspapers, speeches in
and out of Parliament, and letters by Hare and his contemporaries are
analysed within the context of the political language of their time in
an attempt to clarify their terminology and arguments.19 Although Hare
was never a member of Parliament, such contextual analysis of political
language in this work is related to high politics rather than to popular
politics.20 Thus the political ideas of Hare and his associates are treated
as having been of serious concern to political leaders, thereby relating
the history of ideas to the history of party politics.21 Without turning to
sociological or cultural theoretical discourse, this work is a study of the
relationship between Victorian political and intellectual history.

The work is in two parts, the first being a chapter devoted to a survey
of the life and work of Hare from his birth in Dorset in 1806 to his death
in London in 1891, devoting attention to his writings and activities
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Introduction 3

concerning economic and social reform. Discussed are his advocacy of
free trade in 1827, criticism of the East India Company in 1830, propos-
als for the reform of charitable endowments while in the employ of the
Charity Commission between 1853 and 1887, related proposals for the
reform of land tenure and urban housing, and observations on land and
law in India. Included are his contributions to the deliberations of the
Social Science Association as of its founding in 1857, in which year he
wrote The Machinery of Representation, his first work on political reform.
His membership of political and economic clubs and societies is recog-
nized as is his position in the intellectual aristocracy, his devout religious
belief as a high-church Anglican is observed, and the chapter concludes
with a brief account of his family up to his death.

The second part begins with a chapter devoted to The Machinery of
Representation which Hare wrote in 1857 in response to the results of the
general election of that year in which free traders and high churchmen
were defeated. His criticism of territorial constituencies within which
minorities were subordinated to majorities and his rejection of virtual
representation according to which principle electors were represented
by the members of Parliament for whom they had not voted is dis-
cussed, thereby clarifying his proposal of a national constituency and
the principle of personal representation whereby minorities as well as
majorities were to be represented by representatives for whom they had
voted by means of the single transferable vote. His proposal is compared
with the limited vote and the cumulative vote, two other electoral sys-
tems for the representation of minorities as well as majorities likewise
proposed during the period of political diffusion between the repeal of
the Corn Laws in 1846 and the formation of the Liberal party in 1859.
The arguments of Hare that personal representation would be in accor-
dance with pluralism by accommodating diversity of opinion within
political parties and would be conducive to public virtue by contributing
to increased participation of electors and greater independence of repre-
sentatives are treated with reference to Whig rather than radical political
theory. Emphasis is placed on his advocacy of personal representation as
necessary for the representation of the educated elite, or clerisy, associ-
ated with the political thought of Samuel Taylor Coleridge, an aspect of
minority representation which attracted the interest of John Stuart Mill
in his concern with the ‘tyranny of the majority’ in a democratic polity,
a concern raised by Alexis de Tocqueville in his account of American
political society and subsequently reiterated by Mill. The chapter con-
cludes with the publication of A Treatise on the Election of Representatives,
Parliamentary and Municipal in 1859 in which Hare further developed
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4 Thomas Hare and Political Representation in Victorian Britain

at some length his arguments for personal representation by the single
transferable vote, attracting the support of Mill.

The third chapter concerns the discussion of personal representa-
tion from the publication of Hare’s Treatise in 1859 to the passage of
the Second Reform Act in 1867, during which period Hare’s electoral
system was supported by Henry Fawcett as well as by Mill, the latter
advocating personal representation in his Considerations on Representa-
tive Government in 1861. The second edition of Hare’s Treatise published
in the same year was followed by a third edition in 1865 in which Hare
drew attention to the mathematical contribution of Henry Richmond
Droop and to the discussion of personal representation in Australia,
the United States, and Europe. The election of Mill and Fawcett to the
House of Commons in the general election in 1865 is considered to be
of significance, as is the death of Palmerston in the same year and his
replacement as Prime Minister by Lord John Russell, leading to a Liberal
reform bill and further discussion of Hare’s electoral system, includ-
ing by opponents such as Richard Cobden and Walter Bagehot in his
series of articles on The English Constitution. The formation of the Con-
servative ministry by Derby following upon the defeat of the Liberal
reform bill introduced by William Gladstone in 1866 was followed by a
Conservative reform bill introduced by Benjamin Disraeli in 1867. The
parliamentary debate over the reform bill is discussed with reference to
an amendment moved by Mill for personal representation by the single
transferable vote and an amendment for the cumulative vote moved by
Robert Lowe, a Liberal opponent of reform, both without success. The
subsequent amendment for the limited vote, or minority clause, moved
in the House of Lords by Cairns, a Conservative, and opposed in the
House of Commons by John Bright, a Liberal supporter of reform, as well
as by Gladstone, who defended the principle of virtual representation,
is emphasized as the operation of the minority clause in multi-member
constituencies led to further discussion of personal representation by
the single transferable vote.

Following the passage of the Second Reform Act in 1867, the focus
of the fourth chapter is on the Representative Reform Association led
by Hare from 1868 to 1874. With the financial support of Walter
Morrison, a Liberal member of Parliament, and the secretarial assis-
tance of George Howell, a working-class politician, the Representative
Reform Association disseminated information about Hare’s electoral sys-
tem. Hare’s further writings and continued participation in the Social
Science Association are discussed as are the writings of Droop, among
others, adapting to the development of political party organization by
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Introduction 5

defining proportional representation, as distinct from personal repre-
sentation, as the representation of political parties and advocating the
introduction of the single transferable vote in multi-member constituen-
cies. The Representative Reform Association was contemporaneous with
the first Disraeli ministry formed in early 1868 and the first Gladstone
ministry formed after the general election in late 1868, and during this
period discussion of Hare’s electoral system was related to debate over
the operation of the minority clause in parliamentary elections and the
application of the cumulative vote to the election of school boards intro-
duced by the Education Act in 1870. Emphasis is placed on defence of
the cumulative vote by Hare and the Representative Reform Association
in opposition to attacks on the cumulative vote by the National Educa-
tion League led by Liberals in Birmingham such as Joseph Chamberlain
who likewise opposed proportional representation. The chapter con-
cludes with the publication of the fourth and final edition of Hare’s
Treatise in 1873 and the dissolution of the Representative Reform Associ-
ation in 1874 following the general election of that year which resulted
in the formation of a second ministry by Disraeli.

Continued debate over proportional representation and Hare’s elec-
toral system from 1874 to 1884 is discussed in the fifth chapter which
focuses on the opposition to both the minority clause and the cumula-
tive vote as well as to the single transferable vote by the National Liberal
Federation, or caucus, a party organization founded in Birmingham in
1877 and led by Chamberlain, who entered Parliament in 1876. Fur-
ther writings and speeches by Hare and his supporters such as Leonard
Courtney, a Liberal in Parliament as of 1876, and by his opponents such
as Chamberlain and Bright are treated with reference to the principles of
personal and virtual representation. Debate in Parliament following the
general election in 1880 which resulted in the formation of a second
ministry by Gladstone is examined with reference to consideration of
further franchise reform, in which regard Courtney, Fawcett, and oth-
ers who favoured proportional representation were joined by Sir John
Lubbock, a Liberal in Parliament as of 1870, leading to the formation of
the Proportional Representation Society in 1884.

The sixth chapter concerns the Proportional Representation Soci-
ety from 1884 to 1888 with emphasis on the activities of Lubbock,
Courtney, and Albert Grey, a Liberal in Parliament as of 1880, with
the support of Hare, Morrison, and Fawcett. Writings by Hare as well as
by Lubbock, Courtney, and others in support of the single transferable
vote in multi-member constituencies and in opposition to virtual repre-
sentation are discussed, as are attacks on proportional representation
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6 Thomas Hare and Political Representation in Victorian Britain

by Chamberlain and other Liberals who advocated single-member
constituencies and defended virtual representation. Opposition to pro-
portional representation by Gladstone, also defending virtual represen-
tation, is treated with reference to the Liberal reform bill introduced in
1884 and the bill for redistribution of seats required by the Conserva-
tives as a condition for the passage of the Third Reform Act. Support
for single-member constituencies by Lord Salisbury, the leader of the
Conservatives in the House of Lords following the death of Disraeli
in 1881, is treated with reference to his negotiations with Gladstone,
which resulted in their agreement on single-member constituencies
and abolition of the minority clause. The parliamentary debate over
the Liberal redistribution bill during which Lubbock with the support
of Courtney moved an amendment for the single transferable vote in
multi-member constituencies and the campaign for Hare’s electoral sys-
tem conducted by the Proportional Representation Society in 1885 are
examined, followed by the passage of the Redistribution Act which pre-
cluded proportional representation and sustained virtual representation.
The chapter concludes with an attempt by Lubbock and Courtney, again
opposed by Chamberlain, to apply Hare’s electoral system to local gov-
ernment during the Conservative ministry formed by Salisbury in 1886,
the dissolution of the society in 1888, and the death of Hare in 1891.
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1
The Life and Work of Thomas
Hare, 1806–1891

‘I was at the graveside of my brother-in-law, that grand and great-hearted
old man Thomas Hare’, wrote Edward White Benson, the Archbishop of
Canterbury, in his diary on 9 May 1891 when Hare was buried at Hook
in Surrey. ‘He was the sort of man who is getting scarce, most modern
but most believing.’1

Eighty-five years had passed since Thomas Hare had been born
at Leigh in Dorset on 28 March 1806. Thus, as were many of his
eminent Victorian contemporaries such as Benjamin Disraeli, William
Gladstone, and John Stuart Mill, Hare was born during the reign
of George III. Hanoverian Britain then was at war with Napoleonic
France and was in the midst of economic and social transformation.
Population was rapidly growing and cities were steadily expanding,
although more workers continued to be employed in agriculture than
in manufacture. The enclosure of open fields was proceeding for the
extension of cultivation, threatening and radicalizing yeomen farm-
ers, and the construction of textile factories was increasing for the
mechanization of spinning if not of weaving, more hand-looms con-
tinuing in operation than power-looms. No railways yet linked the
mills of Manchester to the docks of Liverpool or to London, the cen-
tre of commerce and finance as well as of administration and legislation
for the nation and the empire. In the unreformed Parliament which
assembled in London, the landed aristocracy remained dominant in the
House of Commons as well as in the House of Lords. Likewise, the
Anglican clergy maintained the authority of the Church of England
which extended to monopoly of university education at Oxford and
Cambridge and reinforced the power of the landed aristocracy. Such
was the old order of Britain in 1806.2 Benjamin Disraeli then was
but two years of age, and William Gladstone was to be born not for

9
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10 Thomas Hare and Political Representation in Victorian Britain

another three years. John Stuart Mill was to be born two months after
Thomas Hare.

The origins and early years of Thomas Hare were more obscure than
those of Disraeli, Gladstone, and Mill, unlike whom Hare was illegit-
imate. His father was a yeoman farmer named Thomas King, and his
mother was named Anne Hare.3 In old age, as related by Katherine
Esdaile, a niece who during her childhood lived in his home, Hare
recalled his youth on the farm and ‘retained many traces of his Dorset
origin, not only in his speech . . . but also in his taste for such old fash-
ioned country dishes as black puddings, sucking pigs, and other such
eighteenth-century delicacies’. He remembered, according to Esdaile,
that in 1815, at the age of nine, he ‘had cheered the coach hung with
laurels which brought the news of Waterloo to Dorchester’.4 Nothing
is known of his elementary education, but his subsequent endeavours
suggest that at an early age he was intelligent and ambitious.

During the years after 1815, Hare left the farm in Dorset and made his
way to London where he lived amid the Inns of Court and worked as
a clerk in the office of a solicitor. Katherine Esdaile was told that ‘after
his long hours he would go out into Clare Market and buy himself two
or three pennyworth of meat, cook it himself, and then set himself to
the study of the Law’.5 He not only studied the law but also directed his
attention to the issue of free trade in opposition to mercantile protec-
tion by the Navigation Acts. Originally directed against Holland in the
seventeenth century, the Navigation Acts were commercial regulations
restricting trade in British colonies to British or colonial ships and lim-
iting enumerated British colonial goods to the British market. Frederick
Robinson, a liberal Tory President of the Board of Trade from 1818 to
1823 in the Tory ministry of Lord Liverpool, Prime Minister as of 1812,
introduced legislation to modify the Navigation Acts, a policy which
was extended by his liberal Tory successor William Huskisson, reduc-
ing commercial restrictions while maintaining colonial preference and
adopting reciprocity for European and American ships. This gradual but
definite move towards a policy of free trade had Whig support, but it was
attacked by high Tories and those in the British shipping industry who
had an interest in continuing protection against foreign competition.6

Hare agreed with the policy of Huskisson, and at one time in Liver-
pool, for which city Huskisson was a member of Parliament as of 1823,
he engaged in research in the library of the Athenaeum for the pur-
pose of writing a defence of the modification of the Navigation Acts.
His manuscript was brought to the attention of Huskisson, who encour-
aged its publication in Liverpool in 1827 as a pamphlet, The Maritime
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The Life and Work of Thomas Hare, 1806–1891 11

Policy of Great Britain, Or, An Inquiry into the Real Merits of the Late, and
the Objections to the Present, Navigation System.7 Therein Hare attacked
the critics of free trade such as David Robinson, a high Tory economist
who had denounced reciprocity in Blackwood’s Edinburgh Magazine in
September 1826.8 Hare rejected their argument that regulations such as
the Navigation Acts had been exclusively responsible for the commer-
cial development of Britain. ‘To ascribe it to any particular cause, or any
particular routine of causes’, he argued, ‘is manifestly and irrationally
wrong; yet this has been, and is, done: it is the favourite position of
the advocates of the exploded system.’9 Such was a prejudice, he added,
‘doomed to vanish before an enlightened and analytical investigation’.10

Likewise mistaken was the position that the naval power of Britain was
dependent upon the Navigation Acts, which confused cause and effect,
he claimed, commenting that ‘it is about as reasonable to ascribe the
victories of Nelson or Duncan, to the navigation laws, as it would be
to attribute those of a Wellington or a Marlborough, to the legislative
protections afforded to the woollen or cotton manufacture’.11

It was, Hare suggested, ‘unfortunate for those who argue that the
maritime power of this country is owing to the restrictive navigation
laws, that England should have been successful at sea before such laws
were introduced’, indicating that ‘English ships begun to extend their
voyages in the fourteenth century’ whereas ‘the principle of the late nav-
igation laws was first introduced in 1381’.12 Subsequent regulation had
a negative impact on British commerce during the fifteenth century, he
observed:

These circumstances operated at a particular and peculiarly inter-
esting period; when commerce was diverging from the courses to
which it had been confined for a series of centuries; and was diffusing
itself over every part of Europe: when the interchange of goods was
beginning to require an entrepôt where northern and southern com-
modities could be deposited, and from whence the largely-increasing
demands of the rest of Europe could be supplied. This was the time
chosen to restrain the trade of England, by raising an insuperable
obstacle to any rapid expansion of import and export. The tide of
commerce, thus shut out from hence, flowed to the Scheldt. Antwerp
began to advance in commercial importance, at the same period that
Hayluyt is lamenting the insignificant state of the English marine.13

‘Although the effect of the restriction had been so remote from its
object, and helped to depress what it was intended to foster and
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encourage’, he continued, ‘other circumstances, in some degree, coun-
teracted it. Manufactures increased; wealth multiplied; and trade gradu-
ally advanced.’14 Of particular significance was the building of the royal
navy in the sixteenth century during the reign of Henry VIII, which Hare
considered ‘the first and greatest step towards maritime power, which
the Government of England ever made’.15 Various circumstances in
Britain and continental Europe other than maritime regulation further
contributed to commercial development during the reign of Elizabeth
I and in the seventeenth century, according to Hare. The Civil War,
however, ‘interfered and interrupted the progress of British industry,
deranging all the relations of society, and suspending all peaceful occu-
pation’, resulting in the diversion of capital to Holland, which ‘went
to enrich, and give increased vigour to the commerce and resources
of our rivals; who were not slow to avail themselves of the advantages
which our situation presented, but seized with avidity on every branch
of British trade, which the inattention to foreign affairs on the part of
the divided authorities in this country permitted with impunity’.16 The
consequence was the introduction of the Navigation Act of 1651, which
further aggravated the adverse situation, he argued:

The regulations of 1651, doubtless, augmented the commercial ship-
ping of England; they acted as an antidote to an evil that ought not
to have been suffered to exist. The restraints, inconveniences, and
oppressions, to which trade was subjected, had driven it, in a great
measure, from our shores and our shipping; an additional restriction
was therefore necessary to exclude foreign vessels, as far as possible,
from that portion of trade which could not be alienated. Our com-
merce was thus bound up and delivered, as a sacrifice, not to the
real interests of shipping, but to the rigid exaction of a revenue, by
imposts on every foreign article, on the misconceived, short sighted,
or obstinate adherence to early notions of national policy. It will not
be said that the wisdom of legislation is evinced by an undeviating
continuance in any particular system, but by devising the attainment
of the greatest attainable good. The previously existing difficulties in
the way of foreign trade were not diminished, but, on the contrary,
increased, and the meed of applause must, in justice, be denied to the
framers of this celebrated and much lauded system.17

‘It is universally admitted’, he added with reference to the American
Revolution in opposition to mercantile regulations in the eighteenth
century, ‘that, as a free and divided people, the United States of America
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have been of more commercial advantage to Great Britain than they
ever could have been under the operation of the previous existing trade
laws and exclusions’.18

Meanwhile, Hare emphasized, the removal of the regulations of
guilds, charters, monopolies, and companies had been beneficial to the
development of British commerce:

This state of commercial oppression was no sooner ameliorated than
the commerce of the country rose, from its inherent buoyancy, to
a triumphant eminence, and carried with it the means to maintain
the rank to which it arrived. The British empire was extended far and
wide. Territories lost in the west were more than regained, at least in
extent, in the east. The sphere of British industry was enlarged; new
channels for our manufactures appeared; and prosperity was diffused
through every public interest. Is this to be attributed to the navigation
laws? Surely not. Its source is to be found in the activity, the industry,
the perseverance of the British people, – to the free institutions of the
country, by which these qualities are encouraged and rewarded.19

‘As eloquently expressed by Burke’, Hare noted, quoting from the
speech On Conciliation with America delivered by the Whig philosopher
in Parliament in 1775, ‘ “It is the spirit of the English constitution,
which, infused through the mighty mass, pervades, feeds, unites, invig-
orates, vivifies, every part of the empire, even down to the minutest
member.” ’20 Drawing on the reports of the Select Committees of the
House of Commons on Foreign Trade from 1820 to 1822, Hare examined
the consequences of the changes in regulations for fisheries, coast-
ing trade, colonial trade, and European, American, African, and Asiatic
trade, and concluded that ‘all the changes adopted were not only jus-
tifiable, but indispensable, and that there is no foundation on which
to charge the Government with inattention to the public welfare as
concerned in the “shipping interest” ’.21

The Maritime Policy of Great Britain reflected the influence of Whigs
rather than of radicals, although Hare made no reference to the defence
of free trade by the Whig philosopher Adam Smith in An Inquiry into the
Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations in 1776. Smith had considered
the Navigation Acts to be justified for defence but not for commerce,22

however, and likewise Hare was in agreement with Smith that free trade
was in conformity with natural law, as he indicated in The Maritime
Policy of Great Britain: ‘It is impossible to consider the commercial rev-
olutions that have taken place in modern times without feeling how
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insignificant are all internal or international regulations, when adverse
to the laws of nature: – laws which are not, indeed, within the puny
grasp of human legislators.’23 Hare was in agreement with Smith also
in that he was an empiricist, as he emphasized in The Maritime Policy
of Great Britain: ‘Evidence must be founded on observation or exper-
iment, and to the degree that observation or experiment includes all
the points and circumstances comprehended in a question, and gives to
each its due weight, – is the evidence bearing on the question more or
less perfect.’24

The radical economist David Ricardo likewise had defended free trade
in On the Principles of Political Economy and Taxation in 1817 but unlike
Smith had been a rationalist rather than an empiricist.25 So had been
James Mill, the radical disciple of the utilitarian philosopher Jeremy
Bentham, who had urged Ricardo to write his work on political econ-
omy. In his Essay on Government in 1820, a reply to an attack by the
Whig philosopher Sir James Mackintosh in the Edinburgh Review in 1818
on the defence of universal suffrage by Bentham in his Plan of Parliamen-
tary Reform, in the Form of a Catechism in 1817,26 Mill had argued that a
system of government and a programme of reform could be deduced
from abstract principles of human nature.27 In opposition to Mill, the
Whig essayist Thomas Babington Macaulay was to reply in the Edinburgh
Review in 1829 that a system of government and a programme of reform
should be induced from concrete examples of human experience.28 Such
empiricism was the methodology employed by Hare in his defence of
the liberal Tory economic policy of Huskisson in The Maritime Policy of
Great Britain in 1827.

In the same year in which Hare wrote The Maritime Policy of Great
Britain, Liverpool suffered a stroke and was replaced as Prime Minis-
ter by the liberal Tory Foreign Secretary George Canning, a political
ally of Huskisson. Canning died within months, however, and in a
brief Tory ministry formed by Frederick Robinson as Viscount Goderich,
Huskisson moved from the office of President of the Board of Trade to
that of Secretary of State for War and the Colonies, but he resigned
shortly after the high Tory Duke of Wellington became Prime Minis-
ter in January 1828. Hare, admitted to the Inner Temple in November
1828,29 wrote to Huskisson in January 1830 a long letter intended for
publication in which he returned to the issue of free trade and attacked
the East India Company.30 Incorporated by charter under Elizabeth I in
1600, the company had lost its trade in the East Indies to the Dutch
East India Company in 1623, and during the seventeenth century it
had exported textiles from India. As the Mughal Empire fell during the
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eighteenth century, the company rose to dominance in India, establish-
ing its supremacy by force of arms with the defeat of the French East
India Company and consolidating its control of Bengal in 1765. As the
company grew, however, it fell into debt and was accused of corrup-
tion, and by legislation in 1778, 1784, and 1793 Parliament introduced
a system of dual control whereby the authority of its directors was sub-
ordinated to a Board of Control appointed by the government. When its
charter was renewed in 1813, the company lost its monopoly of trade
in India but not of its trade in China. Its charter was due to be renewed
again in 1833, after which its monopoly of the China trade was to be
ended in 1834.31

In his letter to Huskisson in 1830, Hare likened the East India Com-
pany to ‘an overgrown plant’ which was ‘noxious to the surrounding
verdure’ and suggested that ‘whatever obstacles may oppose the total
abolition of the present incorporated India Company, they are much
less formidable than the other difficulties which stand in the way
of its entire, or even partial continuance’.32 Removing restrictions on
trade with China as well as with India, he predicted, would result ‘in
increasing the exportations from these countries, and consequently the
importations therefrom, thereby greatly diminishing the sale price of
tea and other articles, and augmenting their consumption, from which
a considerable addition to the revenue may be reasonably expected’,
contributing to ‘some improvement in the aggregate amount of the pub-
lic income’.33 He emphasized that there were other considerations of
equal if not greater significance, however, such as the ‘effectual admin-
istration of justice which has so large a share in the internal polity of
every civilized nation’, in which regard he contended that ‘the Com-
pany’s government in India is lamentably deficient. The number and
constitution of the courts and judges which are distributed through-
out that country, as compared with the number and character of the
people, is of itself enough to demonstrate the utter insufficiency of the
judicial system.’34 With regard to ‘the improvement of the people’, he
continued, ‘the government of the East India Company is repugnant,
for the direct effect of such improvement must be to qualify the natives
of India for responsible offices, and at the same time, to awake them to
a just resentment for their exclusion’. Such exclusion he considered to
be ‘tyrannical’, observing that ‘after so prolonged a struggle to eradicate
it from our domestic policy, it is proper to look with great suspicion on
every argument urged to justify its continuance in more distant British
dominions’.35 The interests of the East India Company were ‘adverse to
that melioration of character which is the foundation of happiness and
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prosperity in a people’, he asserted. ‘The duty of Great Britain is there-
fore to extend the means of instruction and improvement to the natives
of India, in order to inspire them with that moral elevation which is the
highest qualification for public functions, and by means of which the
people of the former country may be relieved from the fear of ministerial
influence, not unreasonably entertained.’36

Accordingly, Hare advocated abolition of the system of dual control
and unification of the directors of the East India Company and the
Board of Control, such a unified India Board to have responsibility for
‘all those duties and powers at present entrusted to its two constituent
parts separately’ and to have ‘power of appointment to all offices in
India’.37 Europeans could be appointed to such offices, he suggested,
as should be the natives of India. Referring to ‘the testimony of emi-
nent men that the people of India are highly capable of improvement’,
he claimed ‘we are therefore justified in entertaining a hope that as
knowledge and intellectual and moral improvements advance in that
country the place of the India Board may be supplied by legislative
councils at the respective seats of government, and who may possess
modified powers, and be composed of the chief Europeans and most dis-
tinguished natives in conjunction’.38 Such ‘introduction of the natives
to responsible civil authority and to the functions connected with the
administration of internal government, must have the effect of pro-
moting the diffusion of those civil virtues, on which all our hopes of
their improvement are necessarily founded’.39 ‘To rule these territories
through the medium of a company of merchants is to promulgate to
the world that our institutions are too weak to sustain the weight which
time has imposed upon them’, he concluded. ‘Another system of policy
and of government is demanded: – one that is more consistent with the
prosperity of commerce, the welfare of the people, and the dignity of
the crown.’40

This attack on the East India Company by Hare was consistent with
his defence of free trade in The Maritime Policy of Great Britain, but
his views were in opposition to those of James Mill, who had been
employed by the East India Company as assistant examiner in 1819 and
was appointed as chief examiner in 1830. In his The History of British
India published in three volumes in 1817, Mill had denigrated Hindu
society and culture as primitive and inferior and had proposed subordi-
nation of the native population to utilitarian law and administration.41

This radical rather than Whig means of reform was rejected by Hare,
who in his letter to Huskisson in 1830 emphasized recognition of civic
virtue and participation of the native population in the governance of
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India. His letter was not published, however, and what hope Hare may
have entertained of employment by Huskisson was dashed in September
1830 when Huskisson was killed in an accident at the opening of the
Liverpool and Manchester railway.42

After the death of Huskisson, Hare intended to become a barrister, an
increasingly significant route to professional status in the early nine-
teenth century,43 and he was called to the bar in November 1833.44

Between 1833 and 1841, during which period Victoria succeeded to the
throne in 1837, Hare practiced in the Court of Chancery which, under
the jurisdiction of the Lord Chancellor and Vice-Chancellors, applied
the principle of equity to the execution of common law in cases such
as those of trusts and estates.45 As a Chancery lawyer, Hare wrote A
Treatise on the Discovery of Evidence by Bill and Answer in Equity, which
was published in London in 1836 and was praised by James Wigram,
a Chancery lawyer and bencher of Lincoln’s Inn, in his Points in the
Law of Discovery which also was published in 1836.46 From 1841, when
Wigram became a Vice-Chancellor, to 1853, Hare reported in the courts
of Wigram and Vice-Chancellors George James Turner and William Page
Wood. Meanwhile, in collaboration with Henry Iltid Nicholl and John
Monson Carrow, Hare edited two volumes of Cases Relating to Railways
and Canals Argued and Adjudged in the Courts of Law and Equity which
were published in 1840 and 1843, reflecting the transportation revolu-
tion, some 6000 miles of railways being opened in Britain between 1830
and 1850. Between 1843 and 1858, eleven volumes by Hare of Reports of
Cases Adjudged in the High Court of Chancery were published and gained
an authoritative reputation among equity lawyers.47

When in 1853 the Charity Commission was created by the Charitable
Trusts Act, establishing a board of commissioners under the jurisdic-
tion of the Court of Chancery for the purpose of inquiring into the
administration of endowed charities,48 Hare quit the bar and took a post
as a charity inspector,49 his occupation for some 20 years thereafter. In
1872, in which year he became a bencher of the Inner Temple, he was
appointed as an assistant charity commissioner with a seat on the board,
and he remained in that position until he retired in 1887.50 As a char-
ity inspector, Hare submitted to the board of commissioners numerous
extensive reports. Those from the 1850s to the 1870s on the parochial
charities of the City of London provided a foundation for the work of
the Royal City Parochial Charities Commission chaired by the Duke
of Northumberland which reported in 1880 and led to the Parochial
Charities Act of 1883,51 and those in the 1860s on the charities admin-
istered by the twelve ‘Great Companies’ provided a foundation for the
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work of the Royal Commission on the City of London Livery Compa-
nies chaired by Lord Derby before which Hare gave evidence in 1882
and which reported in 1884.52 According to David Owen, Hare was ‘a
marvelously capable and acute investigator’ who ‘combined the quali-
fications of sound legal training, industry, and judgment with a much
rarer speculative gift. He could dig out and arrange the facts on a group
of charities as ably as any other investigator, but that was never the
end. . . .Unlike others whose profession is inquiry, Hare did not hesitate
to criticize and generalize.’53 Owen observes that ‘in his imaginative out-
look and his understanding of the worth of private philanthropy in an
increasingly complex and democratic society, Hare was an exceedingly
persuasive advocate of a more flexible charity policy’.54

During the 1850s, Hare undertook a campaign for the reform of
endowed charities. He often encountered resistance to his suggestions
for the improvement of the application of endowments, in particular
for the purpose of the education of the poor, such improvement in
many cases necessitating the diversion of endowments from their orig-
inal purposes. This was the case in 1855, when he drafted a scheme for
the reform of charities in the city and parishes of Salisbury, as he later
explained, ‘for combining and appropriating them to what appeared to
me better objects, and those chiefly educational’.55 His scheme ‘met with
objections from several of the parochial clergy and others’, he added,
being ‘described even as an improper and unjust diversion of funds from
purposes to which the founders had dedicated them’.56

In a public letter to the Mayor of Salisbury in 1856, in which he
quoted from The Christian and Civic Economy of Large Towns published in
three volumes between 1819 and 1826 by Thomas Chalmers, a Church
of Scotland minister and reformer who had combined evangelicalism
and political economy,57 and from the utilitarian Principles of Political
Economy with Some of Their Applications to Social Philosophy published
in two volumes in 1848 by John Stuart Mill,58 Hare wrote in defence
of a revision of his scheme that whereas certain charities in Salisbury
were ‘applied to a considerable extent in aid of the rates, and therefore
for the benefit of the rich rather than of the poor’, his scheme would
‘apply them in future in the education of the children of the poor and
in preparing them for a career in life above the state of pauperism into
which their parents have fallen’.59 ‘The result of the facts I have been
able to gather is’, he observed, ‘that notwithstanding all the charities,
the great mass of the poor in Salisbury are not in a better condition
either physically or morally, than in other places where the endowed
charities, if any such exist, are insignificant in amount.’60 He argued
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that ‘if the poor are to be raised from this condition of misery, it must
be by the application of some remedy which shall not feed but cure
the political or social disease from which they suffer’.61 It was neces-
sary to ‘distinguish alms from charity’, he insisted, ‘that which consists
in merely following the directions of deceased persons with respect to
property of which the State has permitted them after their deaths to reg-
ulate the disposition, from that which is really charity or the fruit of a
sacrifice made by one for the good of another’.62 He asserted:

Reason and experience teach that the more we multiply standing
and permanent foundations for supplying the poor with the ordi-
nary necessaries of life, without that labour which is the lot of man,
the more we relax exertion and perpetuate indigence and its atten-
dant evils; and, on the other hand, that the more we leave the supply
of such necessaries to the operations of industry, and apply our per-
manent endowments for purposes which cannot have corrupting
tendencies, such for example as those which fit the poor man bet-
ter for the duties and rational enjoyments of life, and encourage and
enable him to improve his condition, so much the more are we likely
to raise him in the scale of being and promote his truer welfare and
happiness.63

Drawing attention to an account of continental technical education
by the chemist Lyon Playfair published in 1852,64 Hare proposed a
scheme of education whereby charities would contribute to the funding
of schools for the poor, the effect of which would be, he explained,

that at least the number of fifty boys, the most acute and intel-
ligent of the children of the poor, of the ages of twelve and
upwards, shall be constantly under instruction of a much higher kind
than that which is commonly given in any elementary school, –
instruction enabling them ultimately to enter on employments as
assistants to engineers, builders, architects, machinists, artificers on
railways, and public works, or in manufactories and workshops of
all kinds, – with a degree of preparation and a knowledge of the
principles of science which will not only render it easy for them
to obtain engagements, but will also most materially facilitate their
progress towards the position and advantages of artificers. It is not
in the city of Salisbury alone that there are grounds for hoping
that schools of this kind may be established. Institutions of a like
nature connected with each other will, there is little doubt, arise in
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other parts of England, all of which may be associated with some
metropolitan institution, which may again be in communication
with the conductors of public and private works in all parts of the
world.65

His scheme, he argued, not only would satisfy ‘the intention of the
founders of the charities, which was to better the condition of the
poor’ but also would relieve ‘the anxiety of the middle classes to avail
themselves of all thoroughly valuable educational establishments, when
they are brought within a reasonable cost’, meanwhile further serving
the interests of the city as ‘weekly or quarterly boarders from the sur-
rounding country may become a source of profit for many families in
Salisbury’.66 The presence of children of the middle classes, he added,
might ‘inspire the poor with an emulation which will tend to relieve
the classes immediately above them of an oppressive burden by attack-
ing pauperism at its source’.67 The method of selection of the trustees of
charities was also a concern, Hare indicated, for

even if it were certain that no political bias would ever interpose,
the very ragged to political impartiality is most likely to lead to the
selection of trustees not because they are persons in all respects best
suited for the office, but because they fairly balance and represent the
political parties into which a borough may happen to be divided. A
member of the body who knows that he has been elected on party
considerations or as the representative of certain opinions may not
unnaturally think himself bound to attend to party considerations
or claims in the distribution of the charities, and this there is every
reason to fear is frequently the case. . . .The possession of the qualities
of sound judgment, enlightened intelligence, adequate leisure and
active benevolence should be the ground of the appointment, and
the question of whether their possessor be a Whig, Tory, or Radical is
a foreign and disturbing element in the consideration.68

Although charities would be combined by his scheme, the trustees
would be selected at the local level, he emphasized, for ‘the inhabi-
tants of Salisbury must be the most capable of judging of the merits of
their own townsmen, and therefore the appointment should be made
by them. I can see no necessity for resorting to any central or other
authority; in fact, the proposal . . . is the reverse of centralization.’69

Hare observed that parliamentary legislation was necessary for the
implementation of his scheme, but he was not optimistic about the
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prospect, he indicated, for ‘Parliament can only be expected to act at
the instance of and upon arguments addressed to it by a minister or
public functionary’, and given the diversity of the various charities and
the extent of the vested interests, ‘however future generations may do
justice to the statesman who shall direct his labours to this subject, he
will probably gain little or no present popularity’.70 ‘The adversaries of a
better system of administering charitable trusts take comfort at the dif-
ficulties which stand in its way’, he complained, but he concluded that
‘it may be hoped that any who desire to see such improvement will not
relax their exertions, or be wholly discouraged in their endeavours to
obtain it, although it has nothing but reason and the public good in its
favour’.71

In the following year, at a conference on the education of the chil-
dren of the working class held in London in June 1857, presided over by
Prince Albert, Hare proposed that endowed charities for the apprentice-
ship of children be reformed to make funds available for their education
in schools. During the previous 50 years there had been changes ‘in
the state of society, and in the manner of life of the trading classes’, he
indicated. ‘The apprentice in most trades was formerly taken into his
master’s house, and became a member of the family’, but ‘this custom
has almost ceased to exist’, narrowing ‘the range of choice of employ-
ment’ and placing the apprentice ‘in such a situation as will enable him
to live with his parents or relations’. Consequently, he observed, the
apprentice was ‘under the control of the master only during the hours of
employment, and too often partially liberated from that of his parents’,
circumstances in which he was ‘apt to abuse the freedom, and misem-
ploy the leisure which he has not learnt how to use’.72 Further, he found
‘in many trades, and with the most respectable masters, that a tolera-
bly instructed boy will be taken and immediately employed at wages,
when no premium will be accepted, and that a boy who has had less
elementary teaching will not be taken on any terms’.73 ‘In the agricul-
tural parishes especially, there is an extremely narrow range of trades’,
he commented: ‘Little security exists that the boy shall be taught his
trade. In great numbers of cases the business is given up; the master and
apprentice separate, or the boy runs away, and no efforts are made to
compel him to serve out his term of apprenticeship, and for any useful
purpose to the child the premium is lost.’74 He added that he entertained
‘personally strong opinions’ on ‘the right of the state to modify the uses
of its charitable endowments’,75 and in his conclusion he referred the
members of the conference to the reform of charities proposed in his
letter to the Mayor of Salisbury.76
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In October 1857, Hare went to Birmingham for the inaugural congress
of the British National Association for the Promotion of Social Science,
also known as the Social Science Association. Modelled on the British
Association for the Advancement of Science, which had been founded in
1831, the Social Science Association held annual week-long congresses
and special meetings in various cities throughout Britain from 1857 to
1886, providing a national forum for public discussion of social issues
and publishing the papers read thereat in annual volumes of Transac-
tions and Sessional Proceedings. Most of the members of the Social Science
Association were also associated with the Liberal party founded in 1859,
and many were members of Parliament.77

At the congress in Birmingham in 1857, Hare read a paper, ‘On the
Application of Endowed Charities in the Improvement of the Educa-
tion and Condition of the Poor’, in which he commented on ‘selected
examples of endowments metropolitan, provincial, and rural, which
exist, and have either been productive of evil or are barren of good,
and yet which stand in the face of great social wants and miseries,
which they might contribute to supply or ameliorate’.78 He attacked
the cy près doctrine of strictly adhering to the original intention of the
founder of a charity as ‘wholly delusive as a principle of jurisprudence,
and without any value as a principle of social economy’, advocat-
ing that ‘as a judicial principle’ it be ‘authoritatively abolished’.79 He
argued:

In order to ascertain the method of rendering these charities the
most useful, we stand in need not of technical rules such as those
of the cy près doctrine which the Court of Chancery professes to
observe, but of principles which can only be elicited after profound
and careful examination, and which this society may perhaps suc-
ceed in eliciting. They can only be the result of slow and cautious
experiment.80

He argued further that ‘the very excellence of our political institutions
for their chief purpose, the protection of individual rights’ was an obsta-
cle to ‘placing the community, and especially the poor, in possession
of the advantages which these charitable endowments might afford’,
observing that ‘the just, but necessarily narrow, principles which gov-
ern private rights are often inapplicable to communities the conditions
of which are constantly undergoing change’.81 Those ‘alarmed’ at ‘cen-
tralization’, he commented, would do well to ‘consider the nature of
the objection, and where the danger in each case truly lies’.82 Such
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reform was a political concern, Hare emphasized. For there to be ‘any
improvement in the law on this subject’, he indicated, it was necessary
for Parliament to give to it ‘more deliberate consideration than it has
hitherto done’.83 That Parliament did not devote sufficient attention to
the subject was in his opinion a demonstration of the necessity for the
reform of political representation.84

Meanwhile, following the general election in April 1857 in which the
supporters of the Whig ministry of Viscount Palmerston had increased
their majority in the House of Commons, Hare had written a pamphlet,
The Machinery of Representation, published shortly thereafter, in which
he had criticized the election results and had proposed the reform of
political representation by adoption of an alternative electoral system
of the single transferable vote for provision of personal representation.
During the following year, he further developed his proposed reform at
greater length in a book, A Treatise on the Election of Representatives, Par-
liamentary and Municipal, which was published in January 1859.85 In so
doing, Hare initiated a campaign for proportional representation which
he conducted from the 1860s to the 1880s within the context of the
debates over the extension of the parliamentary franchise to the urban
working class by the Second Reform Act in 1867 and to the rural working
class by the Third Reform Act in 1884.86

Hare continued to address the issue of the reform of endowed chari-
ties as well as the issue of the reform of political representation during
the 1860s and 1870s. During these years, he continued to participate in
the deliberations of the Social Science Association, serving as a member
of the executive committee,87 and membership of the Athenaeum in
London placed him in contact with leading men of letters.88 In 1865,
he was elected a member of the Political Economy Club at a meet-
ing attended by William Gladstone,89 and in 1870 when the Radical
Club was founded by Liberal members of Parliament and the intelli-
gentsia such as John Stuart Mill, Hare was elected a member at the
first meeting.90 Meanwhile, further editions of his Treatise were pub-
lished in 1861, 1865, and 1873, and while a member of the London
committee of the London National Society for Women’s Suffrage,91

from 1868 to 1874 he was the President of the Representative Reform
Association founded to propagate his proposed reform of political
representation.92

That the reform of political representation was related to the reform
of endowed charities was emphasized by Hare when he gave evidence
before the Commission on Popular Education chaired by the Duke
of Newcastle in April 1860.93 An obstacle to the reform of endowed
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charities for the purpose of the provision of popular education, Hare
indicated in his evidence, was the ‘present state of political institu-
tions. You would never get the authority of Parliament to enable it to
be done’.94 He observed that ‘if a bill is brought in, it must be brought
in by the Government’, and when asked by Newcastle if ‘in matters pos-
sessing but little general public interest, local interests prevail, and either
prevents the introduction of a bill for effecting those schemes or defeat
the bill if introduced’, Hare replied ‘certainly’.95

When the Law Amendment Society, founded in 1844 and absorbed
by the Social Science Association in 1863,96 appointed a committee
to inquire into the functioning of the charitable trusts in 1861, Hare
was a member of the committee and wrote the report which reflected
his views.97 One of the recommendations in the report was that ‘the
purposes and administration of all charitable trusts should be liable
to revision, and to a dedication to new charitable objects at the end
of a definite period’, suggesting a period of 30 years.98 Another of the
recommendations was ‘to transfer the present powers of the Charity
Commission to a Committee of the Privy Council, and confer upon
it such powers as shall be necessary for the proper government and
periodical supervision of charities . . . as the exigencies of society may
require’.99 ‘Such a Committee’, Hare wrote, ‘may be expected to take
a larger view of the general as well as the particular interest concerned’,
giving to a charity ‘such a new direction as shall appear most for the
general good.’100

Hare reiterated his views at the congress of the Social Science Asso-
ciation held in London in June 1862 when he read a paper, ‘The Laws
Controlling or Regulating the Perpetual Dedication of Property for Pub-
lic or Charitable Purposes’, incorporating quotations from John Stuart
Mill’s two-volume A System of Logic published in 1843 and from the
third volume of Edward Gibbon’s The History of the Decline and Fall of
the Roman Empire published in 1781, both with regard to a need to ele-
vate human character. ‘A revision of charitable objects, from time to
time, according to the opinions and wants of society, is not a novel
principle’, Hare argued, referring to the suppression of religious houses
for the foundations of All Souls College in Oxford in the fifteenth
century and St John’s College in Cambridge in the sixteenth century,
among others, ‘not to speak of the houses suppressed some years later
by Wolsey’.101 Hare had ‘no respect’ for the Mortmain Act of 1736 which
restricted devises of land to charitable trusts, however, commenting that
it was from ‘almost before the dawn of that economic science which
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has disclosed the several functions and operation of the selfish and
sympathetic principles in the order of Divine Providence . . .when the
political world had neither the deep sense of personal and national
duty which animated the age of Hooker, nor the calm and philo-
sophical appreciation of results taught by Adam Smith’.102 ‘The law
of England, as it present stands’, he concluded, ‘is inconsistent and
incongruous, and a reproach to the jurisprudence of an enlightened
nation’.103

At the Social Science Association congress held in Edinburgh in
October 1863, in which year a proposal by William Gladstone as the
Chancellor of the Exchequer in the Liberal ministry of Palmerston for
the taxation of endowed charities had been defeated in the House of
Commons in May,104 Hare read a paper, ‘The Injustice and Impolicy of
Exempting the Income of Property, on the Ground of Its Charitable or
Meritorious Employment, from the Taxation to Which Other Like Prop-
erty is Subject’. Charities had been exempted when the income tax had
been introduced from 1799 to 1816 and reintroduced in 1842. Then,
Hare observed, ‘the annual grants for the education of the poor were
still insignificant compared to what they now are’, whereas ‘we have
now arrived at a more accurate knowledge of the extent of these estates,
of their rapidly increasing value, and of the place which they really fill
in the true educational and eleemosynary institutions of the empire’.105

Therefore, he indicated: ‘With the statistics now at its disposal, it is not
possible that Parliament in the conscientious performance of its duties,
as the guardian of the public from unnecessary and improper taxation,
can escape the deliberate consideration of this important subject.’106 The
exemption of charities from taxation, which involved ‘taking money
compulsorily from the people at large’,107 was ‘impolitic and unjust’, he
argued:

It is the constitutional policy of the country that the expenditure of
the public money, the produce of general taxation, shall be under the
control of Parliament. But here we have a vast and constantly increas-
ing sum annually withdrawn from the public purse, not only without
the control of Parliament, but without any revision of control what-
ever, and governed by the arbitrary will of an indefinite number of
private persons. Except to a comparatively small extent, it is applied
to objects which may have been useful in past generations, but are
not those to which the voluntary bounty of the present day chiefly
directs itself.108
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Hare was likewise critical in his report on Christ’s Hospital in the City of
London submitted to the board of the Charity Commission in 1864, in
which he commented:

An inquiry made by a Department of the State into the results of
this great endowment cannot, it appears to me, be properly confined
to the mere consideration of the amount of benefit which it confers
upon any individual or special objects, but should also endeavour
to ascertain whether it be to any and what extent beneficial to the
nation at large. It is the recognized duty or policy of the State to
provide means for the education of the destitute classes, and to assist,
and to some extent, as in factories, enforce, that of the children of
the poor. . . .The object of the State is to dispel that ignorance which
it justly regards, not only as a public evil but as a public danger.109

He claimed that Christ’s Hospital, which had been founded by Edward
VI in 1552, ‘has long ceased in any degree to supply this public
exigency’,110 and he concluded:

Whether the estates of Christ’s Hospital shall be administered for the
benefit of a small number of favoured persons, or for the poorest
classes and the common weal, is a question which the Gover-
nors themselves cannot authoritatively determine, which cannot be
decided by any Court of Justice having jurisdiction over trusts, or
by the opinion or recommendation of any executive department. It
must depend upon the action of the legislature, prompted by the
public judgment and conscience.111

Two years later, in evidence given before the Schools Inquiry Commis-
sion chaired by Lord Taunton in February 1866,112 Hare expressed his
opinion with reference to endowed schools ‘that our present mode of
dealing with them is very imperfect and very inefficient’,113 and he
further attacked the cy près doctrine as ‘really perfectly arbitrary and
unmeaning’.114 He repeated his criticism of Christ’s Hospital, claiming
that its funds had been diverted from the education of the ‘destitute
classes’ for which they were intended to the education of the ‘middle
classes’,115 and in conclusion he remarked that ‘as far as concerns char-
ity, power is given to every age to do its own duties, and it is better
that it should itself do them. There is, however, scope enough for the
employment of the present endowments to bring up the long arrears of
neglect.’116
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Later in the same year at the Social Science Association congress held
in Manchester in October 1866, Hare read a paper, ‘What Conditions or
Limitations Ought to be Imposed upon the Power of Disposing in Per-
petuity of Property, Real or Personal, for Charitable or Other Purposes?’,
reiterating his opposition to the cy près doctrine and advocating that
the state have the power ‘to change and modify the disposition of all
endowments at the end of a certain period after their foundation’ in
the interest of the ‘public welfare’.117 His principle was, he explained,
that ‘every man, woman, and child in the kingdom is, in relation to the
state, entitled to an equal share of its production and its benefits; and in
the framing of impartial laws, must be regarded with equal respect and
tenderness’,118 adding:

I look upon it as radically unjust in the state to set aside or reserve a
part of the permanent wealth of the country to the special benefit and
maintenance of particular classes, or the objects of special patronage
and favour, with the purpose of giving them an advantage over oth-
ers less happily situated or connected. Private property and private
beneficence may be bestowed according to the prejudices and partial-
ities of the giver; but the state has no prejudices or partialities. The
inequalities of hereditary fortune, the varieties of natural endowment
of mind and body, the more or less perfect education and culture by
parents and teachers, create infinite diversities in the condition of
mankind. The great multitude of every people must begin and pursue
the race and toils of life with slender powers and resources, and must
accept its more painful labours and lower rewards. But it seems to me
cruel for the state to permit the establishment and maintenance of
permanent endowments, that increase the pressure with which for-
tune, and nature, and accident, bear upon the masses of the people,
aggravating their difficulties by diminishing their chances of emerg-
ing from them, in the degree in which exceptional advantages are
given to the favoured classes.119

In the following year, in ‘Charitable Endowments in Their Relation to
the State and to Public Taxation’ in the Fortnightly Review in August 1867,
Hare argued that there was ‘little hope of any legislation really useful on
the subject of charitable endowments, unless the national conscience
can be awakened, and a healthy sense of public duty aroused’.120 Two
years later, he further emphasized the public responsibility of endowed
charities and the need for action by the state in ‘Public and Private Prop-
erty Considered as to Its Legal Conditions’ in two parts in the Fortnightly
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Review in March and June 1869, arguing that ‘new social combinations
and difficulties, and new necessities of rule and organisation, are con-
stantly arising, for which it is the business of those who watch over the
public welfare – if there be any authority charged with that duty – to
provide’.121 Such was the duty of the legislature rather than the judi-
ciary, he claimed, referring to an observation by the jurist Sir Henry
Maine in his Ancient Law: Its Connection with the Early History of Society
and Its Relation to Modern Ideas in 1861 that ‘the causes of change in the
laws of property are to be explained by the history of jurisprudence, and
not by its philosophy; and that in progressive societies “social necessi-
ties and social opinion are always more or less in advance of law” ’.122

Hare complained that

it is a grave reproach to a government and legislature, possessing all
that accurate information which statistics on every subject afford,
with their eyes open to the lamentable condition of vast masses of
the population, that session after session should be allowed to pass,
not only without making, but without any substantial step or effort
towards making, the vast public property of the kingdom applicable
to the improvement of the condition of its necessitous classes, and
that it should all be left in its present chaotic condition, to be dealt
with in innumerable fragments, by the trifling and futile proceedings
of separate suits, in the absence of any rational principle of appropri-
ation, or any principle which even pretends to regard as its first and
main object the true and only central idea of all endowments, the
public good.123

‘The right and power of the state to resume and alter the destination
of all public property, whoever may be its administrators’, he added,
‘carries with it the duty of exercising this power when the public welfare
demands it’.124 Quoting Edmund Burke in his Reflections on the Revolution
in France in 1790 that ‘endowments are the products of enthusiasm;
they are the instruments of wisdom’, Hare argued that ‘there can be no
endowment which may not be made to contribute, directly or indirectly,
to the moral or physical amelioration of the condition of the people’.125

Later in the same year at the congress of the Social Science Associa-
tion held in Bristol in October 1869, Hare read a paper, ‘What Limits
Ought to be Placed by Law to Charitable Endowments?’, which David
Owen considers to have been ‘an impressive and prophetic statement
of the role of charitable trusts in social advance’.126 With reference to
discussion of the reform of the endowments of charities by charity
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commissioner Arthur Hobhouse, Robert Lowe, the Chancellor of the
Exchequer in the Liberal ministry of William Gladstone, and John Stuart
Mill, Hare observed that ‘there seems to be a general concurrence of
nearly all who have considered the subject, that whatever their value
or utility at the time of their creation, the watchful eye of some inde-
pendent authority is always necessary to prevent their mischief and
abuse’.127 Indicating that the congress itself was ‘a proof that to arrive
at something like a science of the causes of the miseries and evils that
modern civilization appears either to bring with it or to fail in remov-
ing, is not regarded as desperate or hopeless’,128 he suggested that the
Endowed Schools Act of that year, which under the Gladstone min-
istry in response to the Taunton Schools Inquiry Commission created a
commission responsible for the reform of endowed schools, ‘hampered
though it may be by restrictions on its operations, we may yet hope is
an important initiative of a rational system’.129

In the Fortnightly Review in March 1870, in which year the Educa-
tion Act under the Gladstone ministry established universal elementary
education in England and Wales and introduced elected school boards
with taxation authority for the provision of schools where necessary,130

Hare further discussed the relationship between public and private prop-
erty in ‘Estates of Endowments as Instruments of Industrial and Political
Education, Co-operative Labour, and Economical Improvement’. ‘It does
not seem to have occurred to any one that in dealing with public estates,
such as endowments, whatever the purposes may be for which the net
produce is designed’, he claimed, ‘the method of deriving that produce
should be so regulated by the State as to be made of the greatest pos-
sible benefit to the greatest number of people’.131 For the purposes of
‘qualifying the people for the work and the duties which new condi-
tions of society impose upon them, or for leading to a reconciliation
of the interests of those who hold in their hands the accumulations
of the past, and of those to whose labour must be owing the pro-
ductions of the future’, he advocated ‘the creation of co-operative
associations and industrial partnerships, that give the labourer a direct
and perceptible interest in the result of his work’.132 Public property
was available for these purposes, he argued, but the state should pro-
vide the public with ‘knowledge of the estates and property which it
possesses, where they are to be found, and their value and capacity
of improvement, together with access to such estates, in the opportu-
nity of competing on fair terms for their occupation’.133 Such would
provide a useful subject of study in schools, he suggested: ‘We have
here a method of technical education of incalculable value, increasing
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the practical knowledge, cultivating the taste, and raising the aspira-
tions of the youthful labourer.’134 ‘Such an education will prepare the
way for the establishment of co-operative associations for every kind of
productive work’, he concluded: ‘To be leaders and pioneers in such a
movement in the great work of the world is an ambition worthy of the
elite of our working men; and if the opportunity for such a career be
offered, there is no reason to doubt that in every class such men will
be found.’135 He reiterated his argument in a paper, ‘On the Study of
the Condition and Capacity of the Lands of Endowments and Other
Public Estates, as Means of Teaching History, Topography, and Political
and Social Economy, and of Introducing Technical Instruction’, which
he read at the Social Science Association congress held in Newcastle in
September 1870.136

Meanwhile the views of Hare in this regard led him to partici-
pate in the co-operative movement led by Christian Socialists such as
J.M. Ludlow and Edward Vansittart Neale, and Hare was a member
of the arrangement committee of the first Co-operative Congress held
in London in June 1869,137 at which he read a paper, ‘The Claims of
Co-operative Societies to the Use of Public Land for Agricultural and
Building Purposes’. ‘It is not too much to say that there are hundreds
of thousands of acres of land adapted to Co-operative farming’, he
observed, ‘which would open an entirely new sphere to agricultural
labourers, if they were afforded a fair chance of occupying it on the same
terms on which it is now let to capitalists’,138 and he suggested: ‘It seems
obvious that nothing is more important to the progress of Co-operative
labour, than obtaining for it an equal right of competition for the occu-
pation, both for building and agricultural purposes, of all the lands in
the kingdom dedicated to public uses.’139

Subsequently, Hare became a member of the Land Tenure Reform
Association founded by John Stuart Mill in 1871 with the objectives
of the abolition of ‘remains of feudality’ such as primogeniture and
the provision of public land for co-operative agriculture.140 Address-
ing these issues, Hare read a paper, ‘On Lands Held by Corporations,
and on the Policy Either of Their Alienation or of Providing for Their
Management with Regard to Public Utility’, at a meeting of the Social
Science Association held in London in January 1873 in which he com-
mented, with reference to land laws such as the Mortmain Act, ‘It must
be clearly seen that they have been produced and governed by consider-
ations entirely political or social, and in no respect economical. In their
political aspects they have always taken the shape which expressed the
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sentiments of the governing classes.’141 Political considerations contin-
ued to be significant, he claimed, as were protected local vested interests.
With reference to ‘the mass of the people’, he observed, ‘so little is
known in most parishes or districts, except by the actual holders, of
the terms on which the land in and around them is held, that there
is scarcely any opportunity for competition, and no encouragement for
association or for co-operative effort’, for which reason he advocated the
establishment of ‘some means of knowing what lands in their neigh-
bourhood they can have any chance of renting. . . .The district agent,
or overseer, might be an officer of the local government, avoiding thus
all objection of centralization, and he would act under the eye of the
institutions to which he is accountable, as well as of the public.’142

Related to the issues of the reform of endowed charities and land
tenure reform were the issues of the reform of urban housing and local
government reform which Hare addressed during the 1860s and 1870s.
Unlike when Hare was born, Britain during these years was more urban
than rural, more workers being employed in manufacture than in agri-
culture. In central London, the population had doubled between the
1820s and the 1850s, but had not been accommodated by correspond-
ing construction of housing for the working class. Rather, housing was
demolished to make land available for the construction of railways,
docks, and buildings for commerce, finance, and administration. Con-
sequently, the working class was displaced while remaining dependent
on residence in central London for employment, thereby resulting in
overcrowding and deteriorating conditions.143 As of the 1860s the prob-
lem was severe, and various solutions were proposed including the
regulation of sanitation, the provision of transportation between cen-
tral London and the suburbs, and the construction of model dwellings
such as undertaken by the Metropolitan Association for the Improve-
ment of the Dwellings of the Industrious Classes, which had been
founded in 1842, and the Peabody Trust, a philanthropic foundation
of the American financier George Peabody who had settled in London
in 1837. Sanitary regulation was inefficient and suburban transportation
was impractical, however, and the rents of the Peabody Dwellings were
beyond the resources of the poor.144

Hare addressed the issue in 1862 in a series of six letters published
in The Times which were collected in a pamphlet, Usque ad Coelum:
Thoughts on the Dwellings of the People, Charitable Estates, Improvement,
and Local Government of the Metropolis, which was published in the same
year. ‘The wretched dwellings of the lower classes of the metropolis,
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owing mainly to the insufficiency of the number of dwellings for the
working population and decent poor, which forces whole families to
content themselves with a single room’, he asserted, ‘are the sources
of demoralization and misery beyond human calculation’.145 Charities
in London were numerous, and their endowments were increasing in
value, he observed, but ‘the classes for which they were designed for
the most part live elsewhere, and the ingenuity of lawyers has been
ransacked to discover a cy près method of extending funds for which
lawful claimants were daily diminishing’.146 He recognized the contri-
bution of the Peabody Trust,147 but he acknowledged that investment
in model dwellings such as those built by the Metropolitan Associa-
tion was ‘no temptation for capitalists’.148 Also he dismissed ‘schemes
for covering the environs of London with villages of workmen, from
which they are to be carried in and out of town by workmen’s trains’ as
‘it would be the way to perpetuate the fatal divisions of class which are
already our misfortune and reproach’.149 The Apostle, he commented,
‘exhorts Christians, as brethren and members of the same body, to
a mutuality and care for one another’,150 whereas ‘hundreds of thou-
sands of our people, for generation after generation, must be victims of
the evil before the principle of demand and supply could work out a
remedy’.151

Hare argued that it was possible to provide adequate housing ‘even to
three or four times its present extent’ and to enable ‘every family and
person earning an average livelihood, and desirous of having a decent
home, to obtain one within the compass of their pecuniary means’.152

Such homes, he continued, ‘may be so constructed as to give them light,
air, ventilation, and freedom from everything offensive or noisome’,
and their inhabitants would have ‘the benefit of every contrivance by
which invention has been able to husband or lessen domestic labour;
whilst the division and arrangement of the rooms would afford to every
one some opportunity of retirement and of mental culture’.153 Space
‘for such vast constructions as would be necessary’, he indicated, was
available in London ‘mile after mile, on a level with the roofs of the
low and squalid houses that cover the ground on every side’, space
which ‘belongs to the owners of the ground beneath’.154 Among such
owners were charities, ‘much of the accumulated and growing wealth
of the old endowments’ of which ‘have lost their immediate and spe-
cific objects’,155 he claimed, and he calculated that ‘it would, perhaps,
be no exaggerated estimate to compute the property in such trusts and
in mortmain at a fourth of the whole area’.156 ‘In dealing with estates so
dedicated to public and charitable purposes’, he emphasized,
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it is not too much to require an attention to the general welfare,
which, in the case of private owners, must be left to their individual
conscience. The principle of an enlightened policy or jurisprudence
may step in and supply that moral responsibility which it is difficult
to attach to, or divide amongst, bodies of persons where the indi-
vidual will may be overruled by the will of a majority. In such cases
the first question should be, not how to snatch the greatest profit
from the estate, without regard to the effect on the public or on the
neighbourhood, but how the greatest amount of general good can
be obtained consistently with a proper and reasonable regard to the
specific good which the donor of the estate has pointed out. This is
nothing more than a principle on which individual conduct should
be governed.157

Accordingly, he proposed that the estates of such charities be appropri-
ated for the provision of housing for the poor, housing which would
have ‘commodious shops’ on the ground floor, above which on the first
and second floors would be ‘the residences of the tradesmen’, above
which on the third floor would be ‘handsome apartments with all the
accommodation and privacy of separate houses, for the educated por-
tion of the less wealthy classes’, and above which on the fourth, fifth,
and sixth floors would be ‘dwellings of more or less accommodation,
each floor separately approached by two convenient staircases at oppo-
site extremities of the block, and leading to convenient passages or
galleries, upon which the apartments open’. The corridors would be
lighted and ventilated ‘through openings front and back, and partly
from above’, and there would be ‘joint and ready access to wash-houses
and baths, and in the summer to a kitchen which may be used in
common by several families, to store-rooms for furniture on occasions
of removal to a distance, and other advantages’.158 That the occupiers
should ‘become the proprietors of their own dwellings, however small
they may be’, he added, ‘the new buildings should be sold in separate
tenements, or chambers, like the property of the inns of court, with all
legal facilities to render them readily marketable and transferable’.159

The authority necessary to appropriate the property of charitable
estates for this purpose was inadequate under the indirectly elected
Metropolitan Board of Works created by the Metropolis Local Manage-
ment Act of 1855, Hare argued, and he proposed that the jurisdiction
of the City of London be extended to include metropolitan London and
that the legislative authority of the municipal government be expanded.
The reconstituted municipal government would consist of the Lord
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Mayor and a Council of 150 members directly elected, half by the pro-
prietors and half by the occupiers according to the system of the single
transferable vote proposed in his Treatise.160

Hare addressed the issue further in ‘Ideal of a Local Government
for the Metropolis’ in Macmillan’s Magazine in April 1863 in which
he argued that ‘the million of the poorer labouring classes should be
enabled to obtain decent, healthful, and cheerful dwellings, in the place
of the dens of squalor and filth in which they are now for the most part
forced to live – the natural haunts of intemperance and vice, among
which are the “guilt gardens,” and the nurseries of crime’.161 Members of
Parliament were limited in their ability to come to terms with the com-
plexity of interests at the local level, he claimed, while the metropolitan
government was a ‘chaos of powers’:

Every parish struggles to exclude every other from participation in
its endowments – every set of trustees is jealous and antagonistic to
every other set. . . .This want of community of feeling and object is
the greatest obstacle to progress in improving the condition of the
labouring classes in our great towns; and the only remedy seems to
be the strengthening and expansion of local government by uniting
directly, through a system of real representation, all these sectional
bodies, and thus giving them an interest in harmonious action which
shall rouse and cultivate the feeling of common duty and common
sympathy for their entire city and all its people.162

With reference to his proposed London municipal government, he
suggested that in the Council

scope might be found for the employment of all the varied talents
and genius of a large body of public-spirited men, in which the
acquirements of science, of study, and of travel, and the knowledge
and experience of practical life, may be enlisted and employed in
promoting the public welfare. The Council would be an admirable
school of preparation for the business of the Imperial Legislature.163

Such municipal councils in cities other than London, he added, ‘shall
everywhere evoke the highest intelligence and public spirit, and, pos-
sessing the public confidence, shall be powerful agents in all works of
social amelioration’.164

The issue was addressed by Hare also at sessions of the Social Science
Association. At a session held in London in February 1866, he read
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a paper, ‘An Improved Constitution of Local Governing Bodies, and
on the Legislation on Local Subjects which may be Safely and Bene-
ficially Transferred to Them’, which incorporated a draft bill ‘for the
election of the Lord Mayor and the council of London, and for vest-
ing in them the local government of the metropolis’.165 Observing that
‘the more closely the condition and wants of society are examined, the
more clearly it will be seen to be necessary that our cities and towns
should be everywhere entrusted with the most comprehensive pow-
ers for public improvement, and for the promotion of every beneficent
object, educational, moral, and physical, within their boundaries’,166 he
emphasized: ‘Nothing perhaps at this moment more seriously affects
the educational and moral condition of the great masses of the pop-
ulation in our cities and towns than the state of their dwellings.’167

Among those who participated in the discussion of his paper were
James Beale,168 a radical who in the same year founded the Metropolitan
Municipal Reform Association,169 and John Stuart Mill,170 who as a Lib-
eral member of Parliament for Westminster as of 1865 was a member of
the Select Committee on Metropolitan Local Government before which
Hare appeared in May 1866 when he gave evidence primarily concern-
ing the single transferable vote.171 Four years later, he addressed the issue
again at a session of the Social Science Association held in London in
June 1870 when he read a paper, ‘On the Constitution of Municipalities
and Local Governing Bodies for London and Other Towns and Districts’,
in which he summarized the evidence he had given before the Select
Committee on Metropolitan Local Government.172 After another four
years, at a session of the Social Science Association held in London in
November 1874, he read a paper, ‘The Construction of a Municipality
for the Metropolis’, commenting on a bill ‘for creating a comprehen-
sive governing body for the metropolis’ drafted by the Metropolitan
Municipal Reform Association. ‘The stronger and more efficient all
our local municipalities and local governing bodies can be made’, he
stated, ‘the more perfect will be the reign of law, and the submission
of all classes to its just and impartial rule’,173 and ‘the noble work
of providing fit habitations for the labouring population’, he argued,
‘would be greatly facilitated by such a consolidation of municipal
power’.174

Other issues which Hare addressed during the 1860s concerned impe-
rial affairs, contributing ‘On the Development of the Wealth of India’
to Macmillan’s Magazine in April 1861. In Bengal in 1859, peasants
had revolted against British planters who were forcing them to cul-
tivate indigo against their interests, and a commission appointed by
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the Viceroy, Lord Canning, in 1860 had reported in support of the
peasants against the planters.175 In Macmillan’s Magazine in 1861, Hare
wrote that the government discouraged the investment of British capital
and expertise which he considered essential for the economic develop-
ment of India. ‘The factories of Europe wait with impatience for the raw
materials of India’, he observed. ‘A deficiency in the supply of cotton
might imperil the industry, and almost the existence, of multitudes.’176

He advocated the abolition of the covenanted system of the civil ser-
vice, which excluded ‘all those whose parents are unable to afford them
an expensive education, and all self-taught men’,177 and the admission
of those with ‘knowledge of India and of the special duties required,
and acquaintance with native languages’.178 Further, he advocated the
elimination of central authority, the establishment of local authority,
and the provision of separate Indian and British courts: ‘The native
magistrates being elected by the native communities, and no longer
appointed by the Government, there ceases to be anything invidious
or unjust in reserving the decision of every case in which the person
or property of the European is concerned to European judges.’179 ‘Little
will probably be done until the whole Indian service shall be placed
on a different footing, and the legislative body shall have a represen-
tative character’, he concluded. ‘Ruinous as the late acts of the Bengal
Government have been to individuals, if they should, by attracting pub-
lic attention to the system, sound its knell, there will be a national
gain.’180

The larger issue of the relations between Britain and the empire was
addressed at the congress of the Social Science Association held in Bristol
in 1869, responsible self-government having been extended to Australia,
New Zealand, and Canada. In a paper read by Hare, ‘What Ought To
Be the Legal and Constitutional Relations between England and Her
Colonies’, he asserted that ‘I yield to no one in a desire to preserve the
integrity of the empire’ and emphasized that ‘the principle with which
I set out is that the basis of the Imperial Union must be one of entire
equality’.181 He considered the proposal by Adam Smith in 1776 that
the colonies be represented in Parliament to be ‘impractical, as involv-
ing constitutional changes, the recasting of our representative system,
its constant adaptation to the new growth of colonial population, and
other changes of vast importance for which the public mind is wholly
unprepared’, but adding that ‘I will not venture to say the time will
not come when even this vast change may be accomplished’.182 Mean-
while, as of 1869, Hare proposed that the colonies be represented in the
cabinet:
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Let it be immediately open to every one of the self-governed com-
munities, through its constituted ministry, to present to the Crown
any member of such ministry, to be nominated by Her Majesty as
her Secretary of State for the affairs of that country; the minister thus
appointed would reside in London, and form a constituent part of
the British cabinet. He would be present at the discussion of all impe-
rial questions, be one of the Privy Council, and be in all respects on
an equality of rank with other members of the cabinet.183

Likewise, he added: ‘The maturity of condition thus recognized involves
the selection by each colony of the representative of the Crown within
it.’184 Further, he proposed that the constitution of the legislatures,
including ‘the abolition of a second chamber altogether’, and the
judiciaries of the colonies be ‘according to their discretion’.185 ‘The
solitary exception to perfect equality’, he indicated, ‘will be the fact
that the seat of the sovereign and the supreme government will be in
England’.186

During the 1880s until his retirement in 1887, Hare continued to
address issues of political and social reform.187 During these years, his
earlier writings on the reform of London municipal government were
collected and reprinted as a pamphlet in 1882,188 and in March of
the same year, he gave evidence before the Royal Commission on the
City of London Livery Companies chaired by Lord Derby.189 In June
1884, before the Royal Commission on Housing of the Working Classes
chaired by Sir Charles Dilke, a Liberal member of Parliament for Chelsea,
Hare gave evidence and discussed Usque ad Coelum.190 Meanwhile, amid
debate over parliamentary franchise reform, Hare attended a private
meeting held in London in January 1884, which resulted in the for-
mation of the Proportional Representation Society. Subsequently, under
the leadership of Sir John Lubbock and Leonard Courtney, Liberal mem-
bers of Parliament for the University of London and for Liskeard, the
Proportional Representation Society advocated the adoption of the sin-
gle transferable vote, in defence of which the last writings by Hare were
published in 1885.191 In that year, he summarized the objectives of his
public career in his response to an enquiry published as Why I am a
Liberal:

Because I desire to introduce into our institutions, laws, and social
condition, every principle and practice which can promote – and
eliminate such as impede – the profitable industry and happiness of
the greatest number of the people, and at the same time scrupulously
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to preserve all that can help to combine and associate together the
different classes in mutual love and reverence.192

Throughout his public career, Hare made his home at Kingston-upon-
Thames in Surrey. He married his first wife, Mary Samson, in Dorset in
1837, and when she died in 1855, she left him with eight children.193

Marian, the eldest, married William Andrews, a local clergyman, and
wrote on Italian art and literature under the pseudonym ‘Christopher
Hare’. Sherlock followed in the footsteps of his father, being admitted
to the Inner Temple and called to the bar, preparing a second edition
of A Treatise on the Discovery of Evidence by Bill and Answer in Equity
published in 1876, and writing on proportional representation.194 Alice
married John Westlake, later Whewell Professor of International Law at
Cambridge, participated in the women’s suffrage movement, advocated
women’s higher education, and was elected a member of the London
School Board.195 Katherine married Lewis Clayton, later Bishop of Leices-
ter, and Lydia married his brother Charles Clayton. Herbert became
an engineer in China, and Alfred became a farmer in New Zealand.
Lancelot, the youngest, became a lieutenant governor of Eastern Bengal
and Assam.

In 1872, Thomas Hare married his second wife, Eleanor Bowes
Benson, and their only child, Mary Eleanor, died suddenly of menin-
gitis at the age of eight in 1883.196 As Eleanor was a sister of Archbishop
Benson, Hare may be said to have been a member of the ‘intellectual
aristocracy’ identified by Noel Annan.197

Another member was Henry Sidgwick, later Knightbridge Professor
of Moral Philosophy at Cambridge, whose sister Mary was the wife of
Archbishop Benson and whose wife Eleanor, later Principal of Newnham
College in Cambridge, was a sister of Arthur Balfour, later Conservative
Prime Minister from 1902 to 1905, whose mother Lady Blanche was
a sister of Lord Salisbury, thrice Conservative Prime Minister between
1885 and 1902. Thus it was within the family when Henry Sidgwick
wrote to Arthur Balfour in 1888 in an unsuccessful effort to have Hare
made a Companion of the Order of the Bath (CB) on the grounds of ‘his
influence on political thought’ and ‘his valuable work for 34 years as
Inspector of Charities for the Charity Commission’, adding: ‘As regards
his claim as a political thinker, Courtney writes to me that “Hare’s pres-
ence in the Public Service has been an honour to it in the same way if
not in the same degree as J.S. Mill’s presence was.” ’198

A.C. Benson, a son of Archbishop Benson and later Master of
Magdalene College in Cambridge, remembered Hare in the 1870s as
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an extremely handsome and distinguished-looking old man, his face
pale and bronzed, an aquiline nose, clean-shaven, showing a firm-
lipped mouth and well-developed chin, his eyes blue and kindly, the
whole face deeply-lined and furrowed, a little nervous twitch about
the right eyelid, with a fine, upstanding shock of snow-white hair;
the look of a man who had worked hard, thought hard, and suffered,
but full of quiet kindliness.199

His hands were ‘rather rugged and laborious-looking’ and his voice was
‘rather thin and weak’, Benson added. ‘He was certainly a very silent
figure – few words and much to the point, not intervening in talk
until further abstention from speech would have been embarrassing,
an omniscient man, dismissing a complicated subject with a modest
definiteness.’200 Katherine Esdaile was to remember Hare as ‘a small man
with a head of a singularly noble and leonine character’ who ‘wore a
high open collar, a black satin stock with a pearl pin in it, dark trousers
strapped under the foot, and a buff waistcoat, over which his eyeglass
dangled from a watered silk ribbon. I never saw a man more point-device
in every way.’201

The Hare family home at Kingston-upon-Thames was Gosbury Hill,
the farmhouse of which was designed by Hare and described by
A.C. Benson as ‘a very curious, irregular building, at all sorts of levels,
with an old front covered with wisteria, a pleasant sunk flower-garden,
carved out of the rising ground, the whole overtopped by a not very
dignified tower, of yellow brick with a pointed slate roof’.202 The tower
‘was approached by a steep ladder’, he remembered, and ‘the tiny sun-
warmed room at the top, with its four dusty slits of windows, was fitted
up with wooden shelves, a deal table, and a sink, as a little chemical
laboratory for a son of his’.203 Scientific interest did not displace reli-
gious devotion, however, for unlike some contemporaries following the
publication of On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection by
Charles Darwin in 1859, Hare retained his faith. He added to Gosbury
Hill a chapel for daily family prayers, and while the chapel was being
built, according to Katherine Clayton, neighbours thought the fam-
ily to be Roman Catholic. ‘This however was not the case’, she later
explained. Hare was ‘simply a devout Churchman who had been very
much influenced by the Tractarian Movement of that time and was anx-
ious to bring up his children in the same views’.204 Thus A.C. Benson
characterized him as ‘a devout, old-fashioned High-Churchman’ whose
‘general aspect’ was ‘of an aged and distinguished ecclesiastic. Prop-
erly arrayed, he would have made a noble and courtly prelate.’205 The
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chapel, as Benson remembered it, ‘had some quarries of grisaille glass,
a reading-desk for Mr Hare, little Gothic seats down each side, encaus-
tic tiles, and bare brick walls, with, I think, a dim religious picture or
two’.206 Rooms were added to Gosbury Hill as the family grew, Katherine
Clayton recalled, and the house was ‘full of books, to which all had
access, and were encouraged to use. Mr Hare took great interest in the
education of his daughters and directed it, reading to them himself and
being read to by them every evening, explanation and discussion always
following.’207 Her sisters Marian and Alice, she noted, were ‘sent to a very
good school in Paris, from which they returned with a perfect knowledge
of the French language, which they imparted to the rest of the family,
to the very great advantage of them all.208

Among visitors to Gosbury Hill were John Stuart Mill and Helen
Taylor, his stepdaughter, who came from their home at Blackheath
when in England. Although ‘the household of Gosbury Hill was one
brought up in an atmosphere of genuine religious feeling’, Katherine
Clayton remembered, ‘never by one word or look did Mr Mill do any-
thing to raise doubt or difficulty in the minds of those he met there’.209

In turn the Hares visited the Mills at Blackheath where they met oth-
ers such as John Morley, the Liberal editor of the Fortnightly Review, and
George Grote, the philosophic radical historian and advocate of parlia-
mentary reform.210 Another visitor to Gosbury Hill was Henry Fawcett,
the blind political economist and Liberal member of Parliament for
Brighton and then Hackney, who came from Cambridge accompanied
by his wife Millicent Garrett. Emily Davies, an advocate of women’s
suffrage and a founder of Girton College in Cambridge, visited as a
friend of Alice Westlake, and the controversial ecclesiastic John William
Colenso, Bishop of Natal, visited as a friend of John Westlake. Viscount
and Lady Amberley were guests, as was the Irish historian W.E.H. Lecky.
The French socialist Louis Blanc was a visitor, and an American visi-
tor was Simon Sterne, a lawyer who in New York was an advocate of
personal representation by the single transferable vote.211

Thomas Hare left Gosbury Hill following the death of Eleanor in 1890
and moved to London where he lived in Chelsea near to Alice and
John Westlake until his death at the age of 85 on 6 May 1891. In the
Academy on 16 May, John Westlake wrote that ‘his memory will live as
that of a man who strove, and not without success, to leave the world
considerably better than he found it’.212
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2
Personal Representation and the
Clerisy, 1857–1859

‘The avenues to the House of Commons are so constructed, that no
amount of political knowledge, official experience, or public service, –
no personal standing, elevation of character, or integrity of purpose, can
ensure or preserve to its possessor a seat in the legislature’, Thomas Hare
wrote in The Machinery of Representation in response to the results of
the general election in April 1857, ‘and the history of a few past years
teaches the further and even more mortifying lesson, that the absence
of all such qualities does not exclude the man who is without them’.1

The 1857 general election was conducted during a war between
Britain and China which was pursued by the Liberal ministry of Vis-
count Palmerston. In March, Palmerston had been defeated in the House
of Commons on a motion against the bombardment of Canton moved
by Richard Cobden, a radical member for the West Riding of Yorkshire,
which had been supported by Whigs including Lord John Russell, mem-
ber for the City of London, Tories including Benjamin Disraeli, member
for Buckinghamshire, and liberal Tories including William Gladstone,
member for Oxford University, who had supported the liberal Tory
Prime Minister Sir Robert Peel in the abolition of the Corn Laws in
1846 which had split the Tory party between free traders and protection-
ists. Palmerston was vindicated, however, when his supporters increased
their majority in the general election in April.2 The number of uncon-
tested constituencies was high, 129 returning 223 members in England
alone and 219 returning 333 members in the United Kingdom as a
whole.3 The election was dominated not only by the issue of the war
with China, however, but also by the issue of political representation.
Whigs loyal to their party and deferential to their constituents were
returned whether or not they supported the war, while dissident radicals
were defeated. Among the Whigs, Russell faced a challenge in the City
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of London, where his candidacy was repudiated by the London Liberal
Registration Association, which protected the interests of the East India
Company, but he defended his seat and was returned.4 Among the rad-
icals, however, Cobden was defeated in Huddersfield, where he stood
rather than in the West Riding of Yorkshire, and his ally John Bright,
who was in Italy at the time of the poll, was defeated in Manchester.5

Gladstone stood unopposed as a liberal Tory and retained his seat for
Oxford University,6 but the Peelites were reduced to insignificance in
the House of Commons.7 High churchman as well as free traders were
defeated.8 In ‘The New Parliament and Its Work’ in the Quarterly Review
in the month of the election, Gladstone, a high churchman as well as
a free trader, characterized the House of Commons as ‘shorn of many
intellectual ornaments and of much moral strength . . . marshalled, as to
the majority of its members, under the flag of a Minister whom nobody
can dislike personally or can respect politically’.9

In The Machinery of Representation, Hare, as a free trader and a high
churchman, attributed the results of the 1857 general election to the
electoral system, which had been reformed in 1832 when the Great
Reform Act passed under the Whig ministry of the 2nd Earl Grey had
extended the franchise to the middle class in industrial cities such as
Birmingham and Manchester, although redistribution of seats contin-
ued to favour the landed aristocracy. The Great Reform Act had applied
a £10 household franchise in boroughs throughout the United Kingdom
and had extended the 40 shilling freehold franchise to £10 copyhold-
ers and long leaseholders and to £50 occupiers and short leaseholders
in counties in England and Wales, other qualifications having been
applied in counties in Scotland and Ireland. The reform of the fran-
chise had doubled the electorate in England and Wales in the interest
of the middle class, although registration procedures remained com-
plex. In addition, the Great Reform Act had disfranchised 87 boroughs
in England in whole or in part, or 143 seats, and had enfranchised
22 double-member boroughs in England, including Birmingham and
Manchester, and 21 single-member boroughs in England and Wales,
the remaining 78 seats having been redistributed among counties in
England and Wales and boroughs in Scotland and Ireland. Within
the United Kingdom as a whole, the consequence of the redistribu-
tion of seats had been to reduce the representation of England and
to increase the representation of Wales, Scotland, and Ireland. Within
England alone, the consequence had been to reduce the representation
of the south and to increase the representation of the north so as to
adjust to the shift of population associated with industrial expansion
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but to reduce the representation of the boroughs and to increase the
representation of the counties in the interest of the landed aristocracy.10

According to Hare in The Machinery of Representation, however, the
electoral system as distinct from the franchise had remained unchanged
by the Great Reform Act. After the extension of the franchise and the
redistribution of seats in 1832, the 658 members of the House of Com-
mons had continued as before to represent territorial constituencies,
or places rather than persons, and to be elected within boroughs and
counties by pluralities if not majorities of voters. Territorial constituen-
cies within which minorities were subordinated to majorities originated
when Parliament was formed in the late thirteenth century, he indi-
cated with reference to the View of the State of Europe during the Middle
Ages published in two volumes in 1818 and in three volumes in 1855
by the Whig historian Henry Hallam.11 Medieval transportation was dif-
ficult and communication was limited, Hare observed, turning to The
History of England from the Accession of James II published in four volumes
between 1848 and 1855 by the Whig Thomas Babington Macaulay for
examples of the extent to which both remained limited in the early eigh-
teenth century.12 The Great Reform Act which had preserved territorial
constituencies had been passed before the considerable improvements
in transportation and communication in the early nineteenth century,
Hare emphasized:

The members now living of the parliament which passed the Reform
Bill, would themselves probably confess that they had not then fore-
seen the England of 1857, with its cities and towns stretching daily
farther and farther into the country; and the powers of the air con-
verted into its servants and messengers, and almost overcoming time
and space; whilst the visibly improving character of literature which
is brought within reach of the poorest, shews that the general tone
of thought is rising, though far more slowly than might be wished. It
is no reproach to the reformers of 1832, that they did not propose a
scheme of representation which has been made desirable or possible
only by subsequent changes that none could then have realised, even
if they had seen them dimly shadowed in the future.13

Boroughs and counties were ‘arbitrary divisions’, he claimed.14 ‘They
were no doubt once necessary. When the knights, citizens, and burgesses
were called together, they could only be summoned from the counties,
cities, and boroughs where they were to be found.’ In 1857, however, ‘we
almost need the aid of a Fellow of the Society of Antiquaries to explain to
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us what the words knight, citizen, and burgess mean. Many places have
even more entirely than the persons or offices lost their distinguishing
significance.’15 Further, he added: ‘If the political privileges of the mod-
ern boroughs are recommended by no historical associations, they seem
still less deserving of regard on the ground of the moral benefits they
confer on the bodies entrusted with them.’16

The results of the 1857 general election demonstrated ‘not that the
people fail to appreciate public virtue’, Hare argued, but

that, in constructing their electoral machinery upon a model origi-
nally framed in a society wholly different from that in which we live,
they have succeeded in binding together in electoral bodies those
who cannot – and in separating those who could act in harmony,
until they are, as individuals, prevented from following the dictates
of their understanding. Doubtless, many men, deservedly high in all
that entitles them to the respect of their countrymen, find their way
into parliament, or the system would not have lasted until now; but
let every elector, or every one who might become an elector if he val-
ued the privilege, consider how much the fact of his being worthily
represented is dependent upon accident, and how much upon his
own choice.17

Within territorial constituencies, he added, choice was limited further
by political organizations, pointing to

the secret strings by which the machine is pulled. A few persons,
whose motives, it may at least be said, are far from being always the
most worthy, meet, perhaps, in some political club, – perhaps, in this
or that obscure office, and settle not indeed who the voters shall elect,
but who alone they shall have the opportunity of electing. . . .A con-
test is, however, got up, and many electors are satisfied with the
exercise of a power of choice between two candidates, of whom it
may, perhaps, be said that the only difficulty in estimating their com-
parative merits is – the inappreciable quantity to be found in either.
Whether those who are undeceived look on in shame or scorn, the
result is the same. It would be vain to invite another competitor in a
field already preoccupied.18

The ‘undeceived’, he continued, ‘may take no part in the proceeding,
but the law inexorably says that the man who happens to have the most
votes, – however repugnant to them all his sympathies or opinions may

 

mailto: rights@palgrave.com


Personal Representation and the Clerisy, 1857–1859 47

be, – is nevertheless their representatitve’.19 Were such electors in sepa-
rate territorial constituencies to attempt to combine their votes to elect a
candidate ‘who shall faithfully represent them’, he complained, ‘the law
says, – “No; the constitution would be imperilled if you and your friends
outside the line were allowed to coalesce in voting. The constitution has
nothing to do with your opinions or wishes. It abhors minorities.” ’20

As the electoral system subordinated minorities to majorities, it also
encouraged an ‘unhealthy antagonism’ between social classes, according
to Hare: ‘There are two sides only, and the poorer and less taught elector,
having no option but one or the other, is led to fear that he may betray
the interests of his class if he do not take the side most popular with
that class.’21 ‘Both sides’ were in a ‘false position’, he argued:

If, instead of taking up this hostile attitude, the opinions and sym-
pathies of the elector were appealed to from many sides – for many
sided all great subjects are – the lines in which the several classes
are now marshalled would be broken, the ranks would mingle, and
we should find the poorer and less educated elector uniting with his
wealthy and intellectual neighbour in support of the same candidate
with whom they on some point feel in common; an union, more-
over, which would often not end there, but would serve as a nucleus
of harmony and concert in other things.22

In this regard it was of particular concern to Hare that ‘in the present
state of education’ the majority was ‘the least instructed’ and was as
likely as not to vote ‘in a manner adverse to the public welfare’.23 For an
example he referred to Finsbury, a double-member borough in London
enfranchised in 1832 which in the general election in 1857 returned
Thomas Slingsby Duncombe and William Cox, both radicals and sup-
porters of Palmerston.24 Had Finsbury been a borough before 1832 and
had the candidates been Adam Smith and John Wilkes, Hare suggested
that

there is no doubt the latter would have been the choice of the
majority. Neither the religious zeal of Islington, nor the learning of
Lincoln’s Inn, would have saved the former from being obliged to
acknowledge as its representative a man whose life was notoriously
immoral, nor the latter from a like recognition of one who had per-
plexed and defied the Chief Justice in open court, and had succeeded
in casting ridicule upon the law itself.25
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It did not, he emphasized

follow that because, from the state of popular education, the major-
ity is especially liable to error, that, therefore, it ought not to be
entrusted with the franchise; but it does follow that means should
be provided for giving the minority its full weight. The destiny of the
nation ought not to be placed at the mercy of the majority, without
that hearing to which the minority is entitled.26

‘To deny this’, he added, ‘would be to assert a principle which is surely
not less than suicidal to the understanding of the nation’.27

All four of the candidates who contested Finsbury in the general elec-
tion in 1857 were Liberals, and that over half of the electors in Finsbury
did not vote Hare attributed to the electoral system. The Finsbury elec-
tors either ‘thought the senatorial talent to be gained or lost by a
preference of any candidate to the others would be so small that it
was not worth a visit to the polling booth’, he suggested, or ‘enter-
tained opinions of which none of the candidates were the exponents;
or the indifference of the absent electors might be owing to both of
these reasons’.28 Those who did not vote included ‘vast numbers who
are second to no other body of people in love for their country, and in
the clearness with which they are able to comprehend its interests’, he
observed. ‘These more and more entirely absent themselves from the
elections, as the representation of their opinions becomes more and
more hopeless.’ He considered such electors to be ‘unrepresented’.29

It was implicit in The Machinery of Representation that Hare rejected
the principle of virtual representation whereby representatives repre-
sent those by whom they have not been elected. Related to the concept
of tacit consent which John Locke distinguished from the concept
of express consent in the second of his Two Treatises of Government
published in the late seventeenth century,30 the principle of virtual rep-
resentation was employed to justify taxation of the American colonies in
the late eighteenth century. As Secretary to the Treasury in the Tory min-
istry of George Grenville in 1765, Thomas Whately wrote in defence of
the Stamp Act that members of Parliament represented British subjects
in the American colonies as well as those in Britain who did not have
the franchise given that the House of Commons represented national
interests. ‘None are actually, all are virtually represented in Parliament’,
Whately argued, ‘for every Member of Parliament sits in the House
not as representative of his own constituents but as one of that august
assembly by which all the commons of Great Britain are represented’.31
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By his argument, the American colonies were represented in Parliament
no less than were British cities such as Birmingham and Manchester, nei-
ther of which then was a parliamentary constituency: ‘If the towns of
Manchester and Birmingham, sending no Representatives to Parliament,
are notwithstanding there represented, why are not the cities of Albany
and Boston equally represented in that Assembly?’32 Opponents of vir-
tual representation of the American colonies did not reject the principle
itself, however. Daniel Dulaney, an American who replied to Whately in
1765, rejected it for the colonies but accepted it for Britain,33 and John
Cartwright, an English advocate of manhood suffrage, attacked virtual
representation in Britain as well as in America in 1776 but accepted
the principle in regard to women.34 In the late eighteenth century,
the practice of virtual representation was common among members
of Parliament who owned property in constituencies other than those
by which they were elected.35 Thus the interests of both Birmingham
and Manchester were represented in Parliament, and in 1783 neither
Birmingham nor Manchester considered it necessary to participate in a
campaign for parliamentary reform.36 According to Paul Langford, such
practice of virtual representation ‘made it easy for Englishmen to sup-
pose that in a somewhat mysterious but ultimately satisfying way the
interest of all, at least all propertied people, was served’.37

The principle of virtual representation was maintained in the organic
theory of the constitution expounded by the republican Algernon
Sidney in his Discourses Concerning Government in the late seven-
teenth century and by the Whig Edmund Burke in the late eighteenth
century.38 In his speech to the electors of Bristol in 1774, Burke empha-
sized that members of Parliament served the interest of the nation:

Parliament is not a congress of ambassadors from different and hos-
tile interests, which interests each must maintain, as an agent and
advocate, against other agents and advocates; but Parliament is a
deliberative assembly of one nation, with one interest, that of the
whole – where not local prejudices ought to guide, but the general
good, resulting from the general reason of the whole. You choose a
member, indeed; but when you have chosen him he is not a member
of Bristol, but he is a member of Parliament.39

In his letter to Sir Hercules Langrishe in 1792, Burke wrote that by virtual
representation ‘there is a communion of interest and sympathy in feel-
ings and desires between those who act in the name of any description
of people and the people in whose name they act, though the trustees
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are not actually chosen by them’.40 He compared the principle of vir-
tual representation with the principle of actual representation whereby
representatives represent places which are constituencies or persons
who are electors, the distinguishing characteristic of actual representa-
tion being the franchise, and he argued that virtual representation was
‘in many cases even better than the actual. . . .The people may err in
their choice; but common interest and common sentiment are rarely
mistaken.’41

In the early nineteenth century, the principle of virtual representation
was employed by Tories in defence of the unreformed Parliament and
by Whigs in defence of moderate reform. In opposition to utilitarians
who maintained a mechanical theory of the constitution and advocated
radical reform, Whigs sustained the emphasis by Burke on the virtual
representation of interests and opinions rather than on the actual rep-
resentation of communities or individuals. In response to support for
manhood suffrage by the utilitarian philosopher Jeremy Bentham in his
Plan of Parliamentary Reform, in the Form of a Catechism in 1817,42 Sir
James Mackintosh, a Whig philosopher and member of Parliament for
Nairn, defended the principle of virtual representation in the Edinburgh
Review in 1818. Recognizing ‘that the elective franchise should be exer-
cised by large bodies of the lower classes’, Mackintosh rejected manhood
suffrage ‘as beyond calculation more mischievous than any other uni-
form right’.43 ‘If representation be proportioned to numbers alone’, he
warned

every other interest in society is placed at the disposal of the multi-
tude. No other class can be effectually represented; no other class can
have a political security for justice; no other can have any weight in
the deliberations of the Legislature. No talents, no attainments, but
such as recommend men to the favour of the multitude, can have
any admission into it. A representation so constituted, would pro-
duce the same practical effects, as if every man whose income was
above a certain amount, were excluded from the right of voting. It is
of little moment to the proprietors, whether they be disfranchised, or
doomed, in every election, to form a hopeless minority.44

Representation of the ‘lower classes’ was ‘necessary to their security from
oppression’, he argued, ‘but as their interest is everywhere the same, rep-
resentatives elected by one body of them, are necessarily the guardians
of the rights of all. . . .What we now maintain is, that, though elected
by one place, they are in truth the representatives of the same sort
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of people in other places.’45 Again in the Edinburgh Review in 1820,
defending the proposal by Russell in the House of Commons in 1819
to disfranchise the corrupt borough of Grampound and to transfer its
seats to an unenfranchised town, Mackintosh claimed historical prece-
dents for representation of ‘separate interests of classes and districts’
but not for representation ‘founded merely on numbers’.46 Referring to
sixteenth-century statutes providing for the representation of Chester
and Durham, he observed that the franchise was limited to ‘freeholders
of the county, and freemen of the city, – who have a common inter-
est, and fellow feeling with the whole’.47 Admitting that ‘some degree
of actual election was held necessary to virtual representation’, he com-
mented: ‘As these electors were likely to partake the sentiments of the
rest of the inhabitants, and as every public measure must affect both
classes alike, the members chosen by such a part of the people were
considered as virtually representing all.’48

This was rejected by the utilitarian philosopher James Mill in his Essay
on Government in 1820 in which he attacked the principle of virtual
representation as ‘one of the shallowest by which the pretenders to
political wisdom have ever exposed themselves’.49 Whereas for Mack-
intosh members of Parliament represented the interests of the classes
of the nation, for Mill members of Parliament represented the interests
of the communities of the nation.50 It was contrary to human nature
for representatives to act in accordance with any other than their own
interests, according to Mill. ‘If a small number of men have the choice of
the Representatives’, he argued, ‘such Representatives will be chosen as
will promote the interests of that small number, by reducing, if possible,
the rest of the community to be the abject and helpless slaves of their
will’.51 The interests of the representatives should be identified with the
interests not of their classes but of their communities, which he claimed
would be accomplished by election of the representatives by manhood
suffrage.52 He qualified his attack on the principle of virtual represen-
tation, however, applying it to women, ‘the interest of all of whom is
involved either in that of their fathers or in that of their husbands’, and
to children, ‘whose interests are involved in those of their parents’.53 In
the first of two articles in the Westminster Review in 1824 criticizing the
Edinburgh Review, Mill continued his argument for manhood suffrage
and against the representation of classes

by which it is attempted to persuade, that they have securities
enough, provided every class is represented in the House of Com-
mons; that is to say, the landed interest represented, the mercantile
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interest represented, the army, the navy, the law, the people repre-
sented; though it should appear that the people have no real, efficient
control over one man in this composition; they have not the choice
of so much as six, out of six hundred; and that even a bare majority,
chosen and influenced by the aristocracy, would determine in the
long run, and on the real balance of the account the nature of the
government.54

‘These several classes, or bodies (four, five, six, or whatever be the
number), to whom the important function of choosing representatives
should be confided’, he enquired in the Westminster Review in 1825 in a
third article attacking the Edinburgh Review

have they an identity of interest with the community? or have they
not? If they have, each and all of them, an identity of interest with
the community, where is the use of making any distinction? We want
but one body, having that identity of interest as perfect as possible,
and then, of course, we have got in its perfection the organ for the
choice of those who are to manage the common affairs. It is impossi-
ble there can be from any quarter any contradiction of this inference.
Upon this supposition, therefore, the fancy of a class representation
is mere folly.55

A ‘body’ with such an ‘identity’ would be constituted by manhood suf-
frage, according to Mill, and virtual representation would be eliminated.

In opposition to Mill, Macaulay in the Edinburgh Review in March
1829 defended the Whig position and objected that were manhood
suffrage adopted, under which ‘the majority of the electors return the
representatives, and the majority of the representatives make the law’,56

the poor majority might oppress the rich minoritiy.57 He asserted that
the utilitarian argument for manhood suffrage was without founda-
tion, for it was ‘utterly impossible to deduce the science of government
from the principles of human nature’.58 Again in the Edinburgh Review
in June 1829, Macaulay accused Mill of inconsistency in sanctioning
the representation of women by men, his assumption ‘that the inter-
est of the women is identical with that of the men’ invalidating ‘his
whole theory of human nature’.59 In a further attack on the utilitar-
ians in the Edinburgh Review in October 1829, Macaulay defended a
mixed constitution which combined and balanced monarchy, aristoc-
racy, and democracy and claimed that representation was ‘only one of
the many modes in which the democratic part of the community can
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efficiently check the governing few’.60 He considered representation ‘a
very happy contrivance for enabling large bodies of men to exert their
power, with less risk than there otherwise would be’ but ‘no security for
good government’. If a ‘spirit to defend the constitution’ and a ‘sense
to defend it in concert’, he suggested, were ‘diffused through a society,
then, even without a representative assembly, that society will enjoy
many of the blessings of good government’.61 He concluded in advocat-
ing ‘such a reform of the House of Commons as may render its votes
the express image of the opinion of the middle orders of Britain. A
pecuniary qualification we think absolutely necessary; and in settling
its amount, our object would be to draw the line in such a manner,
that every decent farmer and shopkeeper might possess the elective
franchise’.62

Having entered Parliament as a member for Calne in 1830, Macaulay
spoke in the House of Commons in defence of the reform bill introduced
by Russell in March 1831, arguing that franchise extension and redistri-
bution of seats would prevent revolution by providing direct rather than
virtual representation of the middle class.63 In reply to Sir Robert Inglis,
a high Tory member for Oxford University who employed the princi-
ple of virtual representation in opposition to the reform bill,64 Macaulay
questioned ‘how a power which is salutary when exercised virtually can
be noxious when exercised directly’,65 although he did not extend his
argument to the working class.66 In Lewes, later in the same month,
however, a reform petition expressed the expectation that the reform
bill would eliminate virtual representation which was considered to be
‘totally inadequate to the wants and wishes and interests of all classes’.67

What for Burke was ‘actual’ and for Macaulay was ‘direct’ represen-
tation was ‘real’ rather than virtual representation as the terms were
defined by George Cornewall Lewis when a student of Christ Church,
Oxford in his Remarks on the Use and Abuse of Some Political Terms in
1832: ‘a town or district is said to be really represented, when it returns
a member to Parliament; to be virtually represented, when it does not
return a member, but its interests are protected by those who really rep-
resent other places’.68 Lewis remarked that ‘the distinction between real
and virtual representation appears to be founded on the . . . erroneous
notion, that a representative is merely the delegate of his constituents’
and added in Whig fashion: ‘Those who propose to remedy the evil of
virtual representation by changing it into real representation, frequently
support the change on false grounds: for it is not more expedient that
a large town should be represented rather than a small town, because
its interests will be watched by its own delegate; but because it is more

 

mailto: rights@palgrave.com


54 Thomas Hare and Political Representation in Victorian Britain

likely to send a good representative to the national councils.’69 After pas-
sage of the Great Reform Act in 1832, supporters of the People’s Charter
between 1838 and 1848 expected that real representation of the work-
ing class would follow upon the adoption of manhood suffrage. After
1848 and the decline of Chartism, however, virtual representation of the
working class was accepted by radical reformers who emphasized redis-
tribution of seats and introduction of the ballot rather than extension
of the franchise.70

According to Hare in The Machinery of Representation, the distinction
between real and virtual representation was not a function of the fran-
chise, for which reason he emphasized that ‘the question who should be
the electors, is not here the subject of inquiry’, although he recognized
that it was ‘of surpassing importance’.71 In this regard, he considered
the assimilation of the borough and county franchise qualifications as
proposed in the House of Commons by Locke King, a Liberal mem-
ber for East Surrey, to be ‘the most moderate and reasonable extension
of the franchise’.72 Unlike Palmerston, who voted against a motion
by Locke King before the general election in 1857,73 Hare denied that
‘artificial limitations’ such as boroughs and counties were ‘so valuable
that all other considerations must be sacrificed to them’.74 He consid-
ered extension of the franchise to be irrelevant, however, for electors
whose candidates were defeated in their constituencies were denied
real representation, he asserted, and their representation by candidates
returned by other electors in other constituencies remained virtual. Such
representation by representatives for whom electors had not voted he
considered to be illegitimate, for the relationship between electors and
representatives was a function of the act of voting, which he referred to
as ‘the most solemn political act that a million of people are through-
out their lives ever called upon to perform’.75 Redistribution of seats
and introduction of the ballot he dismissed as no less irrelevant than
extension of the franchise, for redistribution would not ‘extend the
range of individual choice, or necessarily secure a member with higher
qualifications’,76 and the ballot would not ‘confer political knowledge,
or enable the voter to discover intuitively him who is most highly
endowed with the qualifications of a legislator’.77

The alternative to virtual representation, according to Hare, was ‘to
give to every elector the power of voting for any qualified candidate
throughout the kingdom with whom his views are most in accordance’
and ‘to enable every elector – with the exception of an ultimate frac-
tional number – to participate in the choice of some representative’.78

Such would provide personal representation whereby electors would be
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represented by representatives for whom they had voted. The obstacles
to personal representation which he indicated were territorial con-
stituencies and the plurality system of voting which he proposed to
abolish and to replace with voluntary constituencies and a quota sys-
tem of voting, presenting his scheme in the form of a bill of 12 clauses.79

Rather than continue to confine electoral choice within territorial con-
stituencies, he would permit all electors in the country to choose from
among all candidates in the country and to combine their votes to form
voluntary constituencies. Candidates would continue to stand in ter-
ritorial constituencies, but the practical effect would be to eliminate
the distinction between boroughs and counties. The corollary of volun-
tary constituencies was to substitute for the plurality system of voting a
quota system whereby a candidate would be required to poll a certain
number of votes to be elected, each elector having a single vote. The
quota would be calculated on a national basis by dividing the number
of electors on the register by the number of seats to be filled. As some
candidates would poll more votes than required by the quota, surplus
votes so as not to be wasted would be transferred to candidates with
less votes than required by the quota according to preferences indicated
by the electors. By this quota system of the single transferable vote, the
votes of all electors would be counted, all candidates receiving the quota
would be elected, all seats would be filled, and all constituencies would
be voluntary, thereby providing personal representation.

In the first edition of The Machinery of Representation, Hare retained
the use of poll books and suggested that surplus votes be transferred
by means of consultations between candidates and electors and subse-
quent polls. He abandoned this method, however, under the influence
of a motion moved in the House of Commons in June 1857 by Lord
Robert Cecil, a Tory member for Stamford, for a select committee to
enquire into the use of voting papers.80 The motion was defeated, but
Hare found the debate ‘very suggestive’, and in A Note to the Machinery of
Representation published in the same year he proposed that electors enter
the names of candidates on voting papers in the numerical sequence of
their preferences to eliminate the need for subsequent consultations and
polls and thereby to facilitate the transfer of surplus votes. This alterna-
tive method he incorporated in a second edition of The Machinery of
Representation published later in 1857.81

Hare was not the first to conceive the single transferable vote, a similar
system having been devised earlier by Thomas Wright Hill, a schoolmas-
ter in Birmingham, and having been applied by his son Rowland to the
election of the committee of the Birmingham Society for Literary and
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Scientific Improvement in 1821.82 This had been of no political signifi-
cance, but in 1839 when the secretary of the Colonization Commission
of South Australia, Rowland Hill had suggested a modified version for
municipal elections in Adelaide where it had operated from 1840 to
1843.83 Evidently these developments were unknown to Hare in 1857.
Frederic Hill, another son of Thomas Wright Hill, subsequently indi-
cated that he had ‘every reason to believe that Mr Hare . . . and my
father came to the same conclusion independently of one another’.84

Likewise evidently Hare in 1857 had no knowledge of the adoption in
Denmark in 1855 of a similar system for the election of the Rigsraad,
the federal legislature created by constitutional revision to accommo-
date Schleswig and Holstein. The Danish electoral law had been drafted
by Carl Andrae, a mathematician who had been the Minister of Finance
in 1855 and Prime Minister when the electoral law had been applied in
1856.85 Within the context of British political thought as of 1857, Hare
was the first to propose the single transferable vote, doing so as a means
to the end of personal representation.

In The Machinery of Representation in 1857, Hare reflected the multi-
party political diffusion which followed the split in the Tory party
over the abolition of the Corn Laws in 1846 and which continued
until the fusion of Peelites, Whigs, and radicals in the formation of
the Liberal party in 1859.86 Amid the public debate over parliamen-
tary reform during the 1850s, Hare in 1857 was concerned with the
diffuse party system which Gladstone had discussed in ‘The Declining
Efficiency of Parliament’ in the Quarterly Review in 1856. Gladstone had
observed:

We perceive, on the whole with satisfaction, that the local organiza-
tion of the constituencies still remains almost everywhere in its old
and simple form of dualism. This division of local parties may indeed
be at present almost as much animal as intellectual, but it is dignified
by traditional recollections, and it is probably the best or only way, in
which the communication of ideas between representatives and con-
stituencies can be practically maintained. We also find in it the basis
upon which, in an altered posture of public affairs, we may again see
the old parties once more arrayed face to face, and in something like
their old condition.87

For Gladstone, a division between two parties was a requisite for respon-
sible legislation, but for Hare, responsible legislation required compre-
hensive representation which was prevented by a division between two
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parties. Unlike Gladstone, Hare maintained that the party system had
to accommodate pluralism rather than dualism. While he recognized
in The Machinery of Representation that ‘a fair equality in the strength
of the parties representing the two great principles which would ame-
liorate and preserve is, in fact, that which it is most desirable should
be attained’,88 he emphasized that ‘many sided all great subjects are’.89

Thus for Hare, unlike for Gladstone, the party system and the system
of election had to accommodate diversity of opinion. Hare applied plu-
ralism to class as well as to party. When ‘there are two sides only’, he
observed, ‘the poorer and less taught elector, having no option but one
or the other, is led to fear that he may betray the interests of his class if
he do not take the side most popular with that class. Both sides are, in
fact, in a false position.’90

Likewise Hare reflected the political diffusion during the 1850s in his
claim in The Machinery of Representation that personal representation
‘would promote the independence of every member of parliament, in
the largest and best sense of that expression’, meaning independence
from ‘knots of agitators’ or ‘self-complacent politicians’ in the con-
stituencies ‘who would take the administration of public affairs into
their own hands, and, if it were possible, require their representatives
to act under their instructions from day to day’.91 He praised Viscount
Ebrington, a Whig member of Parliament for Marylebone, for resist-
ing a demand by his constituents that he cooperate in opposition to
the Poor Law Amendment Act, which in 1834 had terminated outdoor
relief and had established parish workhouses, and which Hare in 1857
regarded ‘though yet, perhaps, imperfect, as one of the wisest measures
which ever emanated from the legislature’.92 ‘The general truckling of
the hustings is lamentable’, he argued: ‘Nothing is more painful to wit-
ness than a man of intellect suffering his opinions and rule of conduct
to be contracted to the narrow measure of the more noisy, superficial,
and unscrupulous of those who, on such terms, consent to become his
adherents.’93 Defending a Whig rather than a radical position, Hare
regarded representatives as trustees independent of their constituents
rather than as delegates subordinate to their consituents.94 As had Burke
rather than Bentham, Hare endorsed representatives who were

capable of forming their own opinions and convictions, and of suffi-
cient energy to pursue them. One who is content to watch the straws
which rise in the air, from the narrow circle of his supporters, and
feebly shapes his course as they are carried by the wind, may suc-
ceed in flattering his constituents, and perhaps in preserving his seat,
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but he will neither acquire nor deserve the public respect. The leg-
islative action of a house so composed, cannot be otherwise than
inconsistent and capricious. There is no institution which it may not
unsettle. No government can rely on the support of men, who are
themselves uncertain of their course from day to day. The weakness
of the parts is almost inevitably communicated to the whole, and is
felt in every department of the state. This dependence on the caprice
of any particular constituency would not be felt, if it were open to
every member to appeal to the entire nation. If two or three thou-
sand electors could have returned the members of the several parties
whose absence from Parliament is the subject of general regret, it is
certain that none of them would have failed to be in the house. Every
statesman deserving of the name, might rely on his countrymen, and
would be no longer at the mercy of the petty jealousies or intrigues
of which he may now at any moment be the victim.95

Another claim made by Hare in The Machinery of Representation was that
personal representation would serve to encourage the participation of
individual electors:

A perfect freedom of action in choosing their representatives would
naturally lead most men to prize, as it would render every man
responsible for, his vote. There are but few who would not consider it
as a matter of personal duty to be represented by one to whose char-
acter and conduct he might refer with satisfaction. His capacity and
integrity would be an object of interest and pride. It has truly been
observed that a vast multitude of the electors are at present abso-
lutely indifferent to their votes, and see no utility in going to a distant
polling place to effect nothing. How many, again, and those far from
the lowest rank in qualification, take no pains even to be placed on
the register? But once relieve every elector wholly from any extrane-
ous control, and give him an unrestricted choice from among all his
countrymen, and there will be few from whom the opportunity will
not rouse and animate.96

Further, corruption would be terminated: ‘Under such a system the con-
temptible tactics of borough politicians, – the miserable intrigues of the
blues and yellows, – the huckstering of votes, and pandering to corrupt
motives in every shape, will be at an end.’97

Such concern with independence, participation, and public virtue
associated Hare with the tradition of civic humanism, less that of
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the classical republican version identified with Niccoló Machiavelli as
expounded by James Harrington in The Commonwealth of Oceana in the
seventeenth century than that of the philosophic-Whig version repre-
sented by Burke in the late eighteenth century and by Macaulay in the
early nineteenth century.98 As Hare intended the single transferable vote
to be a means to the end of personal representation, so he intended per-
sonal representation to be a means to the end of civic virtue, asserting
in The Machinery of Representation that ‘all political machinery is but an
instrument more or less adapted to produce good government’.99

Good government as understood by Hare required the representation
of the clerisy, or the educated elite as an endowed class, so designated
and advocated by the romantic poet and philosopher Samuel Taylor
Coleridge in his On the Constitution of the Church and State, According
to the Idea of Each written during the debate over Catholic Emancipation
in 1829 and published in 1830.100 This ‘national church’ or ‘third estate’
was to include, according to Coleridge, the ‘learned of all denomina-
tions’ such as the ‘sages and professors of the law and jurisprudence’.101

Although Hare made no reference to Coleridge in The Machinery of Rep-
resentation, the affinity between Hare and Coleridge was distinct. Hare
claimed that personal representation by the single transferable vote
‘conveniently admits of the introduction of electors not combined by
territorial association’, in particular ‘members of any profession or sci-
entific body, the right of admission to which is really tested by a rigid
preliminary examination’, such as ‘members of the Colleges of Physi-
cians and Surgeons, of the Inns of Court, and of the Universities (old
and new), Royal Academicians, attorneys and solicitors, and civil engi-
neers and architects’, ‘ministers of religion, whether of the church or
dissenting bodies, whose admission to their offices is conditional on a
sufficient amount of learning’, ‘school-masters who have certificates of
qualification’, and ‘the most intelligent workmen’.102 In advocating his
electoral system, Hare employed a distinctly judicial analogy:

An election will no more be a saturnalia. The elector will vote, after
deliberation, in the quiet of his chamber, and not after he has been
exposed to the attempts of selfish and evil partizans to excite his prej-
udices and pervert his judgment. Truth and right cannot go hand in
hand with prejudice and passion. In those courts where the judges are
the terror of wrong doers, or the guardians of civil rights, you wisely
and indignantly repress the sound either of censure or applause. The
tumultuous burst of expression that betrays a state in which the mind
has ceased to be calm and self-possessed, is felt to be unbecoming and
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mischievous in the sanctuary of justice. Let us endeavour to protect
alike the sanctuary of legislation, so that it may at least have its origin
in peace, ‘if it live ’mid tumult’.103

The influence of the clerisy would be threatened by democracy, Hare
anticipated, and personal representation by the single transferable vote
would be imperative. In opposition to Bentham, who in his Consti-
tutional Code in 1830 had maintained a plurality system in territorial
consituencies,104 Coleridge in his book Table Talk, in 1832, had opposed
territorial representation and had equated the vox populi with the vox
diaboli.105 Hare in The Machinery of Representation, however, warned
against resisting ‘democratic progress’:

It is the staff of a bruised reed on which if a man lean it will go
into his hand and pierce him. Anomalies in the representation will
be swept away. It will be in vain to urge again and again that by
this means some Burke, or Horner, or Canning may find a way into
parliament. The sense of mankind rejects an institution professing
to do one thing, only in order that it may effect something totally
different. It is not a time for shams. The aristocracy, as the natural
leaders of the people, should emancipate themselves from the arti-
ficial fetters by which they are bound, and reconstruct the electoral
machinery upon a principle which shall give to the mind as well as
to the body entire scope and freedom.106

An election by the single transferable vote, he maintained, ‘would no
longer be a struggle who shall be the victors in a trial of strength, but
who shall best earn the love and gratitude of their country by initiat-
ing and carrying out the wisest measures for the national good’,107 and
a House of Commons with personal representation would be ‘the accu-
rate reflection, not of some only, but of all the intelligence and virtue
which tests of qualification can winnow and bring out’.108 Under the
plurality system of voting in territorial constituencies, extension of the
franchise to the uneducated majority would have the consequence of
elimination of the representation of the educated minority, according
to Hare, and virtual representation would provide no protection for the
clerisy as would personal representation by the single transferable vote.
His primary concern was the public good, as he remarked in the final
lines of The Machinery of Representation: ‘In contemplating the future it
would be happy if we might hope that more and more of our leading
men – those who give their impress to the age – would come to think
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and act on the belief, that there are other and better things to be desired,
in the destinies of our country and people, than the triumph of any
party.’109

Parliamentary reform being under public debate during and after
the general election in 1857,110 concerns similar to those of Hare
were expressed by others such as jurist James Lorimer in his Political
Progress Not Necessarily Democratic, or Relative Equality the True Foun-
dation of Liberty, in which he acknowledged a debt to Coleridge.111

Lorimer considered democracy to be regressive, emphasizing ‘the prac-
ticality of recognizing politically that social inequality which exists
among men’.112 Advocating plural voting, he proposed that the fran-
chise should account for ‘those distinctions as regards the intelligence
of classes (e.g. between handworkers and headworkers) which exist in all
civilized societies, and which in our own have been socially recognized
for ages’.113 A separate franchise for members of the clerisy in addition
to the one based on property would provide, he argued, ‘security from
the consequences of an inevitable extension of political privileges’.114

He did not discuss the system of election or offer an alternative to vir-
tual representation, but his book was praised by Hare in the second
edition of The Machinery of Representation as one ‘which treats of political
progress, with ability not surpassed by anything on the subject in our
language’.115

In a footnote in Political Progress Not Necessarily Democratic, Lorimer
directed attention to a pamphlet by barrister George Harris, The True
Theory of Representation in a State, published first in 1852 and in a second
edition in 1857. Harris was an advocate of the representation of interests
rather than numbers, each of which, he argued, ‘ought to be represented
in due proportion to its relative importance’.116 The leading interests he
identified were virtue, or religion and morality, and intelligence, or ‘the
predominant sway of those minds of superior ability and high cultiva-
tion, and of extensive and ample knowledge’.117 The interests following
intelligence were order, or law and justice, property, the professions, and
the populace, of which he wrote: ‘Although I would trust a mob never to
elect a statesman who was known to be corrupt, or who was an avowed
supporter of abuses, I dare not trust it with nice matters of legislation.’118

Intelligence, he emphasized, ‘must be as important in a representative
assembly as it is in an individual, and consequently ought to secure its
due share of influence there’.119 Like Lorimer, Harris did not discuss the
system of election or offer an alternative to virtual representation as did
Hare, but the ideas of all three were similar in their concern with the
representation of the clerisy in the House of Commons.
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Likewise, the text of a memorial to Palmerston published in The Times
on 19 December 1857 proposed ‘separate territorial constituencies’ for
the ‘distinct and separate representation’ of ‘those classes who have
had the advantage of a liberal education’ so ‘their votes may not be
swamped as they would if only enfranchised as units in large popular
constituencies’.120 The details of the scheme, which The Times con-
sidered to be worthy of a Laputan philosopher,121 were explained in
an anonymous pamphlet, The Educational Franchise, which had been
published in 1853, the same year in which Harris had joined a com-
mittee to discuss such a scheme of educational qualifications at the
invitation of Augustus Stapleton, formerly private secretary to George
Canning.122 The Educational Franchise contained a table of professional
and institutional qualifications – religious, legal, medical, naval, mil-
itary, commercial, educational, literary, scientific, and artistic – and
a table of distribution, calculating a total of 92,618 electors for 70
members of Parliament.123 The memorial to Palmerston was signed
by over 200 of the clerisy and clergy, including Harris and Stapleton;
reformers Lord Brougham and Lord Shaftsbury; H.G. Liddell, Dean
of Christ Church, Oxford, and W.H. Bateson, Master of St John’s
College, Cambridge; historian James Anthony Froude and art critic John
Ruskin; novelist Charles Kingsley and theologian Frederick Denison
Maurice, the Christian Socialist founder of the Working Men’s College
in London.124 Maurice, who when a student at Cambridge had been a
member of the elite Cambridge Conversazione Society, or Apostles, and
had been influenced by Coleridge,125 subsequently explained to Hare
that he had recognized objections to the memorial to Palmerston but
had subscribed due to his belief that scholars ‘should be more connected
with the business of the country’.126

Absent from the list of subscribers to the memorial to Palmerston
was the name of the philosopher John Stuart Mill, a son of James
Mill. He did not sign the memorial because he did not consider it to
be practical rather than because he did not agree with it in principle,
however, as he explained: ‘I quite agree in the opinion that educated
persons should count in a greater ratio than that of their mere num-
bers in the constituency of the country. But I have not seen any method
proposed by which persons of educated minds can be sifted from the
rest of the community.’127 That he agreed with the memorial in prin-
ciple was in accord with his attitude to the clerisy. Following what
later in his Autobiography he called his ‘mental crisis’ in 1826, when he
had experienced a depression and had questioned the utilitarianism of
Bentham of whom like his father he had been a disciple, Mill had turned
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to the philosophy of Coleridge and his fellow romantic poet William
Wordsworth.128 Influenced by the German philosopher Immanuel Kant,
Coleridge unlike Bentham had been an idealist rather than a rationalist,
emphasizing feeling over reason and subordinating calculation to imag-
ination. In his Biographia Literaria, or Biographical Sketches of My Literary
Life and Opinions published in two volumes in 1817, Coleridge wrote of
the ‘primary imagination’ as being ‘the living power and prime agent
of all human perception, and as a repetition in the finite mind of the
eternal act of creation in the infinite I AM’ and of the ‘secondary imag-
ination’ as being ‘an echo of the former, co-existing with the conscious
will, yet still as identical with the primary in the kind of its agency, and
differing only in degree, and in the mode of its operation’.129 Mill, in
the process of the resolution of his ‘mental crisis’ after 1826, according
to his Autobiography, ‘was deriving much from Coleridge’.130

Subsequently, Mill had attempted to reconcile the rationalism of
Bentham and the idealism of Coleridge, ‘the two great seminal minds
of England in their age’, as Mill wrote in an article on Bentham in
the London and Westminster Review in 1838.131 ‘The influence of the
former has made itself felt chiefly on Movement minds, of the latter
on Conservative ones’, he observed, ‘and the two systems of concen-
tric circles which the shock given by them is spreading over the ocean
of mind, have only just begun to meet and intersect’.132 Addressing
himself to radicals disposed to agreement with Bentham rather than
with Coleridge, Mill emphasized what he considered to be the negative
aspects of the philosophy of Bentham. Regarding the individual, Mill
argued, it was ‘a system of ethics which does not pretend to aid individ-
uals in the formation of their own character’ and which ‘overlooks the
existence of about half of the whole number of mental feelings which
human beings are capable of, including all those of which the direct
objects are states of their own mind’.133 He argued likewise regarding
society: ‘It will do nothing (except sometimes as an instrument in the
hands of a higher principle) for the spiritual interests of society; nor
does it suffice of itself even for the material interests. That which alone
causes any material interests to exist, which alone enables any body of
human beings to exist as a society, is national character.’134 The philos-
ophy of Bentham provided for the conduct of business interests, Mill
recognized, but ‘he committed the mistake of supposing that the busi-
ness part of human affairs was the whole of them’, given ‘his want of
imagination’ and ‘small experience of human feelings’.135

In an article on Coleridge in the London and Westminster Review in
1840, Mill focused attention on what he considered to be the positive
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aspects of his philosophy and endorsed the clerisy: ‘That such a class is
likely to be behind, instead of before, the progress of knowledge, is an
induction erroneously drawn from the peculiar circumstances of the last
two centuries, and in contradiction to all the rest of modern history’, he
argued. ‘If we have seen much of the abuses of endowments, we have
not seen what this country might be made by a proper administration
of them. . . .On this subject we . . . are entirely at one with Coleridge.’136

Mill emphasized the provision of ‘permanence’ and ‘progression’ in the
political theory of Coleridge, permanence ‘by a representation of the
landed proprietors’ in the House of Lords and progression ‘by a repre-
sentation of personal property and of intellectual acquirement’ in the
House of Commons.137 In contrast to Bentham, Coleridge demonstrated
‘that a Tory philosopher cannot be wholly a Tory, but must often be
a better Liberal than Liberals themselves’, Mill concluded, ‘while he
is the natural means of rescuing from oblivion truths which Tories
have forgotten, and which the prevailing schools of Liberalism never
knew’.138

During the 1830s, the influence of Coleridge on Mill was reinforced
by the influence of Alexis de Tocqueville. A young French aristocrat
and junior magistrate at Versailles, Tocqueville, between 1828 and
1830, attended the lectures on the history of civilization in Europe
delivered in Paris by François Guizot, the Professor of Modern His-
tory at the Sorbonne, who emphasized the decline of the aristocracy
and the rise of the middle class and advocated a liberal polity of
decentralized government under constitutional monarchy and repre-
sentative democracy.139 After the revolution in France in July 1830
by which the middle class consolidated power under the monarchy
of Louis-Philippe, Tocqueville with his friend and fellow magistrate
Gustave de Beaumont travelled to the United States where he criti-
cally scrutinized its democratic polity during the presidency of Andrew
Jackson, a Democrat elected in 1828 with the support of the urban
working class.140 After his journey from 1831 to 1832, Tocqueville
proceeded to write De la Démocratie en Amérique, the first volume of
which was published in 1835 and the second in 1840. Therein he
argued that the ‘democratic revolution’ in Europe was a ‘social rev-
olution’ whereby the decline of the aristocracy and the rise of the
middle class was a ‘gradual and progressive development of equal-
ity’ determined by the will of God, for which reason ‘to wish to
stop democracy would then appear to be to struggle against God
himself’.141 He observed that citizens in America preferred equality to
liberty, however, and warned against what he called the ‘tyranny of
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the majority’. ‘What I most reproach in democratic government, as it
has been organized in the United States’, he wrote, ‘is not, as many
people in Europe claim, its weakness, but on the contrary its irre-
sistible force. And what is most repugnant to me in America is not
the extreme freedom that reigns there, it is the lack of a guarantee
against tyranny’.142 Separation of powers in the federal and state con-
stitutions provided no protection against the ‘tyranny of the majority’,
he argued:

When a man or a party suffers from an injustice in the United States,
whom do you want him to address? Public opinion? that is what
forms the majority; the legislative body? it represents the majority
and obeys it blindly; the executive power? it is named by the major-
ity and serves as its passive instrument; the public forces? they are
nothing other than the majority in arms; the jury? the jury is the
majority vested with the right to pronounce decrees; in certain states,
the judges themselves are elected by the majority. Therefore, however
iniquitous or unreasonable the measure that strikes you, you must
submit to it.143

Such tyranny was exercised by the majority over thought, he
added: ‘I do not know any country where, in general, less inde-
pendence of mind and genuine freedom of discussion reign than in
America.’144

Mill, in the London and Westminster Review in July 1835, praised the
first volume of De la Démocratie en Amérique as ‘the most important con-
tribution which has been made for many years to the Philosophy of
Government’,145 and he reviewed it in the London and Westminster Review
in October 1835. With reservations, Mill’s view was that ‘Tocqueville’s
is, in our eyes, the true view of the position in which mankind now
stand’,146 and he related the ‘tyranny of the majority’ as attacked by
Tocqueville to the clerisy as advocated by Coleridge. ‘The idea of a ratio-
nal democracy’, Mill wrote, ‘is not that the people themselves govern,
but that they have security for good government. This security they can-
not have, by any other means than by retaining in their own hands the
ultimate control’, he acknowledged. ‘In no government will the inter-
ests of the people be the object, except where the people are able to
dismiss their rulers as soon as the devotion of those rulers to the inter-
ests of the people becomes questionable.’ He emphasized, however, that
‘this is the only purpose for which it is good to intrust power to the
people’.147 ‘The interest of the people is’, he argued,
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to choose for their rulers the most instructed and the ablest persons
who can be found, and having done so, to allow them to exercise
their knowledge and ability for the good of the people freely, or with
the least possible control – as long as it is the good of the people,
and not some private end, that they are aiming at. A democracy thus
administered, would unite all the good qualities ever possessed by
any government. Not only would its ends be good, but its means
would be as well chosen as the wisdom of the age would allow; and
the omnipotence of the majority would be exercised through the
agency and at the discretion of an enlightened minority, accountable
to the majority in the last resort.148

‘When there shall exist as near an approach to unanimity among the
instructed, on all the great points of moral and political knowledge’, he
suggested with reference to free trade, ‘we have no fear but that the
many will not only defer to their authority, but cheerfully acknowl-
edge them as their superiors in wisdom, and the fittest to rule’.149

Another reservation about the problem of the ‘tyranny of the majority’
he expressed was that ‘it is not easy to see what sort of minority it can
be, over which the majority can have any interest in tyrannizing. The
only standing and organized minority which exists in any community,
constituted as communities usually are, is the rich. All other communi-
ties are fluctuating’, he indicated, ‘and he who is in the majority to-day
is in the minority tomorrow: each in his turn is liable to this kind of
oppression; all, therefore, are interested in preventing it from having
existence’.150 Mill recognized that Tocqueville was concerned with ‘a
tyranny exercised over opinions, more than over persons’,151 however,
and suggested that ‘in countries where there exist endowed institutions
for education, and a numerous class possessed of hereditary leisure,
there is a security, far greater than has ever existed in America, against
the tyranny of public opinion over the individual mind’.152 The problem
remained, however, Mill argued in the London and Westminster Review in
1836, ‘that by the natural growth of civilization, power passes from indi-
viduals to masses, and the weight and importance of an individual, as
compared with the mass, sink into greater and greater insignificance’.153

Further concern with the problem was expressed by Mill in his arti-
cle on Bentham in 1838, in which he referred to Tocqueville as ‘the
Montesquieu of our own times’: ‘The power of the majority is salutary
so far as it is used defensively, not offensively – as its exertion is tem-
pered by respect for the personality of the individual, and reverence for
superiority of cultivated intelligence.’154
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Mill returned to De la Démocratie en Amérique upon the publication of
the second volume in 1840 when he reviewed the complete work, trans-
lated into English by Henry Reeve, in the Edinburgh Review, of which
Reeve was the editor. Summarizing the argument of Tocqueville and
characterizing democracy as ‘the government of a numerous middle
class’,155 Mill focused attention on democratic government as distinct
from democratic society and increased emphasis on the relationship
between the ‘tyranny of the majority’ and the role of the clerisy. ‘The
despotism . . . of the majority within the limits of civil life, though a
real evil, does not appear to us to be a formidable one’, he argued.
‘The tyranny which we fear . . . is of another kind – a tyranny not over the
body but over the mind.’156 In America the people deferred not to ‘the
traditions of antiquity’ or ‘the dogmas of priests or philosophers’ but
to ‘one another’, he observed. ‘All being nearly equal in circumstances,
and all nearly alike in intelligence and knowledge, the only authority
which commands an involuntary deference is that of numbers.’157 The
consequence was the silencing of ‘dissident voices’ and the surrender
of ‘private judgment’.158 ‘To sustain the higher pursuits of philosophy
and art; to vindicate and protect the unfettered exercise of reason, and
the moral freedom of the individual’, he asserted, ‘these are purposes
to which, under a democracy, the superior spirits, and the government
so far as it is permitted, should devote their utmost energies’.159 Such
was in accord with Coleridge rather than with Bentham. In Britain as
in America, Mill emphasized, the dominant middle class was the ‘com-
mercial class’, and in a democracy its influence needed to be balanced by
the ‘agricultural class’, a ‘leisured class’, or the aristocracy, and a ‘learned
class’, or the clerisy.160 ‘If the middle class are left to the mere habits and
instincts of a commercial community’, he concluded that

we shall have a ‘tyranny of the majority,’ not the less irksome because
most of the tyrants may not be manual labourers. For it is a chimerical
hope to overbear or outnumber the middle class; whatever modes of
voting, whatever redistribution of the constituencies, are really nec-
essary for placing the government in their hands – those, whether we
like it or not, they will assuredly obtain.161

During the 1850s, therefore, Mill was advocating the election of mem-
bers of Parliament by universal suffrage qualified by an educational qual-
ification and plural voting, rejecting the ballot and seeking a system of
election to protect the clerisy from the ‘tyranny of the majority’, repre-
sentative government requiring both participation and competence.162
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Thus in 1853, he responded positively to a proposal contained in a
paper sent to him by Lord Monteagle, the father-in-law of its author,
James Garth Marshall, a Liberal member of Parliament for Leeds from
1847 to 1852 when he stood down to devote more time to the family
textile firm. In his paper, Marshall proposed that an elector in a multi-
member constituency be allowed to give the same number of votes as
seats to a single candidate, which he pointed out ‘would enable him to
vote for one or for more as he pleased, without the loss entailed by the
present mode of voting, where a plumper counts only as one vote’.163

As he acknowledged, this system had been recommended for the elec-
tion of the Cape of Good Hope legislative council by the Committee of
the Privy Council for Trade and Plantations in 1850 when the 3rd Earl
Grey had been the Secretary of State for War and the Colonies.164 When
Marshall proposed the system for elections in Britain in 1853 he called
it the cumulative vote. Mill thought the proposal valuable, as he wrote
to Lord Monteagle in March:

The suggestion in the paper you sent me is intended to meet a dif-
ficulty which has always appeared to me one of the chief stumbling
blocks of representative government. Whoever could devise a means
of preventing minorities from being, as they are now, swamped, and
enabling them to obtain a share of the representation proportional to
their numbers and not more than proportional, would render a great
service. Whether the plan proposed would do this, and to what objec-
tions it may be liable, I should be sorry to be obliged to say without
more consideration than I have yet given it.165

Observing that the system would function best in constituencies return-
ing more than two members, Mill added that

the cumulative vote would be one of the best ways which occur to
me of enabling quality of support to count as well as quantity. The
candidates most likely to benefit by it would be those who were too
good for the mass of the constituency; those, for example, whose
election was endangered by some honest but unpopular vote or opin-
ion, and who for that very reason would probably be supported with
redoubled zeal by the better minority.166

After further consideration, Mill proceeded to incorporate the cumu-
lative vote in a pamphlet he was writing, Thoughts on Parliamentary
Reform.167
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In agreement with Mill was William Rathbone Greg, a Manchester
mill owner who considered himself liberal but ‘decidedly conservative
in all that relates to the further infusion of the democratic element into
our constitution’.168 In 1852, he had argued in the Edinburgh Review that
exclusive majority representation was ‘the chief defect in the existing
representative system. . . .At present, it is only by a happy accident that
the minority is ever represented at all’.169 Evidently he had access to
the letter from Mill to Lord Monteagle in 1853, for without reference to
Marshall he proposed the cumulative vote in identical language in the
Edinburgh Review in October.170

In December 1853, the paper by Marshall was published as a pamphlet
Minorities and Majorities: Their Relative Rights: A Letter to the Lord John
Russell on Parliamentary Reform, in which he advocated the cumulative
vote as a ‘balance and regulator to the prevailing democratic tendencies
of the age’, commenting:

I would not be understood as wishing to do more than balance and
regulate democratic tendencies, for with these I fully sympathise. I
believe them to be appointed to work out good, not evil; – but we
must take care that our progress shall tend to the elevation of the
masses, by raising the intellectual and moral standard of the whole;
and not by grinding down whatever individual force and elevation
of character may rise above the common level.171

In January 1854, Mill wrote to Marshall that he hoped his pamphlet
would be widely read,172 and in 1857, he recommended the cumulative
vote as an alternative to the educational franchise in his response to
the memorial to Palmerston. ‘I regard it as an indispensable part of a
just representative constitution’, Mill explained, ‘that minorities be not
swamped but that every considerable minority be represented in a fair
proportion to its numbers. This would be secured by the simple plan
proposed some years ago by Mr Marshall, of allowing a voter if he pleases
to give all his votes to the same candidate’.173

Mill did not refer to Hare in 1857 nor did Hare refer to Marshall in
The Machinery of Representation, but Hare did refer to a system of elec-
tion for the representation of minorities that had been proposed by
Russell in the reform bill introduced in the House of Commons in 1854,
called the limited vote, by which an elector in a multi-member con-
stituency would be required to cast one vote less than the number of
seats. This had been proposed as an amendment to the reform bill of
1831 by Winthrop Mackworth Praed, a Tory member for St Germans,
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to restrict electors to two votes in the seven county constituencies to
have three seats so as to contain the agricultural influence,174 and a sim-
ilar system had been recommended for municipal council elections in
Ireland by the 2nd Earl Grey in Parliament in 1836.175 Praed had been
forced to withdraw his amendment in 1831, and likewise Russell had
been defeated in 1854 when he had proposed that the system be adopted
for boroughs as well as for counties ‘so that when the minority exceeds
two-fifths of the whole number of electors, they should be enabled
to have one representative out of the three who are returned’.176 In a
review of Marshall’s pamphlet in the Edinburgh Review in 1854, George
Cornewall Lewis had commented that the proposal by Russell imparted
to the question ‘practical importance’:

If, in order to avoid the evils inseparable from small constituencies,
large constituencies with three or four members are created, and if
the present system of allowing each elector to vote for as many can-
didates as there are members be universally introduced, then the
result will be, that large local minorities will go permanently unrepre-
sented, that coalitions of three or four candidates will produce unfair
contests, and that the reflexion of the opinions and feelings of the
people at large in their representative assembly will be less complete
and faithful than it would be under a different system.177

In The Machinery of Representation in 1857, Hare expressed his opinion
that the limited vote had been proposed by Russell ‘in the spirit of
true political philosophy’ and that ‘nothing, perhaps, more remarkably
exhibits the tyranny which inveterate habit exercises over thought, than
the coldness approaching to contempt with which the suggestion was
apparently received’.178 Unlike the single transferable vote, however, the
limited vote like the cumulative vote, although intended for the repre-
sentation of minorities, was a modification of the electoral system then
in operation, retaining the plurality system in territorial constituencies
and providing virtual rather than personal representation.

The response to The Machinery of Representation in 1857 was limited.
In July, the Economist referred to it as ‘the production of an able man’,
but while in sympathy with the ends, it was sceptical about the means,
observing that the single transferable vote would not reduce the elec-
toral leverage of the majority under an extended franchise: ‘It leaves
the difficulty as to the omnivorous political power of the lowest classes
exactly where it was.’179 In the same month, in an article on representa-
tive reform in the Edinburgh Review, William Rathbone Greg alluded to
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Hare’s electoral system but endorsed Russell’s proposal as it was ‘a provi-
sion in accordance with Mr Marshall’s principle’, although he admitted
that it was ‘too novel and unpractical’ to be adopted.180 Hare was not
mentioned by the philosopher Herbert Spencer in an article on repre-
sentative government in the Westminster Review in October181 or by the
radical Francis Newman in an article on party government in the West-
minster Review in April 1858.182 Likewise Hare was not mentioned by
the 3rd Earl Grey in his Parliamentary Government Considered with Refer-
ence to a Reform of Parliament published in 1858183 or by Henry Reeve
in his review of Grey in the Edinburgh Review in July.184 In ‘The The-
ories of Parliamentary Reform’ in a volume of Oxford Essays in 1858,
Lord Robert Cecil observed that geographical constituencies magnified
the influence of small groups, but he dismissed the proposals of ‘educa-
tional’ and ‘symmetrical’ reformers, the ‘mania’ of the latter being ‘to
introduce the accuracy of a machine and the proportions of a geomet-
rical figure into the institutions which are to secure the happiness and
carry out the wishes of capricious, inconsistent, illogical mankind’.185

During 1858, Hare devoted time at Gosbury Hill to writing A Treatise
on the Election of Representatives, Parliamentary and Municipal which was
published in January 1859 with a dedication to his former legal men-
tor James Wigram. Although considerably longer than The Machinery
of Representation, the Treatise was essentially identical in its argument,
for as Hare indicated in the introduction, his proposal ‘was generally
considered to stand in need of development more in the way of show-
ing its practicability, than of proving the value of the objects it was
directed to attain’.186 Now he presented his electoral system in the form
of a bill of 33 clauses and explained each in turn.187 The text of the
Treatise was embellished throughout with extensive quotations from,
among others, Burke, Guizot, and the American statesman and polit-
ical philosopher John C. Calhoun, a southern Democrat who prior to
his death in 1850 had defended slavery and had attacked northern leg-
islation as the ‘tyranny of the majority’, his Disquisition on Government
having been published in 1851.188 In his Treatise, Hare later explained,
he ‘quoted largely from authors of various sympathies’ because he ‘was
anxious to address every class of mind’.189

Hare reiterated the principle of personal representation in his Treatise
and was more explicit than before in attacking the principle of virtual
representation:

If liberalism be triumphant in one constituency, conservatism, it is
answered, is triumphant in another. The argument is as untenable,
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as the principle is dangerous. It is not the fact that the opinions sup-
pressed by the electoral voice at one place are expressed in those of
another. . . .This supposed system of balances and counteractions is
the ignis fatuus of the politicians of this century.190

The limited vote as proposed by Russell in 1854 was considered by Hare
in 1859 to be inadequate as territorial constituencies would be retained
and it would not be applied in all, and ‘many minorities . . . would still
be omitted’.191 He observed, however, that ‘some measure of this nature
is evidently demanded by political justice and prudence, if the electoral
arrangements of the kingdom are to remain in their present shape. The
way in which the proposal has been received’, he added, ‘and the form
which the opposition to it has assumed, is most instructive, as show-
ing the arbitrary and intolerant character of majorities’.192 The single
transferable vote, he claimed, would give ‘full weight’ to the ‘educated
classes’.193

Further, Hare in his Treatise claimed also that personal representation
by the single transferable vote would decrease the emphasis on party
government, which he attacked as a ‘contrivance’,194 and increase the
influence of public opinion in Parliament. Parliament was a forum of
public opinion, he argued, and it ‘should be registered there with an
accuracy resembling that of a thermometer’,195 whereas party govern-
ment constrained and subordinated public opinion. ‘In the vast field
of modern legislation’, he observed, ‘a multitude of political and social
problems come to be solved with which party has nothing to do, and
into which the introduction of party elements and considerations is
not only useless, but is absolutely pernicious’, adding: ‘The tendency
of a system of government founded on numerical majorities alone is to
absorb all differences into one issue – a contest for power.’196 Majority
rule was not the issue, he claimed, for it was separate from the issue of
the representation of minorities:

The majority must necessarily decide; but in the formation of a rep-
resentative body, the purpose is that the body thus to be created, and
not the constituent body, is to be intrusted with the power of deci-
sion. If that were the function of the constituent body, there would
be no necessity for appointing the representative. It is, consequently,
by the majority of the representative body that the decision must be
pronounced.197
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Thus he considered minority representation to be the prerequisite of
majority rule, advocating the adoption of his electoral system at the
local as well as at the national level.198

With reference to the franchise, Hare claimed that the £10 qualifica-
tion was reasonable, providing that it be applied to residents of counties
as well as boroughs as proposed by Locke King. ‘The principle is equality
of the suffrage,’ Hare commented, ‘wherever the place of residence may
be,’199 and he advocated including all women who met the qualifica-
tion: ‘There is no sound reason for excluding her from the parliamentary
franchise. . . .There would be great propriety in celebrating a reign which
has been productive of so much moral benefit, by the abolition of an
anomaly which is so entirely without any justifiable foundation.’200 He
emphasized that the franchise, however, was ‘a matter so distinct from
electoral organisation, that the legislature should deal with the two
things in separate Acts. Blending them together tends to confuse and
embarrass the discussion of both, and is convenient only to those who
would divert the public mind from true conclusions on the question of
representation’.201 Unlike the franchise, the ballot was a central concern,
and he rejected it as ineffective against bribery and retained open voting
in his electoral system.202

Hare’s Treatise received more attention than had The Machinery of Rep-
resentation. In the Edinburgh Review in January 1859, George Cornewall
Lewis discussed it with James Lorimer’s Political Progress Not Necessarily
Democratic, defending democratic reform against Lorimer and attacking
Hare. Lewis advocated the representation of minorities by ‘multiplying
electoral districts, and varying their size and character’ rather than by
‘a contrivance such as the minority clause of the Bill of 1854’.203 In the
Saturday Review in February, Hare was identified as ‘well known to the
public at large as one of the Charity Commissioners, and to the legal
profession as the author of one of the most valuable of the many series
of Chancery Reports’, but his electoral system was considered imprac-
tical. It was ‘worked out with an elaborate minuteness and a technical
skill which entitle it to consideration’ but ‘can have little value for any
practical politician, apart from its extraordinary engenuity’.204 Hare was
not mentioned by the journalist Walter Bagehot in the National Review
in January when he discussed parliamentary reform and representation
of minorities,205 nor in April when he reviewed Mill’s Thoughts on Par-
liamentary Reform which had just been published. Bagehot dismissed
the proposition ‘that it is possible for a provident legislator to measure
the social influence of particular interests, and to apportion to them
an exact quantum of corresponding representation’, a ‘doctrine of Class
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Representation’ which he associated with Coleridge’s On the Constitution
of the Church and State.206 Hare’s Treatise was reviewed in the Economist
in June, however, recommending it as ‘worthy of thoughtful study’ and
suggesting that it manifested ‘exact, thorough, and consistent think-
ing and lucid statement . . . in a degree very unusual in political writing’.
The ‘chief defect’ was not impracticality but ‘the doctrinaire tone which
pervades it’.207

Meanwhile, Hare forwarded copies of his Treatise to various political
leaders, such as John Bright, who had opposed the limited vote pro-
posed by Russell in 1854.208 Bright wrote to Hare on 8 February 1859
that although he had ‘not yet been able to do more than just look into
it’, he admitted a suspicion that ‘many of the most ingenious among
those who discuss it, are looking out for means of evading a real repre-
sentation than of advancing it’.209 Gladstone, to whom Hare suggested
consideration of representation by a parliamentary committee, wrote to
Hare on 12 March 1859 and extended thanks for the Treatise, which he
had not yet read, observing there was ‘a great disposition in the public
mind to give attention to the various thoughtful writers who have been
striving to elucidate it’, but indicating that ‘a Committee of the House
of Commons would be scarcely competent to deal with the subject of
the Representation’.210 Had Disraeli received a copy of the Treatise he
would have been less guarded in his response. When he introduced a
reform bill in the House of Commons in February 1859, he defended
the principle of virtual representation, arguing that the Howard family
pocket borough of Arundel served to provide a representative in Parlia-
ment not only for its own Catholic majority but also for the Catholic
minority in other constituencies.211 Accordingly, in June 1859 he told
the House of Commons that the representation of minorities as by the
limited vote proposed by Russell was ‘a proposition hostile to the very
principle on which representative government is founded, and alien to
the spirit of the constitution’.212

Considerably more enthusiastic was Mill, whose On Liberty was pub-
lished in February 1859 in which he reiterated his warning against the
‘tyranny of the majority’.213 Upon reading Hare’s Treatise, Mill shifted
his allegiance from the cumulative vote to the single transferable vote,
as he wrote to Hare on 3 March 1859:

You appear to me to have exactly, and for the first time, solved the
difficulty of popular representation; and by doing so, to have raised
up the cloud of gloom and uncertainty which hung over the futurity
of representative government and therefore of civilization. That you
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are right in theory I never could have doubted, and as to practice,
having begun with a great natural distrust of what seemed a very
complicated set of arrangements, I ended by being convinced that the
plan is workable, and effectually guarded or guardable against fraud.
In the details I have as yet found only one point which, it seems to
me, might be improved, and that is so minor a one as hardly to be
worth mentioning.214

He added: ‘I shall henceforth be a zealous apostle.’215
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Personal Representation and the
Second Reform Act, 1859–1867

‘Have you seen Hare’s book on Representation?’, John Stuart Mill
enquired in a letter to George Cornewall Lewis on 20 March 1859.
‘I think it both a monument of intellect, and of inestimable prac-
tical importance at the present moment’, he wrote. ‘His suggestions
appear to me the real basis of a reconciliation between Radicalism and
Conservatism.’1

Mill proceeded to contribute to Fraser’s Magazine in April 1859 ‘Recent
Writers on Reform’ in which he reviewed Hare’s Treatise in conjunction
with Political Progress Not Necessarily Democratic by James Lorimer and
A Plea for the Constitution by another jurist, John Austin, a utilitarian
whose The Province of Jurisprudence Determined had been published in
1832 based on lectures delivered as Professor of Jurisprudence and the
Law of Nations at the University of London which Mill had attended.2

Austin had supported the Great Reform Act in 1832, but as of 1859,
the year of his death, he was opposed to further parliamentary reform,
and Mill reviewed A Plea for the Constitution with less sympathy than he
did Political Progress Not Necessarily Democratic.3 Hare’s Treatise, however,
Mill praised as being ‘of far superior value: in which, for the first time, a
way is really shown to that reconciliation and simultaneous recognition
of the best principles and ends of rival theories, which the generality of
political writers have despaired of, which Mr Lorimer aims at, but which
Mr Hare actually realizes’.4 Mill suggested that Hare raised the principle
of the representation of minorities ‘to an importance and dignity which
no previous writer had ascribed to it. As conceived by him, it should be
called the real, instead of nominal, representation of every individual
elector.’5 The representation of minorities, Mill continued, ‘is a neces-
sary consequence from all premises on which any representation at all
can be defended’.6 He recognized that ‘in a deliberative assembly the

76
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minority must perforce give way, because the decision must be either
aye or no’, but he emphasized that

it is not so in choosing those who are to form the deliberative assem-
bly: that ought to be the express image of the wishes of the nation,
whether divided or unanimous, in the designation of those by whose
united councils it will be ruled; and any section of opinion which is
unanimous within itself, ought to be able, in due proportion to the
rest, to contribute its elements towards the collective deliberation.7

‘At present’, he observed,

if three-fifths of the electors vote for one person and two-fifths for
another, every individual of the two-fifths is, for the purposes of that
election, as if he did not exist: his intelligence, his preference, have
gone for nothing in the composition of the Parliament. Whatever was
the object designed by the Constitution in giving him a vote, that
object, at least on the present occasion, has not been fulfilled: and if
he can be reconciled to his position, it must be by the consideration
that some other time he may be one of a majority, and another set of
persons instead of himself may be reduced to ciphers.8

The limited vote and the cumulative vote were ‘praiseworthy so far as
they go, but they attain the object very imperfectly’,9 he argued, whereas
the single transferable vote

provides for all the difficulties involved in representation of minori-
ties. The smallest minority obtains an influence proportioned to its
numbers; the largest obtains no more. The representation becomes,
what under no other system it can be, really equal. Every member of
Parliament is the representative of an unanimous constituency. No
one is represented, or rather misrepresented, by a member whom he
has voted against.10

He explained the operation of the single transferable vote, denying
that it was ‘too complex and subtle to be workable’ and asserting that
‘Mr Hare’s draft of a Bill is ten times more simple and intelligible than
the Reform Act, or almost any other Act of Parliament which deals with
a great subject.’11

In providing personal representation, Mill maintained, the single
transferable vote ‘would prodigiously improve the personnel of the
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national representation. At present, were they ever so desirous, a great
majority of the most distinguished men in the country have little or no
chance of being elected anywhere as members of the House of Com-
mons’, adding that the House of Commons elected by Hare’s system
‘would contain the elite of the nation’.12 Majorities as well as minorities
‘would be brought under inducements to make a more careful choice’,13

he predicted, and party leaders

could no longer count upon bringing up the whole strength of the
party, to return any professed Liberal or Conservative who would
make it worth their while. An elector even of their own party, who
was dissatisfied with the candidate offered him, would not then
be obliged to vote for that candidate, or remain unrepresented. He
would have the option of contributing to give his country, or his
party, the benefit of a better representative elsewhere; and his lead-
ers would be under the necessity of offering him some one whom he
would consider creditable, to be secure of his vote.14

He asserted that the greatest benefit of Hare’s electoral system would
be ‘in raising the tone of the whole political morality of the country’,15

remarking that ‘Mr Hare, when he reaches this part of his subject, rises
into a noble enthusiasm, which is irresistibly attractive when combined,
as it is in him, with a sober and sagacious perception of the relation
between means and ends.’16

With regard to extension of the franchise, Mill emphasized that Hare’s
proposed electoral system was ‘of the very greatest importance’.17 The
‘educated class’ was opposed to a ‘democratic suffrage’, Mill indicated,
not because the ‘ignorant class’ would be ‘the strongest power’ in Par-
liament but because they would be ‘the sole power; because in every
constituency the votes of that class would swamp and politically anni-
hilate all other members of the community taken together’.18 By Hare’s
electoral system, Mill insisted, ‘the educated and the propertied classes
could still be represented, though by a minority’ and ‘there would not,
in the minds of many of those classes, be the same insuperable objection
to the political preponderance of the majority’.19 The minority would be
represented by ‘the ablest heads and noblest hearts in the nation’, and
he added:

The cause of the minority would be likely to be supported with such
consummate skill, and such a weight of moral authority, as might
prove a sufficient balance to the superiority of numbers on the other
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side, and enable the opinions of the higher and middle classes to pre-
vail when they were right, even in an assembly of which the majority
had been chosen by the poor.20

Mill agreed with Hare that the franchise should be extended to
women,21 but he did not agree with him that the £10 franchise qualifica-
tion was sufficient or that an educational qualification was impractical.22

Although plural voting would be unnecessary, according to Mill, it
would be ‘perfectly compatible’ with the single transferable vote due to
the possibility for an elector to have more than one single transferable
vote.23 Likewise, he agreed with Hare that the ballot would be unnec-
essary under the operation of his electoral system and that the practice
of bribery for votes would be reduced.24 Mill concluded his review by
evaluating Hare’s Treatise as a ‘remarkable book’ which if it ‘made no
practical suggestions whatever, and had no value but that of the prin-
ciples it enforces, it would still deserve a high rank among manuals
of political thought’.25 Later in 1859, the pages of ‘Recent Writers on
Reform’ devoted to Hare’s Treatise were reprinted as a supplement to a
second edition of Mill’s Thoughts on Parliamentary Reform.26

In June 1859, the Economist commented that the discussion of
Hare’s Treatise by Mill in Fraser’s Magazine had given him ‘a letter
of introduction to the public which ensures him respectful reception
and audience’.27 Such followed at the congress of the Social Science
Association held in Bradford in October 1859 at which Hare read a
paper, ‘On the Mode of Electing Representatives in Parliament and
Municipalities.’28 He had been encouraged to do so by Mill, who had
written to him on 6 August that ‘the subject of your paper’ would be
‘very valuable’, adding: ‘The best use that can be made of the Associa-
tion is to make it a means of gaining adhesions to important practical
suggestions fitted for immediate adoption.’29 Hare had forwarded a copy
of his paper to Mill, who had replied on 24 August that he considered it
to be ‘excellent’ but commented:

If I had a criticism to make, it would be that you suppose the per-
sons to whom it is addressed less ignorant than, I am afraid, they
are. You address them as if they were well acquainted with the sub-
ject of discussion, but were under the influence of some of the futile
objections which have been brought against you. No doubt this is
the case with some, but for the greater number I fear that a brief
popular explanation of the plan itself and of its purposes is still
required.30
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At the same congress another barrister, August Frederick Mayo, read
a paper, ‘On the Moral and Intellectual Effects of Mr Hare’s Plan for
Improving the Machinery of Representation.’31 Neither the paper by
Hare nor that by Mayo were published in the Transactions of the Social
Science Association, but Mill wrote to Hare later in October that he ‘was
much pleased by receiving from you so satisfactory an account of your
proceedings at Bradford, and of the prospects of the cause’.32

Among those who attended the Social Science Association congress in
Bradford in 1859 was Henry Fawcett.33 Born in 1833, his father William
Fawcett had been the Mayor of Salisbury in 1832 and a supporter of
the Great Reform Act and the Anti-Corn Law League. Henry Fawcett
had read mathematics at Cambridge, entering Peterhouse in 1852 and
moving to Trinity Hall in 1853, and had graduated with a BA in January
1856 followed by election as a Fellow of Trinity Hall in December of the
same year. Meanwhile in London in November, he had begun to study
the law as a member of Lincoln’s Inn. Two years later in September 1858,
however, he had been permanently blinded by his father in a shooting
accident after which he had returned to Trinity Hall where he directed
his attention to political economy and was influenced by the writings of
John Stuart Mill.34 At the Social Science Association congress in Bradford
in 1859, Fawcett read two papers, ‘The Theory and Tendency of Strikes’
and ‘The Protection of Labour against Immigration’,35 and there he met
Hare who wrote to Mill about him. ‘I was very much impressed by your
account of Mr Fawcett’, Mill replied to Hare in October: ‘So active an
interest in progress in a man early afflicted with such a misfortune as
blindness, is very rare and meritorious. . . . It is very desirable that the
friends of real representation should be in communication, in order to
combine their efforts in forcing the idea on the attention of careless
people, since want of familiarity with it is the chief obstacle it has to
encounter.’36

In December 1859, Fawcett invited both Hare and Mill to Cambridge,
writing to Mill that he was ‘personally a stranger to you’ but that ‘for the
last three years your books have been the chief education of my mind’.37

Mill, then in France, declined the invitation, but Hare accepted and vis-
ited Fawcett at Trinity Hall at Christmas.38 According to Leslie Stephen,
at that time also a Fellow of Trinity Hall and a close friend of Fawcett,
Hare’s electoral system became a topic of common-room conversation.39

Subsequently, many of the Victorian academics who were attracted to
Hare’s proposal were associated with Cambridge.40

Fawcett like Mill was a radical who considered democracy to be
inevitable but who, as Stephen related, was ‘strongly convinced that
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democracy had a very evil side’.41 Fearing the ‘tyranny of the majority’,
Fawcett supported Hare’s proposal because, according to Stephen, ‘in the
adoption of that principle in some form lay the only remedy against the
great danger of an oppression of minorities’.42 Accordingly, Fawcett like
Mill became an advocate of Hare’s proposal. In January 1860, Fawcett
sent a copy of the second edition of Thoughts on Parliamentary Reform to
the 3rd Earl Grey ‘in case Mr Mill’s remarks upon Mr Hare’s Bill should
have escaped you’.43 This was approved by Mill who, again in England,
wrote to Hare on 4 February that Grey was the most likely member of
the House of Lords to support his electoral system but warned that ‘it
would be most undesirable that he should identify himself with it early,
as he has got so confirmed a character for being crotchety and unpracti-
cal, that is (being interpreted) for having no following, that people think
they may dismiss anything at once of which he is the most prominent
supporter’. Mill advised that ‘any public move should, I am convinced,
go to the Commons first, and should turn the Liberal side of the scheme
outwards, shewing the other side afterwards’.44 At the same time, he
encouraged Fawcett, to whom he wrote on 5 February:

We can never do enough in pressing forward Mr Hare’s plan, which,
in my deliberate belief, contains the true solution of the political dif-
ficulties of the future. It is an uphill race, and a race against time,
for if the American form of democracy overtakes us first, the major-
ity will no more relax their despotism than a single despot would.
But our only chance is to come forward as Liberals, carrying out the
Democratic idea, not as Conservatives, resisting it. To become iden-
tified with Toryism would be fatal to the plan, for the Conservative
is not only the least powerful, but the silliest party. . . . It will be, as it
has been through all my lifetime, that in every real pinch, Radicals
have had to do duty as Conservatives, often in opposition to those
who they were attempting to save.45

Mill added that Hare, ‘like many discoverers, has much to learn in the
art of presenting his discoveries with a view to popular effect; but he
seems truly anxious for advice and help, and we who did not make the
discoveries must aid them in that way’.46 In London three days later, on
8 February, Mill was personally introduced to Fawcett by Hare.47

Subsequently in 1860, both Hare and Mill assisted Fawcett in writ-
ing a pamphlet, Mr Hare’s Reform Bill Simplified and Explained, in which
Fawcett reiterated Hare’s opposition to the system of election then in
operation under which ‘large and intelligent minorities are permanently
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and completely disfranchised’.48 He argued that ‘to a Conservative
in Marylebone, and to a large proportion of the Liberals, the suf-
frage is a worthless and unused privilege’.49 Thus he attacked virtual
representation:

It may be, perhaps, maintained that there is, at least, an adjustment
of the inequality; that injustice here is corrected by injustice there;
and that, finally, a proper proportion of Liberals and Conservatives is
preserved. Such arguments disregard all principles of representative
government: and moreover they tacitly assume that there are only
two sections of opinion in the country, and that each elector should
be satisfied with the representative system if it practically realizes a
due and proportionate utterance of the shibboleths of Whig and Tory
politics.50

He emphasized that personal representation by the single transferable
vote would neither require nor prevent either an extension of the fran-
chise or the adoption of the ballot.51 The system of election proposed
by Hare was modified by Fawcett, however, who calculated the quota by
dividing the number of votes rather than the number of electors on the
register by the number of seats to be filled.52

Mill, as he wrote to Helen Taylor on 17 February 1860, advised Fawcett
that it was necessary ‘to get access to individual minds likely to be
influential’ and suggested that his pamphlet be forwarded to selected
members of Parliament and to ‘all who signed the Memorial to Lord
Palmerston for an educational suffrage’, commenting: ‘Though that
scheme was not a good one, those who signed it were mostly persons
of talent or instruction, & they have all given evidence that they want
something out of the common line of parliamentary reform & are alive
to one of the strong recommendations of Hare’s plan. Most, no doubt,
will disregard it, but if we can recruit a few of them, it will be a great
gain.’53 Likewise focusing attention on the clerisy, Hare wrote to Mill
on 18 February that he considered those who had subscribed to the
memorial to Palmerston ‘the class to be most usefully addressed’.54

While securing the support of Mill and Fawcett, Hare attempted to
attract others in ‘Representation in Practice and Theory’ in Fraser’s Mag-
azine in February 1860. Therein he claimed that men of letters rather
than party leaders treated political questions ‘according to their moral
aspects and general results’ and were ‘secure in the conclusion that
what is morally wrong cannot be politically right’.55 Quoting extensively
from the social criticism of Thomas Carlyle, whose fear of democracy
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exceeded that of Hare, as well as from works by Mill, John Ruskin,
and Charles Kingsley, among others, Hare asserted that it was from
writers rather than from politicians ‘that we must seek the true prin-
ciples of social and national progress’.56 Politicians emphasized the
practical aspects of political reform but did not consider the ‘mean-
ing and purpose’ of insitutions.57 Representative institutions were of
particular importance, he argued, for ‘in political representation is con-
tained the germ of a power, not only capable of upholding public
freedom, but of developing the highest moral and intellectual qualities
and energies with which the individual man, and the nation, may be
gifted’.58

The House of Commons, however, Hare complained, ‘exhibits the
caprice and inconsequence which, in individual conduct, is only
expected from persons who are ignorant, prejudiced, and impulsive’,59

and ‘the positive ends of government to which Coleridge adverts – that
of “making the means of subsistence more easy to each individual –
securing to each the hope of bettering his own condition, and that of his
children – and the development of those faculties which are essential to
his humanity – that is, to his rational and moral being,” – all are utterly
neglected’.60 In 1832, he claimed, the Great Reform Act ‘by extinguish-
ing the influences which before predominated, had the effect of exciting
the ambition of a numerous and increasing class of persons, whose
obscurity and mediocrity would have prevented them from aspiring to
a seat in Parliament, if an avenue had not thus been afforded’.61 Since
1832, he continued, the House of Commons was ‘a new and tempting
market, or rather hundreds of markets, to which every rich, reckless, or
shameless man might resort and try his chances of acquiring celebrity,
and even public honours and the distinctions of the Senate’.62 He admit-
ted that ‘the monied and the trading classes are doubtless as prolific as
any other in competent men’, but he insisted that ‘the discouragement
of the best and the tempting of the worst of them to aspire to the more
elevated positions of the State, can lead to nothing but the low tone of
political conduct and feeling to which the country has arrived’.63 Seats
in the House of Commons, he protested, were

filled by men of the most superficial talents, ready to pledge them-
selves to any dogma or adopt any nostrum which the greatest number
of their supporters may agree upon. Such men, wanting in all the
qualities that inspire confidence, sink necessarily into mere delegates.
The mouthpieces of popular meetings, they pretend to discuss and
vote, but without exercising any judgment, and according to the
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directions of a multitude who have judged generally without even
pretending to discuss, and always without real deliberation.64

Such reforms as extension of the franchise, redistribution of seats,
legislation against corrupt practices or introduction of the ballot, he
indicated, ‘will not give to the intelligent and conscientious the smallest
additional power of choice from better and more intellectual men, but
on the contrary, in so far as they make elections more expensive, and
require more sacrifices to popularity, they will have the effect of narrow-
ing the scope of choice’.65 ‘The true improvement’, he emphasized, ‘is
to enlighten the understanding, and promote uprightness and sincerity
of character in every elector’.66

Meanwhile, Hare observed with disdain, it was ‘no exaggeration to
say that parliamentary elections are now almost in every case a bitter
mockery to most of the more highly instructed and conscientious men,
who will not or cannot attach themselves blindly to the chariot wheels
of party, and accept whatever it may send them’.67 Such frustration had
been a motivation for the memorial to Palmerston, he suggested, and
the proposal by Russell of the limited vote, which Hare described as ‘the
most remarkable, and looking at its spirit rather than its form, the most
philosophical amendment of the representative institution which has
in this country had anything like authoritative sanction’.68 Referring
to the report by Rowland Hill concerning the application of the single
transferable vote in South Australia as well as to the second edition of
Mill’s Thoughts on Parliamentary Reform and to his own Treatise,69 Hare
summarized his proposed system of election and observed that it would
eliminate objection to extension of the franchise. He emphasized, how-
ever, that it was ‘above all things necessary that the extension should be
preceded by such an electoral system as will make every man feel that the
suffrage is a solemn duty to be prepared for in the quiet of his chamber,
and not with drinking and clamour of a tavern, or amidst the shoutings
of a mob’.70 He concluded with particular emphasis on the significance
of the individual in the polity: ‘The safety of free institutions, the basis of
liberty, will be found in bringing home to every man an adequate sense
of the true, and to him, surpassing importance of his individual vote.’71

‘Political virtue is no more a corporate quality than Christian virtue’, he
added. ‘It can only be attained through each individual mind.’72

Mill was disappointed by ‘Representation in Practice and Theory’,
considering it to be excessively theoretical, as he wrote to Helen Taylor
on 2 February: ‘There is nothing in it that lowers my opinion of his
mind, but it is ineffective.’73 On the same day, Mill wrote to Hare
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that it was ‘a little damaged by the introduction of so much of other
people’s generalities which (especially those of Carlyle) are associated in
most minds with anything rather than a plan admitting of actual leg-
islative realization’, suggesting that it be ‘followed up by another of a
more distinctly practical character’.74

In the House of Commons on 1 March 1860, Russell introduced a
reform bill to lower the franchise qualification in boroughs to £6 rental
and in counties to £10 occupation and to redistribute 25 seats while
adding a third seat to large boroughs for the purpose of the representa-
tion of minorities.75 Unlike in 1854, however, Russell in 1860 did not
propose the adoption of the limited vote in constituencies with three
seats. ‘As that proposition was not very popular, although I think it was
a fair and just one’, he remarked, ‘I shall not attempt to renew it upon
the present occasion.’76 With reference to the bill, Hare addressed the
question of the representation of minorities in a letter in The Times on
15 March:

The effect on the House of enlarging the constituencies must depend
on the degree to which the renovated bodies may be guided by a wise
judgment in the choice of their representatives; and it is believed by
many that this, again, depends on the existence of a free electoral
organization, enabling the superiorities of mind and culture in every
place to discover and elect superiorities of character and intellect,
wherever they may be found, and thereby permitting to thought and
intelligence the full exercise of their natural powers of expression and
attraction.77

To this end he proposed a variation of the limited vote whereby ‘what-
ever may be the number of members to be returned by any county,
city, borough, or other constituency, no vote for more than one candi-
date shall be received from one elector in the same constituency’.78 His
proposal was endorsed in the Economist two days later for the reason
that it was ‘important that mere numbers should not have the power of
swamping the representation of less numerous but more intelligent and
thoughtful classes’.79

At the same time, Hare sought support for the single transferable vote
from novelist Edward Bulwer Lytton, a Conservative member of Parlia-
ment for Hertfordshire, who wrote to Hare on 16 March that although
devised by a ‘political genius’ it was ‘too bold and too new for practical
adoption in an old country’. He observed that he could not ‘therefore
flatter you with the hope that your scheme could yet be taken up in the
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House of Commons. . . . It will be well to get it familiarly before critical
minds, and have it thoroughly sifted – but that, alas, will not at this
moment help us’. He added that he feared a ‘step on a wrong direction
to which we are invited by the Government Bill’.80 During the debate
on the bill in the House of Commons on 26 April, however, Lytton
commented:

Mr Mill has declared in favour of the scheme propounded by
Mr Hare and explained by Mr Fawcett in a very remarkable pamphlet;
a scheme that is based upon the principle of securing representa-
tion to the smallest minorities. These ideas are so against the taste
of the House and the inclination of the public, that their adoption
may be impossible; but I mention them to show that, here, are con-
summate reasoners whose doctrines of Government belong to the
boldest school of Liberal opinion, and who are yet more anxious
than the highest Tory amongst us to secure to property and intel-
ligence a power that shall not be overborne by the influence of
numbers.81

Such mention of his electoral system in the House of Commons would
‘do good’, Mill wrote to Hare on 9 May.82 The bill, however, without
the support of Liberals or Conservatives, was withdrawn by Russell in
June.83

Meanwhile in April in Fraser’s Magazine, Hare as Mill had suggested
followed up the theoretical emphasis of ‘Representation in Practice and
Theory’ with a practical emphasis in ‘Representation of Every Local-
ity and Intelligence’ in which he asserted that ‘the object of political
representation at this day is nothing less than that of gathering to the
national councils our wisest men, who if they be truly so, must include
our best men’.84 Quoting from works by Macaulay, Tocqueville, Mill,
and Carlyle, among others, and drawing on passages from The State in
Its Relations with the Church by Gladstone published in 1838 and The
Senses and the Intellect by the psychologist Alexander Bain published in
1855,85 Hare argued that the system of election in a borough or a county
denied electors ‘the power of acting upon any comparison between
the more distinguished men of the age, and the two or three candi-
dates who, probably by money or by intrigue, have forced themselves,
or been forced, upon the constituency’.86 Further, it reduced an elec-
tion to a contest for votes which invited corruption and dragged ‘the
highest down to the level of the lowest’, elector and candidate alike, he
claimed:
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Vain is the noblest aspiration for the future of his country or
of mankind; vain is the most profound knowledge of economical
science; vain is earnest and patriotic zeal, or unselfish devotion; a
limited number of electors, accidentally dwelling in a certain place,
can alone be appealed to. They must be persuaded, coaxed, flattered –
if need be, bought; and the competition of the candidates for votes
becomes like a contest for some object of passionate desire, in which
everything is sacrificed to success.87

Political parties manipulated the system, he continued, securing their
majorities in accordance with the principle of virtual representation: ‘If
the party is beaten in one town or county, the struggle is to succeed by
overcoming their antagonists in another. It is the recipe for disguising
minorities under a false show, by the politics of artifice, instead of secur-
ing their true representation by those of honesty.’88 For good rather than
evil and wisdom rather than ignorance to be represented, he argued,
‘the elector must first be allowed to select his representative from the
widest possible field; and secondly, his means of co-operation with other
electors must be extended beyond the comparatively narrow area of his
own locality; and he must be relieved from the necessity of persuading
the majority within that area to act in concert with him’,89 adding: ‘The
doctrines and morals of Christianity in three centuries permeated the
Greek and Roman world; but to bend by the moral force of argument
and persuasion the thoughts and wills of the majority of the dwellers of
a single city was not given even to inspired truth in the mouths of the
Apostles.’90

Hare explained the electoral system which he advocated in his Trea-
tise and which Fawcett simplified in his pamphlet, maintaining that it
‘would enable every voter to propose for his own constituency the man
of all the candidates in the kingdom he deems the best and worthiest,
and which would enable him to do this without controlling the choice
of his neighbour, or without idly throwing away his vote’.91 Redistribu-
tion of seats would be unnecessary, and the franchise could be extended
without ‘dread of “numbers”’, he argued, it being ‘by numbers that
the nation will be governed, and political leaders must win them by
the attractions addressed to their higher nature or by the temptations
offered to their lower’.92 In the same month, Herbert Spencer, to whom
Hare had forwarded a copy of his Treatise,93 mentioned it in the West-
minster Review in ‘Parliamentary Reform: Its Dangers and Safeguards’ in
which he discussed extension of the franchise, which he opposed. In
so far as he included the system of election proposed by Hare among
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safeguards against dangers of parliamentary reform, however, Spencer
had ‘no faith in such methods’.94

While the reform bill introduced by Russell was being debated in the
House of Commons, Grey in the House of Lords on 19 April secured
the appointment of a select committee to enquire into the effect of the
proposed reduction of the franchise in boroughs and counties, includ-
ing consideration of the participation of electors in large and small
constituencies.95 Hare offered to give evidence, writing to Grey on 23
April that he was ‘anxious to give all aid in my power to the labours of
that Committee, & I am therefore preparing tables of the proportion-
ate numbers of voters who have polled in constituencies of different
magnitudes for the last two elections, for the use of the Committee’.96

Grey replied to Hare on the following day that such evidence would
‘no doubt be of great value’.97 Mill wrote to Hare on 9 May that giving
evidence to the committee ‘enables you, with a favorable Chairman, to
bring forward the whole subject with advantages which you might have
waited long for’,98 and he wrote to Fawcett on 12 May that ‘Lord Grey’s
Committee with the prospect of Mr Hare’s being examined, is one of the
most fortunate things which could have happened.’99

Hare appeared before the Grey Committee on 4 June and presented
statistics calculated to demonstrate that in the general elections of 1857
and 1859 the percentage of registered electors who had voted in con-
tested constituencies had been lower in large than in small boroughs
and counties. In 1857 and 1859, he indicated, the mean result in bor-
oughs of less than 5000 had been 83 per cent, but the mean result in
boroughs of more than 5000 had been 67 per cent.100 A reason for this,
he suggested, was that the electoral system did not arouse a sense of duty
to vote in large constituencies: ‘The educated people and people of intel-
ligence in those places have not their sense of duty awakened owing to
the apparent impossibility that any effect can be given to their votes.’101

Another reason, he continued, was that the range of electoral choice did
not correspond to the diversity of interests in large constituencies.102

Rather than advocating small constituencies, however, he attacked ‘the
process which has been adopted of dividing constituencies into districts,
where there should be only two or three members’.103 The solution to
the problem of participation, he maintained, was to combine electoral
districts to maximize electoral choice and to adopt a system of election
such as the single transferable vote or the cumulative vote.104

After appearing before the Grey Committee, Hare in London on 19
June read a paper, ‘On the Application of a New Statistical Method
to the Ascertainment of the Votes of Majorities in a More Exhaustive
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Manner’, at a meeting of the Statistical Society, which had been
founded in 1834.105 Reiterating his arguments concerning corruption
and the extinction of minorities by majorities within constituencies,
he observed that in elections by the limited vote or the cumulative
vote ‘there would still be minorities, of greater or less magnitude,
unrepresented’.106 ‘That the smaller number should not possess a weight
greater or equal to that of the larger number, – except such weight
as they may win for themselves by any superiority of virtue or intel-
ligence they may possess, – must be admitted’, he maintained, ‘but that
the smaller body, even having regard to numbers only, should have a
weight proportioned to its relative number, would seem to be a neces-
sary principle and safeguard of public and individual freedom’.107 He
argued that this would be accomplished by ‘contingent voting’, or the
single transferable vote, explaining how it could operate within multi-
member constituencies such as the West Riding of Yorkshire, which had
four seats.108 The single transferable vote, he emphasized, ‘is, however,
capable of far more extensive development’,109 further explaining how
it could operate on a national basis as he advocated in his Treatise:

Property will be represented, by representing every possessor of prop-
erty, far more effectually than by a struggle of one kind of property
against another. Education and intelligence will be represented by
the representation of every man of education and intelligence. The
professional, agricultural, commercial, and working classes may be
represented by their chosen exponents. Every locality will have its
special representatives in the members who have received the great-
est number of votes in the county or borough, but local divisions
become rather, as Bacon says, lines and veins than sections and sep-
arations. All contribute to the national representation, which will be
as perfect as the understanding and patriotism of each succeeding age
can make it.110

In the same month, Frederick Denison Maurice discussed Hare’s Treatise
in Macmillan’s Magazine in which he quoted at length from the second
edition of Mill’s Thoughts on Parliamentary Reform, a copy of which he
had received from Hare.111 Although Maurice withheld endorsement of
Hare’s electoral system, he remarked of his Treatise that he had ‘read no
book for a long time which combines so much nobleness of thought, so
much general philosophy with a devotion to details, and the acuteness
of a practiced lawyer. It is delightful to find one who proposes so wide a
representative reform sustaining himself by the weighty words of Burke,’
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adding: ‘Mr Hare is an excellent specimen of that zeal for the moral
as superior to the material interests of the community. . . . He has given
proof, not only to lawyers, but perhaps still more to clergymen, how
possible it is to combine the most energetic desire for reform with the
truest Conservatism.’112

In 1861, a second edition of Hare’s Treatise was published incorpo-
rating the quota proposed in the pamphlet by Fawcett,113 and in the
same year, two editions were published of Considerations on Represen-
tative Government by Mill. Written with reference to the parliamentary
debates over franchise extension, Mill’s Considerations was in part a con-
tribution to Hare’s campaign for personal representation by the single
transferable vote. As in Thoughts on Parliamentary Reform, so in Considera-
tions Mill was concerned with the protection of the clerisy as a minority,
discussed in the sixth chapter, ‘Of the Infirmities and Dangers to which
Representative Government is Liable’, warning against ‘a constitution
of the representation which does not secure an adequate amount of
intelligence and knowledge in the representative assembly’.114 Such
‘intelligence and knowledge’ were not to be secured by the majority,
as he emphasized in the seventh chapter, ‘Of True and False Democracy;
Representation of All, and Representation of the Majority Only’:

The natural tendency of representative government, as of modern
civilization, is towards collective mediocrity: and this tendency is
increased by all reductions and extensions of the franchise, their
effect being to place the principal power in the hands of classes more
and more below the highest level of instruction in the community.
But though the superior intellects and characters will necessarily be
outnumbered, it makes a great difference whether or not they are
heard. In the false democracy which, instead of giving representation
to all gives it only to the local majorities, the voice of the instructed
minority may have no organs at all in the representative body.115

Virtual representation of the clerisy he rejected: ‘The constituencies
to which most of the highly educated and public spirited persons in
the country belong, those of the larger towns, are now, in great part,
either unrepresented or misrepresented. The electors who are on a differ-
ent side in party politics from the local majority are unrepresented.’116

Personal representation, he asserted, was the alternative whereby ‘no
elector would, as at present, be nominally represented by some one
whom he had not chosen’,117 and ‘the minority of instructed minds
scattered throughout the local constituencies would unite to return a
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number, proportioned to their own numbers, of the very ablest men
the country contains’,118 adding: ‘I am unable to conceive any mode
by which the presence of such minds can be so positively insured,
as by that proposed by Mr Hare.’119 In the House of Commons, the
majority would ‘outnumber’ and ‘outvote’ the minority, Mill recog-
nized, but ‘they would speak and vote in their presence, and subject to
their criticism’,120 having argued in On Liberty that truth was a function
of conflict of opinion.121 While defending plural voting and attacking
the ballot,122 he considered the limited vote and the cumulative vote
to be systems of election ‘infinitely better than none at all’ but inferior
to the single transferable vote, ‘since all local minorities of less than a
third, and all minorities, however numerous, which are made up from
several constituencies, would remain unrepresented’.123 The electoral
system proposed by Hare in his Treatise, according to Mill, was ‘among
the very greatest improvements yet made in the theory and practice of
government’.124

In Macmillan’s Magazine in June 1861, Fawcett took the opportunity
of reviewing Mill’s Considerations to abridge the clauses of Hare’s elec-
toral system, as he had done in his pamphlet, to ‘give the reader the
means of understanding the convincing arguments by which Mr Mill
defends the scheme’.125 It was a ‘standard of excellence’, Fawcett stated,
although he assumed that ‘it would be futile to ask the House of Com-
mons to accept it’.126 When the second edition of Considerations was
published, Mill wrote to Hare on 5 July that he had ‘written a few
additional pages for the new edition, to keep up the fight against the
objections to the plan’.127 In the following month, reflecting the interest
of Maurice, the Working Men’s College Magazine published a condensa-
tion of the chapter in Mill’s Considerations concerning Hare’s electoral
system.128

Meanwhile, Walter Bagehot in the Economist in May 1861 devoted
half of his review of Mill’s Considerations to a critical evaluation of
Hare’s proposal. Likewise fearing franchise extension and ‘tyranny of the
majority’,129 Bagehot conceded that minority representation was sound
in theory but argued that in practice it would encourage factions and
jeopardize cabinet stability. He observed:

Mr Hare’s and Mr Mill’s hope is that it would enable the educated
to combine to elect fitting representatives as against the ignorant
and uneducated. But, unfortunately, the mere preference for intel-
lectual and thoughtful men is faint in comparison with the special
ties of sectarian and commercial interests. And there is great danger

 

mailto: rights@palgrave.com


92 Thomas Hare and Political Representation in Victorian Britain

that the result would be a Parliament in which no party-organisation
was possible at all – one set of members being pledged to desert the
government on one question, another on another, so that no gov-
ernment would be able to direct the general policy of the country,
because it would have no security against repeated and continuous
defeats.130

In addition to being a potential obstacle to efficient administration,
Bagehot feared that Hare’s electoral system would facilitate manipu-
lation, claiming that party ‘tickets’ would be employed, such being
equated with political corruption in the United States. Regarding the
clerisy, he commented: ‘We doubt whether the real purpose Mr Mill has
in view – that of getting the educated classes better represented by intel-
lectual men of independent thought – would be effectively answered
at all under this scheme.’ Bagehot concluded: ‘We wish Mr Mill would
reconsider this scheme of Mr Hare’s with more special reference to its
practical working; and we rather think that he would see some reason
to withdraw his confidence from it.’131

Further objections were raised two months later in a review of Mill’s
Considerations in the Westminster Review which argued that Hare’s elec-
toral system would be used by the ignorant as well as by the educated,
that it demanded extreme confidence in those responsible for its appli-
cation, and that it could not be used to fill vacant seats. There were
‘collateral advantages which it would bring in its train to any com-
munity prepared to carry it out’, however. ‘All motives for the undue
influence of individual electors would be at once annihilated by the
destruction of the local omnipotence of a club in a closely-contested
borough, and what would be effectual in this strongest case would of
course be fatal to bribery or intimidation in less aggravated ones.’132

Nevertheless, there was ‘little prospect of its speedy execution . . . until
a much higher general level of national intelligence be attained. . . . It is
a leap beyond our powers’.133

Continuing the campaign for his electoral system, Hare in February
1862 contributed to Macmillan’s Magazine ‘Suggestions for the Improve-
ment of Our Representative System: The University Elections Act of Last
Session.’ The passage of the University Elections Act of 1861, which pro-
vided for the use of voting papers in parliamentary elections for the
university seats,134 was regarded by Hare as evidence of ‘the growing
force of the opinion, that real improvement in political representation
must consist not merely in the increase of the numbers of voters, but
also in bringing to the work as much of the enlightened intelligence
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of every constituency as can be gathered and roused into activity’.135

Meanwhile, he complained:

At the present time, the understanding and intellect of the far larger
portion of the educated classes of the country, in the matter of polit-
ical action, are hopelessly fettered, and the conscience of the same
classes, in regard to political duty, is paralysed, by the overwhelm-
ing force of local majorities, wielded, for the most part, by men who
are the least likely in each community to be guided by any large or
enlightened views, or to be worthy of general confidence.136

The University Elections Act itself, he suggested, afforded an opportu-
nity for the application of the single transferable vote, ‘to have rendered
the representation of the members of the universities as nearly per-
fect as the present restrictions in our electoral system will permit’,137

adding that the system was ‘applicable as well to other constituencies
as to the Universities’.138 In April, however, his electoral system was
criticized in Macmillan’s Magazine by George Otto Trevelyan, a nephew
of Macaulay educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, who in ‘A Few
Remarks on Mr Hare’s Scheme of Representation’ argued that electors
would despair to choose from among the range of candidates and would
welcome instruction by national caucuses at the expense of local inter-
ests. ‘It would be hard indeed to conceive of any system of which the
Carlton could not make something’, he suggested. ‘But of all systems
that were ever devised, this of Mr Hare’s is most adapted to serve the
ends of party.’139

Later in 1862, at the meeting of the Social Science Association held
in London on 11 June, Hare read a paper, ‘On the Election of Repre-
sentative or Governing Bodies by Exhaustive Majorities and Unanimous
Quotas of the Constituencies’, in which he reported on the ‘progress
of the movement’ at home and abroad. In addition to the publications
by himself and Mill, he observed that the issue of the representation of
minorities was being debated in America and Germany, that the ques-
tion was being raised in Geneva and Zürich, and that in South Australia
‘some of the deepest thinkers have endeavoured to prepare the popu-
lar mind for the substitution of the method of real for what is called
virtual representation, – a representation of all instead of a representa-
tion of majorities only’.140 In the discussion which followed his paper,
Mayo defended Hare’s system of election: ‘If it once came into operation,
they would not see the House of Commons crowded with speculators
and lawyers, nor would they see such men as the late Lord Macaulay
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or the late Sir Robert Peel excluded from that assembly through a feel-
ing of revengeful spite’, claiming that ‘all men of average energy and
social position would have a fair chance of a seat in Parliament’.141

Hare’s electoral system was attacked, however, by Peter Taylor, a Lib-
eral member of Parliament for Leicester, who ‘considered the scheme
proposed by Mr Hare too refined, and too delicate for the wear and
tear of actual use’, preferring ‘the present system of local constituen-
cies; the more intimate the relations between the representative and the
represented the better, for that was the great safeguard against positive
democracy’.142

In April 1863, Hare contributed to Macmillan’s Magazine ‘Ideal of a
Local Government for the Metropolis’ in which again he advocated
personal representation in opposition to virtual representation. He pro-
posed, as he had in Usque ad Coelum, that the single transferable vote be
applied to the election of a London Council of 150 members, half cho-
sen by owners of property and half by occupiers, so that ‘representation
be real and actual, and not merely nominal or virtual; that each propri-
etor and each inhabitant may be certain that, at least, one member has
been chosen by himself, and not by any majority or number of other
persons for him and that such member is the exponent of his opinions
and the guardian of his interests’.143

In opposition to Hare’s electoral system, Lord Robert Cecil argued in
the Saturday Review in September 1864 that such a proposal would be
futile because minority representatives in Parliament would be impotent
in the division lobbies. ‘The real protection to the minority’, he claimed,
‘is to be found in the sense of fair-play, the instinct of moderation, the
traditional habit of never pushing a victory to extremes, the indepen-
dent spirit with which a Legislature of unpaid members will always resist
the efforts of a headstrong party-leader to draw them into an overbear-
ing or violent policy. As long as this spirit rules the deliberations of a
Legislature, the rights of a minority are safe.’144 Likewise critical of Hare’s
electoral system in 1864 was Grey, who in a second edition of his Par-
liamentary Government Considered with Reference to Reform considered it
to be too complicated and ‘calculated to give a preponderance of power
rather to the best organized political party than to that in which the
most intelligent part of the Nation has the greatest confidence’.145 Its
object, however, was ‘desirable to accomplish’, he agreed, to which end
he favoured the cumulative vote, which he considered to be ‘the first of
the Reforms of a Conservative tendency which I should suggest, and one
which I should consider a great improvement under any circumstances,
but quite indispensable if any changes favourable to Democratic power
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are to be admitted’.146 Grey was in contact with James Garth Marshall,
who wrote to him on 19 May that the single transferable vote might
be used by a large educational constituency like that proposed in the
memorial to Palmerston.147

In 1865, in which year a third edition of Mill’s Considerations was
published, Russell, in the House of Lords as of 1861, abandoned the
representation of minorities in the third edition of his An Essay on the
History of the English Government and Constitution from the Reign of Henry
VII to the Present Time, the first edition of which had been published in
1821, dismissing Hare’s electoral system in particular as associated with
‘contrivances altogether unknown to our habits’.148 The limited vote as
well he thought ‘would be difficult to introduce, and would perhaps be
unpalatable in its first working’.149

Hare replied to such criticisms of his electoral system in the preface to
a third edition of his Treatise published in 1865 in which he emphasized
that its object was the representation of all electors, promoting the eleva-
tion of ‘individual character’. ‘Personal representation encourages every
man to do the best that is in him’, he wrote, ‘and leaves him without
excuse if he does not’.150 He insisted that it was for the representation of
the majority as well as of the minority and disclaimed ‘representation of
minorities’ as its designation.151 That his concern was to maintain the
influence of the clerisy was evident in his attitude towards the work-
ing class, however: ‘The wise parent admits his children to his counsels,
and makes them partners of his labours and his hopes, not from caprice
or by fits and starts, but gradually and impartially, as education bears
its fruit, and intellect is matured. The nation is but a greater family.’152

He denied that his system of election was hostile to localities, arguing
that it would serve local interests naturally rather than artificially unlike
redistribution proposals made by ‘popular reformers’.153 That the quota
would be calculated on a national basis had misled critics into think-
ing that the system was for a national electorate, he suggested, and he
maintained that local representation would be ‘preserved and secured to
an extent and with a completeness hitherto unknown’.154 Accordingly,
he argued, a party ‘ticket’ would be of no effect, for ‘the voting paper
in every constituency would be different’.155 Likewise corruption would
be eliminated, he predicted, for ‘personal representation equalizes the
pecuniary value of every vote, and reduces it to its minimum’.156 Fur-
ther, he denied that the single transferable vote was too complicated,
pointing out that voters need only write down one or more names and
need not calculate the quota or transfer a surplus, such being the duties
of returning officers.157
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In an appendix to the third edition of his Treatise, Hare drew attention
to a modification of the calculation of the quota suggested to him by
Henry Richmond Droop, a Lincoln’s Inn barrister who had read mathe-
matics at Trinity College, Cambridge. In 1855, Droop had been elected
a Fellow of Trinity and was appointed a Lecturer in Mathematics, but
he had resigned his fellowship and lectureship to study the law and had
been called to the bar in 1859.158 Following the general election of 1857,
he had addressed the question of the representation of minorities and
had developed a system of election similar to that proposed by Hare but
with a different quota, as Hare explained in his Treatise in 1865:

Perceiving that I had introduced contingent voting, which was also
part of his scheme, he has kindly communicated to me his method
of appropriation of every vote to the candidate for whom it is succes-
sively designed, and of arriving at a quota which should be exactly
the number of votes that ought to be retained for each successful
candidate to ensure his election. . . . One step of this process may be
adopted with great advantage. It is the result of an observation that
the quota proposed to be adopted cannot be greater than the quo-
tient produced by dividing the aggregate number of votes polled for
the number of candidates to be elected who stand highest on the poll,
by such last-mentioned number. Thus, if there were 2000 candidates,
all polling more or less votes, of whom only 654 can be elected, it
is not necessary to take as the dividend the whole number of votes
polled by the 2000, but it is sufficient to take the number of votes
polled by the 654 who stand highest on the poll.159

Hare observed that ‘in adopting this reduced quota a succession of trials
is indispensable’ but added that ‘it only repeats several times what it was
at first proposed to do once for all’.160

Hare argued in his Treatise in 1865 that the practicality of his proposed
electoral system was demonstrated by the operation of that in Denmark,
the subject of a detailed report prepared and submitted to the Foreign
Office in July 1863 by the Secretary of Legation at Copenhagen, Robert
Lytton, son of Edward Bulwer Lytton. In his report, Lytton wrote that
he thought the subject was of ‘singular and special importance’.161 He
compared Hare’s electoral system with Carl Andrae’s and observed that
the latter ‘has been in practice for eight years, without any flaw having
been brought to light in its machinery’.162 Hare in his Treatise in 1865
referred to the report by Lytton as an ‘unexpected and conclusive refu-
tation’ of the impracticality of his electoral system.163 He sent a copy of
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his Treatise to Lytton, who wrote to him in April 1865 that his work was
of ‘paramount importance’ and that he ‘rejoiced’ that his own report
had ‘provided you with one more amongst many proofs of the perfect
mechanical practicableness of your proposed Reform Bill’.164

Hare devoted a series of appendices in his Treatise in 1865 to a
discussion of the representation of minorities and his electoral sys-
tem in Australia, Europe and the United States. Regarding Australia,
he included New South Wales and Victoria,165 but he omitted South
Australia where, in Adelaide, Catherine Helen Spence, a conservative
journalist and novelist, discovered Hare’s electoral system in Mill’s
‘Recent Writers on Reform’ in Fraser’s Magazine in 1859. This reminded
her of the experiment conducted in Adelaide by Rowland Hill which
was known to her as her father had been the town clerk between 1840
and 1843 and one of her friends was a niece of Rowland Hill.166 Hare’s
system was of interest to her also because she was an opponent of the
South Australian Political Association founded in 1859. When this orga-
nization won five of six seats in Adelaide in the election of the assembly
in 1860, Spence became a public advocate of personal representation. In
later years she explained: ‘I confess that at first I was struck chiefly by its
conservative side, and I saw that its application would prevent the polit-
ical association, which corresponded roughly with the modern Labour
Party, from returning five out of six members.’167 After reading Hare’s
‘Representation in Practice and Theory’ and ‘Representation of Every
Locality and Intelligence’ in Fraser’s Magazine in 1860, Spence wrote A
Plea for Pure Democracy: Mr Hare’s Reform Bill Applied to South Australia,
a pamphlet which was published in Adelaide in 1861.168 Subsequently,
she incorporated discussion of Hare’s electoral system in a novel pub-
lished in 1865, Mr Hogarth’s Will, wherein Francis Hogarth, a member of
Parliament who supports the representation of minorities, tells a depu-
tation that ‘the effect of any great extension of the suffrage, as things are
at present, would be to put the whole political power into the hands of
the least educated class of the community’.169 Spence presented a copy
of the novel to Hare when she met him in England in 1865.170

Regarding Europe, Hare included consideration of his electoral sys-
tem in Frankfurt and Brussels and at the International Congress for the
Promotion of Social Science held in Amsterdam in 1864.171 In Geneva,
the French socialist Victor Considérant had proposed a list system for
the representation of minorities in 1842 and 1846,172 and the proposal
was revived in Geneva in 1861 by Antoine Morin in Un nouveau système
électoral.173 In 1862, Morin repeated his argument for the list system in
De la représentation des minorités and discussed Hare’s proposal, and it
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was from this work that Hare drew an extract in his Treatise in 1865.174

Unlike Hare’s electoral system, the list system was for the representation
of political parties in proportion to their relative strength, and it was in
this sense that the term ‘proportional representation’ then was used in
Switzerland.175 In the wake of a riot in Geneva over the result of the elec-
tion of the cantonal Grand Council in 1864,176 Ernest Naville urged the
representation of minorities in Les élections de Genève, mémoire présenté
au Conseil fédéral et au peuple suisse, which he followed in 1865 with La
patrie et les parties, discours sur le réforme électorale and the formation in
Geneva of an organization dedicated to the representation of minorities,
L’Association Réformiste.177 As he later wrote to Spence, Naville was in
favour of Hare’s system, but L’Association Réformiste advocated the list
system because it was better suited to the electoral structure of Geneva
where party lists were in use.178

As in Switzerland, Hare’s electoral system was discussed in the United
States. In New York, the representation of minorities was advocated by
Simon Sterne and David Dudley Field, both lawyers, in opposition to the
New York County Democratic Committee, or Tammany Hall. In 1865,
Sterne visited England and met Hare, and in 1866 he and Field together
founded the Personal Representation Society of New York.179

In England in 1865, Hare in the Daily News on 20 March proposed that
the London metropolitan constituencies be combined to form a single
constituency returning 22 members to the House of Commons and that
the electors use the single transferable vote.180 This proposed applica-
tion of his electoral system he proceeded to discuss in a paper which
he read at a meeting of the Social Science Association held in London
on 10 April.181 Reported in the Daily News and The Times, the meet-
ing was conducted by Lord Stanley and attended by Mill, Frederick Hill,
and William Torrens, an Irish radical who was a Liberal candidate for
Parliament in Finsbury. Hill, who in the same year wrote a pamphlet on
parliamentary reform, commented in support of Hare that the electoral
system earlier devised by his father, Thomas Wright Hill, ‘was found to
work well’.182 Torrens, however, claimed that in South Australia it had
been a failure, to which Hare replied that to his knowledge the system in
South Australia had been ‘the very reverse of his system’.183 At the con-
clusion of the meeting, Lord Stanley remarked that ‘it would be unwise
prematurely to express any decided opinion upon Mr Hare’s plan, which
was to most persons new, and involved wide considerations’.184

Meanwhile on 22 March, Richard Cobden wrote to fellow radical
Thomas Bayley Potter, who was to succeed him in Parliament as a Lib-
eral member for Rochdale, in response to a request for his opinion of
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the ideas of Mill. ‘I would give only one vote to each elector, and one
representative to each constituency’, Cobden wrote, thus in support of
the electoral system that had been advocated by Bentham in his Plan of
Parliamentary Reform, in the Form of a Catechism in 1817. ‘I don’t know
of any better chance of being heard; after all, it is opinions that are to
be represented,’ Cobden asserted. ‘If the minority have a faith that their
opinions, and not those of the majority, are the true ones, then let them
agitate and discuss until their principles are in the ascendant.’185 Ear-
lier in 1865, on 16 January, Cobden had conveyed to Bright the same
opinion of Hare’s electoral system, which he considered to be ‘incompre-
hensible’: ‘I would allow each constituency to return one representative.
Thus, for instance, if Birmingham had six members, they should be
elected by six wards. This would give every section of the community
the opportunity of suiting itself. The idea of giving representation to
minorities is an absurdity.’186 After the death of Cobden on 2 April 1865,
his letter to Potter was published in the Daily News on 19 April, and Hare
responded in the Daily News on 9 May. The plan advocated by Cobden
was retrogressive, Hare argued: ‘By placing representation under such
difficulties the progress of great measures may be indefinitely delayed.’
His central concern, however, was ‘individual freedom’, he added: ‘It is
by the emancipation of the voters individually from both the majorities
and minorities around them that the nation will obtain the aid of the
personal knowledge and discretion of the best and the most capable of
its electors.’187

During the general election which was in progress at the same time in
1865, personal representation ‘for the first time passed into the domain
of popular discussion’, as Mill wrote to Hare on 29 May.188 Mill was
a Liberal candidate in Westminster and Fawcett in Brighton. After the
publication of his declaration of political opinions, which included the
representation of minorities though without reference to Hare’s electoral
system, Mill was attacked in the Daily News on 24 April by Francis Henry
Berkeley, the leader of the Ballot Society, for his rejection of the ballot.189

Mill was defended by Hare in the Daily News on 2 May. The ballot, Hare
argued,

to enable a voter – and, if the secrecy be of any use, to encourage
him – to do himself the moral wrong of affecting to support what
he secretly opposes, or to oppose what he secretly supports – to the
extent to which electors avail themselves of it – can have none but
a demoralizing tendency. It is scarcely possible for men to be habit-
ually untruthful in one part of their conduct without lowering the
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standard of morality in the other actions of life, and without injury
to character.190

Were the ballot adopted, he added, the options to electors would remain
limited. The obstacle to true reform, he emphasized, was the ‘false
principle’ of virtual representation.191 In addition to Mill and Fawcett,
another Liberal candidate who supported Hare’s electoral system scheme
was Thomas Hughes, a Christian Socialist and associate of Maurice in the
founding of the Working Men’s College. Like Hare, Hughes had been a
student at the Inner Temple, and his popular novel Tom Brown’s School
Days had been published in the same year as had Hare’s The Machin-
ery of Representation.192 Hughes endorsed Hare’s electoral system in his
address to the electors of Lambeth on 6 May in which he said on the
issue of franchise reform: ‘I have too intimate a knowledge of the masses
of my poorer countrymen to fear any extension whatever; at the same
time I should like to see a scientific reform, embodying the cardinal
principles of Mr Hare’s plan, which would give every voter a bona fide
representative in the House, and make every member the representative
of an unanimous constituency.’193 With the election of Mill, Fawcett,
and Hughes in 1865, advocacy of personal representation by the single
transferable vote entered the House of Commons.

Later in the same year, Hare in ‘An Electoral Reform’ in the Fortnightly
Review in October agreed that ‘it is desirable to admit to the franchise at
least the intelligent and prudent of the working classes’ but also shared
‘apprehension lest they should, by their numbers, swamp or extinguish
the influence of the more educated and the more wealthy’, adding that
the latter ‘more and more withdraw themselves from political action
as constituencies are increased, and single votes therefore become of
smaller importance’.194 ‘The object to be sought’, he argued, ‘is a method
of accomplishing the enfranchisement of the working population, with-
out swamping the others, and at the same time stimulating the political
activity of the leisured and intellectual classes, without any artificial
contrivance, and according to the natural laws of political life – the
healthy circulation of the public opinion and will, through the great
body politic of the nation’.195 Assuming that ‘the public mind is not pre-
pared for the full measure of political freedom, involved in the perfect
adoption of the principle of personal representation’,196 he proposed a
variation of his proposal in which electors could voluntarily withdraw
from their constituencies and create a national ‘electoral college’ which
would return to Parliament a number of representatives in proportion
to the number of its members. There being 658 members of the House
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of Commons,197 he explained, ‘if 1,316,000 voters were registered, and
100,000 transferred their names from the local to the general register,
the electoral college thus formed would be entitled to fifty members’.
The election would be by the single transferable vote: ‘In the election
of the fifty members no vote would be taken for more than one can-
didate, but every voter might insert on his voting paper the names of
as many candidates as he pleased, in the order of his preference.’198 He
indicated that he intended to discuss his proposal at the meeting of
the Social Science Association in Sheffield,199 which he proceeded to do
after it opened on 10 October. There he defended the clerisy: ‘It can-
not be other than a national gain to substitute an unanimous body of
thoughtful persons, limited in number and composed for the most part
of the élite of all the constituencies of the nation, in place of the political
jobbers and petty dealers and shopkeepers, with their paltry aims, who
now go far to make up the smaller constituencies.’200 Further advocat-
ing personal representation by the single transferable vote, he criticized
the representation of minorities by the limited vote and the cumula-
tive vote as these electoral systems ‘make no appreciable addition to the
individual power of each elector’, observing: ‘What objects they may
accomplish in a party point of view I will not say; but the individual
independence which I seek, they will not achieve.’201

The death of Palmerston on 18 October and the succession of Russell
as Prime Minister raised the prospect of a new reform bill in Parliament,
but Hare and Mill disagreed over the best way to proceed. Hare, as he
had explained in his Treatise, thought that franchise extension and redis-
tribution of seats should be considered separately, whereas Mill thought
that the two issues should be combined. Mill warned Hare in a letter
on 11 January 1866 that if reform was to be limited to franchise exten-
sion, ‘it may be assumed as certain that no other point of parliamentary
reform will be allowed to be discussed this year. . . . And it is to my mind
equally indubitable that when any reform has been passed the whole
subject of changes in the representation will be tabooed for years to
come.’202

Hare, however, asserted in ‘The Keystone of Parliamentary Reform’ in
the Fortnightly Review in January 1866 that ‘whatever suffrage may be
determined upon . . . the one essential condition of true Parliamentary
reform . . . is that throughout the work of the election there shall be the
most complete provision for the freedom and independence, together
with the best means of encouraging the development, of individual
thought and action’.203 In defence of personal representation by the sin-
gle transferable vote, again he rejected the representation of minorities
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by the limited vote and the cumulative vote, which ‘instead of liberating
the personal intellect and conscience . . . would aggravate the slavery of
individuals to the leaders of parties’.204 Likewise he rejected the ballot.205

Rather, he insisted: ‘If every elector had before him, and were enabled,
according to the measure of his judgment and intelligence, to unite with
others of like opinions and sympathies, and express by his vote his esti-
mation of the character of, and his confidence in, any man of his time,
whom he might regard as deserving of public trust, a train of thought
would be opened of which it is impossible to calculate the value.’206

He recommended that a Committee of the House of Commons address
such questions ‘without impeding the progress of any Bill which may
propose to deal with the suffrage’, thereby doing ‘great service to the
cause of civilisation and humanity by indicating the course to be pur-
sued in the progressive improvement of representative institutions’.207

He directed further attention to his electoral system in the paper on
local government which he read before the session of the Social Science
Association held in London in February.208

Hare’s electoral system was attacked by John Boyd Kinnear in ‘Practi-
cal Considerations on the Representation of Minorities’ in the Fortnightly
Review in February. A Scottish barrister, whose Principles of Reform, Polit-
ical and Legal had been published in the previous year, Kinnear in 1866
considered the question of minority representation to be of importance,
and he demonstrated a thorough knowledge of the limited vote, the
cumulative vote, and the single transferable vote, including the system
of election introduced by Andrae and supported by Lytton. Kinnear
noted that among the merits of Hare’s electoral system ‘that which
is above all insisted on by its supporters is, that it affords to edu-
cated minorities a means of being heard in resistance to less instructed
majorities’.209 Although he admitted ‘the possibility of the system cut-
ting both ways’,210 he denied that minorities were better suited to
legislate than were majorities. The minority rather than the majority
had resisted progressive measures, he observed, such as the repeal of
the Corn Laws. Beyond specific criticism, he rejected Hare’s system in
general due to regard for the masses. The nation was ruled not only
by Parliament but also by ‘public opinion of all classes’, he argued and
added ‘not least, of those classes who are below the present electoral
standard’.211

Hare replied to Kinnear in ‘Individual Responsibility in Representative
Government’ in the Fortnightly Review in March. He pointed out that his
system was for the representation of majorities as well as of minorities,212

but he took exception to the emphasis on public opinion, arguing
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that discontent of the lower classes needed to be channelled into
Parliament:

It is far better that their complaints, whether well or ill founded,
should be discussed in the House of Commons, and that they should
learn to what extent, if any, they are capable of remedy, than that
they should rankle in their minds, or be ever a cause of silent dis-
content with the institutions under which they live. The process
of association, the election of their representative, their appeals to
and communications with him, and the necessary inquiry and expo-
sure of the peculiar difficulties of their position, would be no slight
step towards raising them from their condition of ignorance. On the
other hand, the power of combination which is given to enlight-
ened and liberal thought wherever it can be found, affords the
most certain means of sending to Parliament some of our best and
wisest men.213

This exchange between Hare and Kinnear was the context of the criti-
cism of Hare’s electoral system by Bagehot in ‘The House of Commons’
in the Fortnightly Review in March, the sixth in his series of articles
on ‘The English Constitution’.214 Technically less substantive than the
article by Kinnear, its content was essentially an expansion of the argu-
ment which Bagehot had directed against personal representation in his
review of Mill’s Considerations in the Economist in 1861.215 Bagehot in
1866 did not discuss virtual representation, but he remarked that in his
Conservative constituency his Liberal vote was of ‘no use’.216

In the Fortnightly Review in April, Spence argued in defence of the
parliamentary representation of the working classes but warned against
‘the danger of the undue predominance of the numerical majority’.217

Emphasizing the representation of interests rather than of minorities,
however, she indicated that ‘the schemes of Hare, Mill, Sir Rowland
Hill, and others, stop short at a very singular point, and that we ought
not to represent minorities till we have critically analysed the elements
of which these minorities consisit’.218 Minorities ‘resolve themselves
into separate interests’, she suggested, ‘and we should strive inces-
santly for the proper representation of such interests, and consider as
an imposture any representative assembly in which the great leading
interests are either unduly represented, or not represented at all’.219

To this end she proposed ‘dividing the country into a very few large
electoral provinces . . . though not so large as to do away with local inter-
ests, which might be the case if the United Kingdom were formed into
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one consistuency’.220 ‘We do not want a constant struggle between two
parties’, she added, ‘but a fair hearing to all classes and an impartial
verdict by all classes’.221

Another defence of the representation of minorities in 1866 came
from Maurice, then Professor of Moral Philosophy at Cambridge, who
in The Workman and the Franchise declared: ‘So help me God, I do not
mean to follow the will of a majority. . . . If it could be put to the vote
of the greatest number what they would have for happiness, I have no
security that they would not decide for something low and swinish.’222

Accordingly, he recommended consideration of the electoral system pro-
posed by Hare.223 Also in May 1866, Hare further discussed the single
transferable vote in his appearance before the Select Committee on
Metropolitan Local Government, of which Mill was a member.224

In the House of Commons on 12 March 1866, Gladstone, a Liberal
member for South Lancashire as of 1865 and the Chancellor of the
Exchequer in the Liberal ministry of Russell, introduced a reform bill
for franchise extension without redistribution of seats.225 A redistribu-
tion bill was conceded to the opponents of franchise reform, however,
whereby large counties and boroughs were to have three members.226

The introduction of the redistribution bill, although calculated to defeat
the reform bill by its opponents, provided an opportunity to discuss the
issue of the representation of minorities. On 15 May, Grey wrote to Mill
suggesting that he propose the adoption of the cumulative vote, com-
menting that ‘among the provisions which would remove some of the
objections to a large extension of the franchise, there is none which
in my opinion w[oul]d be so important’.227 Mill replied to Grey on 21
May that he could not do so: ‘If I were to originate any move for rep-
resentation of minorities, it would only be in the form which alone,
as I conceive, carries out the principle, that of Mr Hare’s system.’ Mill
added, however: ‘My inability to originate a proposition for the cumu-
lative vote plan (which I regard as the next best) would be no hindrance
to my supporting it if proposed by others.’228

Subsequently, on 31 May, the issue was raised in the House of Com-
mons during the second reading of the redistribution bill by Sir John
Pakington, a Conservative member for Droitwich, who stated that while
he was opposed to third members, he would accept them if the limited
vote was included in the measure.229 If Pakington, said Mill, ‘will bring
forward a Motion, in any form which can possibly pass, with a view to
engraft that principle upon any Bill, I shall have the greatest pleasure
in seconding him’.230 He emphasized that ‘the representation of minori-
ties appears to me an absolutely necessary part of any representative
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constitution which it is intended should permanently work well’.231

Thus on an issue which he regarded as crucial, Mill took the side of a
Tory rather than of a radical. The issue was not pursued further, how-
ever, and in June both bills were defeated by Conservatives and Liberals
opposed to franchise reform, or Adullamites, led by Robert Lowe, the
member for Calne.232 Upon the consequent resignation of Russell, a
Conservative ministry was formed by the 14th Earl of Derby, in the
House of Lords, with Benjamin Disraeli, a Conservative member for
Buckinghamshire in the House of Commons, as the Chancellor of the
Exchequer.

In the following month in London, one of a series of reform demon-
strations organized by the Reform League resulted in destruction of
the railings in Hyde Park. On the next day, 24 July, Gladstone ‘viewed
the “field of battle”’, as he recorded in his diary: ‘Alack for the folly
that made it.’233 Further reform demonstrations took place in London,
Birmingham, Manchester, and other cities in August and September.

In October 1866 at the congress of the Social Science Association held
in Manchester, Hare read a paper, ‘A Grouping of Parliamentary Elec-
tors that Combines a Just and Equal Distribution of Seats, and the Free
Expression both of Individual and Public Opinion, with the Smallest
Degree of Disturbance from Corrupt Influences’, in which he responded
to the dismissal of his electoral system by Russell in his 1865 edition
of An Essay on the History of the English Government. With reference to
‘contrivances altogether unknown to our habits’, Hare asserted: ‘To say
that it is not necessary now, because in earlier times communication
was difficult or impossible, would be as reasonable as to say that as
free trade was not needed in the infancy of society, when each com-
munity depended on its own productions, it is therefore unnecessary
now.’234 Whereas Russell doubted ‘that there are models of government
still untried, promising a cup of felicity and freedom which England
has not yet tasted’, Hare doubted ‘that civilisation is so impotent in
the work of social improvement’.235 In the discussion which followed
his paper, his electoral system was explained and defended by John
Westlake.236 Most of the other participants, however, were critical if not
hostile. Subsequently, on 7 January 1867, Hughes wrote to Hare that
he feared ‘we shall scarcely have had time to drive the principles of
your Reform Bill into John Bull’s thick head before the next change in
representation’.237

That the fear of Hughes was justified was evident in 1867 when two
reform bills were introduced by Disraeli in the House of Commons
on 14 February and 18 March.238 Amid debate outside Parliament, the
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electoral system proposed by Hare was rejected when not ignored in
both Essays on Reform and Questions for a Reformed Parliament, volumes
published in March and April by ‘university liberals’ who supported
franchise reform in opposition to Lowe and his fellow Adullamites.239

Among the twelve contributors to Essays on Reform were Kinnear and
Stephen. Whereas Kinnear in ‘Redistribution of Seats’ made no mention
of Hare,240 Stephen in ‘On the Choice of Representatives by Popular
Constituencies’ did so within the context of his discussion of Mill,
whose election to Parliament in Westminster suggested to him that the
democratic threat to the educated elite was exaggerated, he argued: ‘The
advocacy of the rights of women, of Mr Hare’s scheme, and of unpopular
views upon theology, for which Mr Mill was notorious, were industri-
ously urged, but without any serious effect.’241 Stephen further criticized
Hare in Macmillan’s Magazine in April, arguing against the necessity of
his electoral system, seeing ‘no reason for representing every shade of
opinion in Parliament. A sect which represents one six hundred and
fifty-eighth part of the country is not really the stronger for having
one member of Parliament’.242 Nor was it immune to corruption, he
continued:

Reformers of Mr Hare’s sanguine temperament seem always to imag-
ine that the institutions they provide will be worked in the spirit
they intend – not that they will be subjected to the strain of every
political passion, bearing them in all directions. . . . Money would buy
votes, and influence compel votes, as easily as ever; men would have
the same motives for getting into Parliament, and the same motives
for choosing members of Parliament. . . . With all respect for the great
authorities enlisted in behalf of the scheme, we cannot anticipate
from it the moral reformation of the constituent, and therefore no
radical change in the government which he constitutes.243

In short, Stephen remarked, ‘we confess to a general prejudice against
reforming mankind by clever arithmetical dodges’.244

Nevertheless, during the debate on the reform bill in the House of
Commons on 30 May, Mill moved an amendment for the single transfer-
able vote, referring to Hare as ‘a man distinguished by that union of large
and enlightened general principles with an organizing intellect and a
rare fertility of practical contrivance, which together constitute a genius
for legislation’.245 The principle of personal representation was ‘most
important to the beneficial working of representative government’, Mill
asserted, and was ‘neither democratic nor aristocratic – neither Tory,
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Whig, nor Radical; or, let me rather say, it is all these at once’.246 He
assured those who feared that ‘the single class of manual labourers
would, by dint of numbers, outvote all other classes, and monopolise the
whole of the Legislature’ that by Hare’s system of election ‘no such thing
could happen; no considerable minority could possibly be swamped; no
interest, no feeling, no opinion, which numbered in the whole coun-
try a few thousand adherents, need be without a representation in due
proportion to its numbers’.247 In particular, he emphasized, ‘under any
suffrage approaching to universal, it would operate in favour of the
propertied and of the most educated classes’.248 Hare’s electoral system
was not, he added, ‘the mere crotchet of an individual’ but had adher-
ents in Australia, America, France, Germany, Italy, and Switzerland. ‘In
one illustrious though small commonwealth, that of Geneva’, he noted
with reference to Naville, ‘a powerful association has been organized
and is at work, under the presidency of one of the most eminent men in
the Swiss federation, agitating for the reform of the constitution on this
basis’.249 Mill concluded:

Those who are anxious for safeguards against the evils they expect
from democracy should not neglect the safeguard which is to be
found in the principles of democracy itself. It is not only the best safe-
guard, but the surest and most lasting: because it combats the evils
and dangers of false democracy by means of the true, and because
every democrat who understands his own principles must see and
feel its strict and impartial justice.250

His speech was not well received, however, as a sympathetic spectator,
Lady Amberley, recorded in her diary: ‘I was next to Mr Hare’s two
daughters who were much disgusted at the stupidity of the M.P.s for
they laughed very much and were very inattentive.’251

Viscount Cranborne (formerly Cecil) rose after Mill to say that ‘he
did not profess to be a disciple of the hon. Member for Westminster;
but he felt that the House of Commons was scarcely doing itself justice
in not giving some attention to proposals which had evidently been
deeply thought out, earnestly supported out of doors, and advocated
that evening in a speech of no common eloquence and ability’.252 He
remarked that although he thought Hare’s electoral system was ‘imprac-
ticable’, the ‘evil’ against which it was directed was ‘real’, being the
‘introduction of the hard machinery of local party organization con-
ducted by party managers’.253 Walter Morrison, a Liberal for Plymouth,
expressed the opinion that Hare’s electoral system could encourage
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bribery and interfere with legislation, although it would ‘carry out
democracy, or popular government, to its logical consequences’.254 He
thought ‘further consideration’ was necessary.

Mill withdrew his amendment, but the issue of the representation of
minorities was raised again on 17 June when Samuel Laing, a Liberal for
Wick and an Adullamite, moved an amendment to add a third mem-
ber to boroughs with a population of 150,000 or more, and Hughes
moved an amendment for the application of the cumulative vote.255

The Hughes amendment was ruled ‘a separate and distinct proposal’
and was withdrawn, but the cumulative vote was revived during the
debate on the Laing amendment. Opposing the Laing amendment,
Disraeli attacked the cumulative vote and ‘other fantastic schemes’,256

while Gladstone in defending the Laing amendment remarked that
the cumulative vote was due ‘careful and impartial consideration’.257

Cranborne spoke in favour of both the Laing amendment and the
cumulative vote, which he considered to be in the interest of Con-
servatives in Liberal boroughs. He demonstrated greater sympathy for
the position of Bright than of Hare, however, when he spoke in favour
of single-member districts for the same reason. ‘I am very much in
favour of representing minorities directly’, he stated. ‘If I cannot do
that I would then adopt the scheme attributed to Mr Cobden of obtain-
ing the representation of these minorities by geographical divisions.’258

In the division that followed, the Laing amendment was defeated by
a majority of eight votes while being supported by Gladstone and
Cranborne as well as by Mill, Hughes, and Morrison, Fawcett being
absent.259

Another amendment for the cumulative vote was moved on 4 July by
Lowe, who did so, he admitted, ‘with no great confidence of success’.
His reason, he explained, was that ‘all our other arrows have been shot;
not one remains in the quiver; so that if this does not hit, there will be
nothing left but one simple uniform franchise to be intrusted to, and
left to, the hands of the lowest class of society. I must not be under-
stood as coming forward to argue for any protection for the minority;
but I cannot allow that there is any right in the majority to coerce the
minority.’260 In the ensuing debate, which continued on the following
day, sides were taken with specific reference to the issue of the repre-
sentation of minorities. The Lowe amendment was opposed by Disraeli
who denounced ‘the schemes of coteries’.261 In his attack on such ‘pecu-
liar crotchets’, Bright defended virtual representation, employing the
argument that had been used against the representation of minorities
by Disraeli in 1859: ‘At present the minority of one set of politics in a
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particular borough are generally represented by the Members returned
by the majority in an adjacent borough. . . . The minority in Manch-
ester has always had its case fairly stated by the representative of the
majority in Liverpool.’262 Mill took issue with Bright, referring to his
defence of personal representation by the single transferable vote earlier
in the year.263 In the division on the amendment, Mill, Fawcett, Hughes,
and Morrison were joined by Cranborne and voted with Lowe against
Gladstone, Bright, and Disraeli.264 The Lowe amendment was defeated
by a majority of 141.265

Mill voted with Lowe and Cranborne again in a more significant
division by which was adopted the limited vote, or minority clause.266

This was moved as an amendment in the House of Lords on 30 July
by Lord Cairns, a Conservative who when in the House of Commons
in 1866 had said that the principle of the constitution was ‘that Par-
liament shall be a mirror . . . so that the various classes of this country
may be heard . . . without the possibility of any one class outnumber-
ing and reducing to silence all the other classes in the kingdom’.267

The amendment moved by Cairns in 1867 was supported by Russell,
in the House of Lords as of 1861, who on 30 July defended the amend-
ment as a means to ‘introduce into the House of Commons men of
moderate views whose influence would tend to reconcile parties on
those occasions, which now and then arise, when neither extreme
is completely right, and when the influence of moderate men is of
much use in allying the heat of party passion’.268 When the lim-
ited vote was considered in the House of Commons on 8 August, it
was denounced by Bright in a lengthy speech directed against the
representation of minorities and Mill’s support for Hare’s electoral
system:

I think we have a right to complain of the hon. Member for West-
minster and his friends, not that they are in favour of representing
everybody, but that they are in favour of a proposal like this, which
really strikes off a large portion of the representative power which the
population of this country enjoys; and does not effect in any degree
that which my hon. Friend and his friends wish to be done by the
establishment of Mr Hare’s system. . . . I think those gentlemen who
are in favour of Mr Hare’s plan are not in the slightest degree bound
to support this plan. There is no intention at present on the part of
the Government, or on the part of this House or of the House of
Lords, or of any one in the country, to establish Mr Hare’s plan in
this country.269
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Likewise the limited vote was denounced by Gladstone who employed
the principle of virtual representation with reference to the pro-
prietary borough of the Duke of Norfolk, a Roman Catholic: ‘If
you ask me where is the representation of minorities, I tell you it
is in Arundel.’270 Gladstone admitted that the limited vote might
operate to the advantage of the Liberal party but were it adopted
‘it must unfold and expand itself over the whole country’, he
warned:

Opposed as I am to the principle of representation of minorities, I
feel that if we are forced into it on the basis of a plan such as that
before us, the injustice that will be inflicted upon the great towns and
counties with tripartite representation will be so gross as to be almost
penal, on the majorities of those constituencies, and . . . we must not
be accused of inconsistency if we go further in the choice of evils.271

Disraeli, taking his stand against Gladstone rather than against the lim-
ited vote, joined Cranborne and Lowe in support of the limited vote. So
too Mill, Fawcett, Hughes, and Morrison voted in its support.272 It was
carried by a majority of 49, thereby applying the minority clause to the
four-member City of London, five three-member boroughs, and seven
three-member counties.273

As passed in August 1867, the Second Reform Act did not alter
the electoral system as such. It lowered the franchise in England and
Wales to include all householders and £10 lodgers in boroughs and £5
leaseholders and £12 occupiers in counties, which nearly doubled the
electorate to some two million, and a limited redistribution reduced the
number of borough seats and increased the number of county seats,
decreasing the representation of England and increasing the represen-
tation of Scotland.274 The plurality system of voting within territorial
constituencies was maintained, however, in accordance with the princi-
ple of virtual representation to the exclusion of the principle of personal
representation.

Nevertheless, on 26 October, Mill wrote to Marshall with reference
to the adoption of the minority clause which introduced the rep-
resentation of minorities by the limited vote if not by the single
transferable vote that ‘the footing, small as it is, which the principle
has obtained . . . by the new Reform Act, ensures its being discussed and
rediscussed with a practical aim, and, if so, it is sure to be, ere long,
understood and appreciated’.275
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The Representative Reform
Association, 1867–1874

On 25 October 1867, Hare wrote a letter to Edmund Beales, the presi-
dent of the Reform League, which was published in the Daily News on
the following day. Therein Hare denounced the neglect by Parliament
to complement the extension of the borough franchise with a compre-
hensive redistribution of seats, predicting that ‘after a new registration,
the disproportion in the relative political power of the large and small
constituencies will be more offensive than ever’.1 He condemned the
principle of virtual representation as ‘nothing but an abuse’, noting that
Gladstone had employed the argument in the House of Commons in
opposition to the Cairns amendment for the limited vote. Anticipating
further parliamentary consideration of these issues, Hare proposed that
the Reform League sponsor a conference to ‘clear away unsound theo-
ries, establish just and expose fallacious claims, and bring to light some
distinct and definite proposals in which all sincere reformers may con-
cur’. In so doing, he added, the participants would become ‘pioneers in
the work of reform which is yet to be done’.2

The conference proposal by Hare was brought before the executive
committee of the Reform League on 8 November by George Howell,
the secretary,3 when it was left in the hands of Beales, and on the next
day Howell wrote to Hare that his ‘valuable suggestions’ were being
considered.4 Two weeks later, on 22 November, Beales placed the matter
before the executive committee which agreed to form a subcommittee
‘to arrange the details with regard to the proposed conference’, the sub-
committee consisting of Beales, Howell, George Mantle, a Chartist, and
George Odger, a trade unionist.5 Mill thought that this activity ‘may
turn out very important’, as he wrote to Hare on 30 December: ‘There
are a number of the most intelligent leaders of the working men in the
league, and even in the council. . . . If you could make an impression on
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two or three of these . . . the gain would be immense.’6 Hare remained
opposed to manhood suffrage and the ballot which were the objectives
of the Reform League. After the passage of the Second Reform Act, how-
ever, he assumed that leaders of the working class would be of greater
influence in the future, and he intended to persuade them of the advan-
tage of his electoral system not necessarily because he desired to increase
the leverage of labour but more likely because he assumed that labour
support would further the adoption of his system. At the same time,
the Reform League was under financial strain and was anxious to main-
tain the support of middle-class patrons, among whom were friends of
Hare such as Fawcett, who delivered one of a series of five lectures spon-
sored by the Reform League between November and February 1868.7

The Reform League agreed to arrange the conference, and in February an
advertisement was prepared by Hare and circulated by Howell. Therein
the significance of the terminology ‘personal representation’ and ‘repre-
sentation of minorities’ was qualified, explaining that Hare’s electoral
system would not eliminate the representation of communities and
majorities, thereby rendering it more adaptable to the needs of labour.8

Four meetings of the conference were held in the rooms of the Reform
League at Adelphi Terrace in London. In addition to Hare, Howell,
and Beales, who acted as chair, participants included John Stuart Mill,
Henry Fawcett, John Westlake, Walter Morrison, and Thomas Hughes as
well as various Liberals and radicals in and out of the House of Com-
mons, such as John Boyd Kinnear, James Acland, Charles Bradlaugh,
William Randall Cremer, Sir Charles Dilke, John Passmore Edwards,
Auberon Herbert, George Jacob Holyoake, Lloyd Jones, and Peter Alfred
Taylor.9 This assembly encompassed a variety of causes, the personnel
of which was somewhat interdependent. In later years, some partici-
pants would be steadfast supporters of Hare’s electoral system and others
unyielding opponents. From the United States came Simon Sterne of
the Personal Representation Society in New York.10 At the first meet-
ing on 29 February, Hare emphasized that his system of election ‘was
not so much the introduction of a new system as the abolition of the
restrictions of the old’.11 He argued that the assertion that it was for the
representation of minorities to the exclusion of majorities was ‘utterly
unfounded in fact. It afforded the most perfect representation of all
majorities, for it carefully economised their force, so that none might
be lost or thrown away. . . . It helped only the minorities that were pop-
ular enough to acquire the rank of a majority.’ Likewise, he denied that
it was for the representation of individuals to the exclusion of commu-
nities. ‘It afforded the largest scope for local representation which had
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ever been devised’, he claimed. ‘A hundred towns, important enough to
be distinctly represented, might immediately be created separate elec-
toral communities, and instead of disfranchisement of localities, as all
other extensive schemes proposed, every borough would be preserved;
but with no other than its exact share of political power.’12 He added that
it avoided the ‘Gerrymandering’ associated with American politics.13 No
doubt aware of a dispute within the Reform League over Fenian vio-
lence, he indicated that under his electoral system there would be ‘no
dispute as to the real sentiments of the Irish people, for they would be
expressed with mathematical certainty’.14 He made reference in particu-
lar to ‘the claims of labour’ and ‘the condition of the poorest classes of
the metropolis’:

If, instead of a metropolitan representation feeble from its number
and the divided interests and objects of its constituents, London were
represented in proportion to its votes, elected by constituencies vol-
untarily associated, the vast materials at hand for elevating the moral
and intellectual condition of its poorer inhabitants would be made
useful, and in a few years their social condition would be altogether
raised.15

His system of election would entrust voters with ‘discretion and power’,
he claimed, emphasizing that

it was in this very trust, and in the cultivation of the mental powers
to which it led, that our hope of the elevation of the masses was
found. It offered to every voter the contemplation of some ideal of
excellence or worth, either in persons or things, with the assurance
that he might do something to add to its weight and recommend its
acceptance. The exercise of such a power would gradually raise the
ideal standard in every mind.16

This was in keeping with the political opinions of John Milton, Hare
suggested, which in the same month were the subject of an article in
Macmillan’s Magazine by John Seeley, Professor of Latin at University
College, London as of 1863. Under the influence of Coleridge and a
defender of the clerisy, Seeley wrote of Milton’s ‘comprehensive view
of national well-being. . . .The Church and the State to him appeared
related as mind and body, constituting together one nation, suffering
together, and needing to be healed together’.17
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Both Mill and Fawcett spoke in support of Hare’s electoral system,
Fawcett commenting that ‘the pleasure he derived from the confer-
ence might be imagined when he stated that the first political thing
he ever did was to write a pamphlet in defence, or rather explana-
tion, of Mr Hare’s scheme’.18 Read to the conference was a letter in
opposition from Frederic Harrison, a spokesman for positivism, who
argued that its complexity would benefit ‘professional wire-pullers’ and
that ‘a powerful executive parliament’ was as important as ‘represen-
tation alone’.19 The secularist Bradlaugh, however, spoke in its defence
‘for the reason mentioned by Mr Harrison, that what we wanted was
a strong executive parliament, which could only be secured by get-
ting the best men elected to it’.20 Kinnear spoke in opposition as he
thought that it would sever the contact between representatives and
constituents, arguing that it was impractical and complex and that he
doubted the electorate would apply the effort it demanded for effec-
tive operation. He preferred Cobden’s plan of single-member disctricts.21

Morrison ‘thought the way in which Mr Hare’s scheme dealt with the
present power of minorities was a practical point in its favour’. As
he ‘foresaw a considerable difficulty in working it, and an enormous
difficulty in inducing the House of Commons to accept it’, he recom-
mended that it be ‘applied within the limits of some particular county
or district’.22 Mill commented that this suggestion ‘would very likely be
adopted some day’.23 Following the meeting, Morrison wrote to How-
ell that he was ‘pleased today at finding how thoroughly at home the
members of your council were in Mr Hare’s theory, and how fairly it was
discussed even by its opponents’. Referring to the speeches on Hare’s
electoral system by himself and Mill in the House of Commons in the
previous year, Morrison predicted to Howell that ‘if you will only back
us, and show that it is a subject not to be cast lightly and contemptu-
ously aside, we will yet make the House of Commons listen to us’.24 In
addition, he enclosed a contribution of £20 to the Reform League lecture
fund.

The second meeting of the conference was held on 7 March with some
60 in attendance. Among those who spoke against Hare’s electoral sys-
tem were Acland, Beales, and Taylor, who objected to its complexity,
claimed that it would encourage corruption, and emphasized the need
for manhood suffrage and the ballot.25 Personal representation was
defended by Westlake, Hughes, and Holyoake, Westlake attacking the
principle of virtual representation with reference to the operation of
single-member equal electoral districts in the United States: ‘Owing to
the complexion of each electoral district being so much like that of

 

mailto: rights@palgrave.com


The Representative Reform Association, 1867–1874 115

another, the minority in one clearly could not depend upon being rep-
resented by the majority in another.’26 Dilke made a brief comment
concerning ‘the local element in the proposed scheme’, and Herbert
remarked that application of it to a county ‘would be an excellent
way of trying the merits of the scheme’.27 On the following day, Mill
wrote to Hare that he had received information indicating that Kinnear
‘seems a good deal shaken in his opposition. . . .The perfectly intelli-
gent adhesion of so many of the working men at the meeting, is most
encouraging.’28

At the third meeting on 21 March, Hare spoke in response to the three
principal objections to his electoral system which had been raised at
the previous meeting. Its complexity, he admitted, was due perhaps to
the detail in which he had explained its mechanism when in reality
its operation was quite simple from the point of view of the voter. The
process of transferring surplus votes, he indicated, was no more com-
plex than procedures used in banking: ‘Payments were made daily by
millions throughout the kingdom, which were settled every morning
at the clearing house, yet without debiting or crediting any check to
the wrong account. The voting paper would be treated with the same
care.’29 With reference to corruption, he claimed ‘no recipe for making
the political world suddenly virtuous’ but observed that under his elec-
toral system a vote ‘was worth no more in one place than in another’
and that a voter ‘could do no more than sell himself’. ‘Wire-pulling’,
he added, ‘was bribery in another form. . . .Those who were willing to
submit to wire-pullers if the proposed plan were adopted might do so,
but every man would be free to act for himself – no wire-puller could
control him.’30 He emphasized that he remained opposed to the ballot
but that his system of election was adaptable to it and that likewise it
was compatible with universal suffrage.31

Fawcett remarked that he ‘confessed himself the friend of univer-
sal suffrage, and not alone of manhood suffrage as advocated by the
League, but the plan of Mr Hare would be applicable to every descrip-
tion of franchise’.32 Further, he indicated that Hare’s electoral system
would operate in the interest of the working men, observing that in the
House of Commons ‘there were probably not half a dozen members of
the House who could be said to represent the interests and feelings of the
working men’.33 Birmingham under Hare’s system of election, Fawcett
calculated, ‘would return seven members to Parliament. Of those seven
he assumed that Mr Bright would be considered as the national repre-
sentative, while among the six others there would be found men who
would attend to the local interest of the town.’34 Following Fawcett,
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Sterne argued at length that Hare’s electoral system was an ‘absolute
necessity’ in the United States, which, he explained, ‘suffered from the
non-representation of the opinions of a great mass of their people,
and of very important elements, and also from the very unfair repre-
sentation of the whole community’.35 In the Congressional elections
in 1866, the Republicans who supported a protective tariff had won
a large majority in both the House of Representatives and the Senate,
and he considered this domination to be unfair: ‘Freetraders . . .were not
heard in Congress simply because they were not sufficiently numerous
in any one district to elect a representative.’36 Praising the British Parlia-
ment for representing wealth and intellect, Sterne advised that ‘better
were it for the nation by far never to have universal suffrage unless
it were accompanied by electoral reform which gave the fullest possi-
ble expression to all classes. If such were not the case, they would be
able to swamp, as had been done in America, the most cultivated and
the most intelligent part of the community’.37 That nine out of ten
American politicians were corrupt, he asserted, ‘arose principally from
the fact that the wire-pulling and machinations of party were so cor-
rupting in their influence. . . .To the extent that Mr Hare’s plan tends
to emancipate men from parties to that extent it made them more
pure, and thus, indirectly, Mr Hare’s plan was one which tended to
purify the whole political atmosphere’.38 Sterne emphasized that the
United States as a democracy ‘should serve as a warning as well as an
example’.39

Upon a motion by Cremer seconded by Fawcett, the conference
resolved that a committee be formed to prepare a report to explain
Hare’s proposed reform, the members including Hare, Beales, Morrison,
Cremer, Holyoake, Odger, Acland, and Howell as secretary.40 Dilke was
appointed but was unable to participate due to ill health.41 A report was
drafted by Hare for consideration by the committee,42 which began its
work on 14 April.43 The committee report was completed by 23 May
and was presented at the fourth meeting of the conference held on
13 June. At this final meeting, Morrison expressed reservations about
aspects of the reform proposal but seconded a motion by Hare that the
report be adopted. Also carried were resolutions for the circulation of
the report and for the formation of an association: ‘That, to facilitate
communication between persons in the United Kingdom, our colonies,
and foreign countries, having for their object the improvement of repre-
sentative government, it is desirable to establish an association to collect
and interchange papers and reports, and otherwise propagate informa-
tion on such an organization of constituencies as shall best secure true
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representation.’44 Accordingly, the committee was constituted as a pro-
visional committee, which subsequently organized the Representative
Reform Association and declared its purpose:

It is established to promote such amendments in the Representative
System of Government as shall apportion justly the number of mem-
bers of the representative body to that of electors or population, so as
to secure, in all places, not merely what is called virtual, but real and
complete representation of the constituents; to afford, at the same
time, to the individual elector, the largest and freest choice of candi-
dates, and full liberty and opportunity of voting for the candidate of
his choice; to examine, compare, and discuss such methods as are or
shall be proposed for accomplishing these objects; and with this view,
to form a centre of communication with the Personal Representation
Society of New York, the Association Réformiste of Geneva, and other
Societies and persons having similar designs – that thus the mem-
bers of all such bodies, in their several countries and districts may
be able most effectually to call general attention to the conditions of
political representation most favourable both to the character of the
electors and the elected, and to the true purpose of all government –
the highest welfare of the people.45

Mill, Fawcett, and Hughes were added to the membership of the pro-
visional committee, and Hare was designated the president of the
Association, Morrison the treasurer, and Howell the secretary.46 Enrolled
as corresponding members were Spence in Australia, Sterne and Field
in the United States, and Naville in Switzerland.47 An annual subscrip-
tion was set at a minimum of one shilling, but the Association was to be
financed primarily by Morrison, who was responsible for the publication
of the report as a pamphlet, Representative Reform.48

The formation of the Representative Reform Association coincided
with the general election of 1868 which followed the succession of Dis-
raeli to Derby as Prime Minister in February. The primary issue during
the campaign was the disestablishment of the Irish Church proposed
by Gladstone in the House of Commons in March, secondary issues
being education, administration, finance, and the ballot.49 Hare’s elec-
toral system received little attention even from Liberal candidates.50 Mill
was associated with it in his contest in Westminster, his support for the
minority clause, or limited vote, introduced by the Second Reform Act
in 1867 being among the reasons why he was not supported in 1868 by
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Bright, who considered the minority clause to be ‘odious’.51 Other can-
didates supporting the single transferable vote were Fawcett in Brighton
and Hughes in Frome. Morrison advocated it in his contest in Plymouth
but complained to Howell that it was seen by the working men as being
against their interests. ‘I shall very gladly meet them and show them
how many representatives of labour are likely to get in under the present
system’, Morrison wrote to Howell. ‘From all I can learn not one, and
they certainly would under Mr Hare’s. I imagine the effect will be to
make me stronger than ever among them, though I fear I shall lose
many of the shopkeepers.’52 Howell was a candidate in Aylesbury with
the support of Mill and Morrison and advocated further electoral reform
but without direct reference to Hare’s electoral system.53 Mill also sup-
ported Bradlaugh in Northampton who included among his objectives
‘a provision by which minorities may be fairly represented in the leg-
islative chambers’.54 At the polls in November, Morrison, Fawcett, and
Hughes were returned, but Mill, Howell, and Bradlaugh were defeated.
Morrison wrote to Howell:

The struggle has not yet begun. Hare’s plan is laughed at and
despised; so soon as it becomes a real question every effort will be
made to swamp us. And I have been seriously warned by long-headed
men who know what they are talking about against my folly in tak-
ing up a question which is going to produce the keenest enmity in
the most powerful quarters. And we must have numbers as well as
brains on our side, so let us make disciples as fast as we can.55

Among the opponents of Hare’s electoral system were the Liberals in
Birmingham, which was one of the thirteen constituencies to which
the minority clause was first applied in the general election in 1868. Of
the thirteen only two constituencies returned members of Parliament
all of one party, three Liberals defeating one Conservative in Glas-
gow, and three Liberals defeating two Conservatives in Birmingham.56

The victories in Birmingham of Bright, George Dixon, and P.H. Muntz
were due to the ward organization of the Birmingham Liberal Associ-
ation, founded in 1865 and directed by William Harris.57 After Bright
attacked the minority clause at a meeting of the Birmingham Liberal
Association in October 1868, the Birmingham Liberals in November
manipulated the electoral system to their advantage by instructing
Liberal voters to vote for pairs of Liberal candidates.58 Rather than
regarding the minority clause as the vehicle of their victory, however,
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they treated it as an obstacle to be overcome and pressed for its abo-
lition. This opposition to the minority clause entered the cabinet in
December when Gladstone, a member for Greenwich as of 1868, formed
his first ministry and appointed Bright the President of the Board of
Trade.

On 10 December 1868, Hare read a paper, ‘On the Means of Mani-
festing Public Opinion in Election of Representatives to Parliament’, at
a meeting of the Social Science Association, stating that the electoral
system nullified the influence of the individual elector: ‘If the votes of
every member of this Society were computed, has the whole Society and
all their accumulated labours had the smallest influence on the elec-
tions? I think the answer must be in the negative.’59 This ‘individual
impotence’ threatened self-government, he argued, whatever the claims
of virtual representation:

The word self no longer means the great body of the people, but
those, and the friends of those, who to a favourable opportunity and
wealth enough to encounter the expenses of publicity, add sufficient
tact to discern what will be the most popular cry in a particular dis-
trict. The admirers of this kind of representation – which they tell us
is virtual, and better than if it were real – say to those whose votes are
extinguished, ‘If you are not represented here, persons who resemble
you in education and opinion, and therefore, as they infer, must also
resemble you in their judgment of men, will be successful somewhere
else, and so you have no reason to complain.’60

He added that ‘no provision is possible for arriving at such a counter-
vailing result’. The minority clause he considered to be ‘an important
attempt to prevent the nation from being deprived of the benefit of
the political judgment of large minorities’.61 However, he ‘regarded the
method with some apprehensions, for reasons expressed in last week’s
Economist, the increased power which the system throws into the hands
of central committees, and the suppression it involves of individual
preferences’.62 Whereas the Economist had commented that the minor-
ity clause ‘made representation somewhat more true and complete than
it would otherwise have been’ and was due ‘a longer trial’,63 Hare con-
sidered it to be ‘only transitional’.64 He made reference to Representative
Reform, indicating that copies were ‘accessible to every one at the price
of little more than the smallest coin’.65 Also speaking at the meet-
ing were Westlake and Frederic Hill, the latter referring to the work
of his father and endorsing the minority clause.66 Earlier in the year,
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Hill had compared Hare’s electoral system and that of his father in a
paper read at the congress of the Social Science Association held in
Birmingham.67

A work of particular significance published in 1868 was On Methods
of Electing Representatives by Henry Richmond Droop in which like
Morrison he advocated the application of Hare’s system of election
in local constituencies rather than on a national basis. ‘To a highly-
educated political thinker’, Droop observed,

the liberty of choice Mr Hare offers in allowing an elector to vote,
with a reasonable prospect of not throwing his vote away, for any
one of six hundred odd candidates, holding all possible varieties and
shades of opinion on the principal questions of the day, and all pos-
sible combinations of these opinions, is very tempting, and he will
turn with disdain from an election, by cumulative or successive vot-
ing, of a limited number of representatives; but if we exclude the
small minority who make politics their special study, we shall find
comparatively few, even among the more highly educated classes
of voters, who would be unable to find satisfactory representatives
of their opinions, if allowed to choose freely between six or eight
candidates.68

Further, Droop indicated that

there are obvious advantages in our present system of local con-
stituencies, each returning a limited number of representatives,
which it is desirable to retain as far as possible. For instance, this sys-
tem concentrates the attention of each elector upon a limited number
of candidates, whose opinions, character, and antecedents he reads
about in the local newspapers and discusses with his neighbours. It
also compels each candidate to get his quota of votes from the elec-
tors residing within a limited area, subject to the jealous scrutiny of
the other candidates for the same constituency.69

In addition, he proposed and explained a modification of the calcula-
tion of the quota, calculating one lower than that of Hare. Whereas
Hare divided the number of votes by the number of seats, Droop divided
the number of votes by the number of seats plus 1 and added 1 to the
quotient, thereby maximizing the number of votes transferred and min-
imizing the number of votes wasted. By this method, he argued, ‘the
principle of giving effect, as far as possible, to the second votes of the
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different voters is carried out more completely’.70 He did not, however,
abandon the use of poll books.71 Familiar with the work of Carl Andrae
as well as that of Naville and Sterne, Droop like Hare considered the
single transferable vote to be superior to both the limited vote and the
cumulative vote:

It differs from majority voting and ‘limited voting’ in securing that
the members elected, instead of being the spokesmen exclusively of
the dominant party, or of the two chief contending parties, will, so far
as their numbers allow, represent all the principal opinions prevail-
ing in the constituency each in its due proportion, – and it attains
this result without imposing an expensive organization upon each
of the contending parties to secure their votes being applied to the
best advantage, as ‘cumulative voting’ and ‘single voting’ would do,
employing instead what I may call a self-acting machinery, as each
voter has merely to state what he wishes to have done with his vote,
and then leaves it to the returning officer to carry out his directions.72

In the following year, on 10 March 1869, Droop discussed the issue in
a paper read at a meeting of the Juridical Society, ‘On the Political and
Social Effects of Different Methods of Electing Representatives’, again
advocating the application of the single transferable vote in local con-
stituencies rather than on a national basis, noting: ‘Mr Hare’s scheme
has been of great service not only to this country, but to the cause of
free government throughout the world, by attracting public attention to
the evils of the present system, and proving the possibility of remedying
them.’73

A similar approach was taken in 1869 in A Scheme for Proportional
Representation by Walter Baily, a Lincoln’s Inn barrister and a former
Fellow of St John’s College, Cambridge, who was a brother-in-law of
Droop.74 In his work, Baily advocated the single transferable vote with
the Droop quota in local constituencies but suggested that candidates
rather than electors publicly determine the transfer of surplus votes.75

Of greater significance than this procedural variation, however, was
the terminological clarification, Baily defining the term ‘proportional
representation’ to mean the representation of ‘different parties in a Con-
stituency in proportion to their strength’.76 Likewise, Droop applied
‘proportional representation’ to the representation of ‘all parties’.77 Thus
the term ‘proportional’ as used by Baily and Droop, unlike the term
‘personal’ as used by Hare, was defined to mean the representation
of political parties rather than of individual electors. Such use of the
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term ‘proportional representation’ reflected not only consideration of
the application of Hare’s single transferable vote within territorial con-
stituencies but also the development of the organization of political
parties following the Second Reform Act.

Further reform of the electoral system as considered by the Gladstone
ministry was limited to the adoption of the ballot, accepted by
Gladstone largely in return for the support of Bright for his policy on
the Irish land question.78 On 16 March 1869, the House of Commons
appointed a Select Committee on Parliamentary and Municipal Elec-
tions to be concerned principally with the ballot.79 To be chaired by
the Whig marquess of Hartington, Liberal member for Radnor and Post-
master General, among the members selected was Bright. During the
debate in the House of Commons, Morrison objected that its member-
ship would not represent concerns such as labour representation and
minority representation by Hare’s electoral system,80 both of which, he
pointed out in a letter to Howell, were opposed by the ministry.81 Shortly
thereafter, on 19 March, Fawcett was appointed to the committee.82

On the following day, the Representative Reform Association met
and prepared a petition for consideration by the Hartington commit-
tee, and it was presented on 12 April.83 At the same time, Hare wrote
to Hartington offering testimony by himself and Howell.84 Hartington
replied on 22 June, however, that what Hare proposed to consider was
not within the scope of the committee. ‘The object of their enquiry is
the mode of conducting elections in the existing constituencies, and
under the existing conditions’, Hartington wrote to Hare. ‘The Com-
mittee understand that the system which you advocate would make a
great change in the constituencies, and would, in fact, totally alter the
system of representation.’85 Hare replied on 26 June that ‘Proportional
Representation may be adapted to some existing Parliamentary con-
stituencies, and to all existing municipal bodies. I, therefore, am ready
to undertake that my evidence shall be strictly confined to the applica-
tion of the system to the present constituent bodies.’86 The response of
Hartington on 6 July again was negative.87 This course of events was
reported by Hare at a general meeting of the Representative Reform
Association held on 15 July.88

Meanwhile, on 12 July, Hare chaired a meeting of the Social Science
Association at which a paper was read by Clair J. Grece, who argued
that voters should be able to register what they opposed as well as what
they favoured within constituencies, which he said had a ‘collective, or
collegiate will’.89 Westlake objected, saying that ‘the only collegiate will
which it was desirable to arrive at was that of the nation’, with which
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view Hare concurred.90 Hare returned to the Social Science Association
in the following year, on 13 June 1870, when he spoke on the elec-
toral dimension of local government with reference to the question of
the establishment of school boards which was under consideration in
Parliament.91

During these years, minority representation and Hare’s system of elec-
tion continued to receive attention in the United States. In a lecture
delivered at Cooper Union in New York in February 1869, Sterne referred
to Hare as ‘the first to trace to their true cause the evils of our present
majority system, and to propose a systematic and elaborate plan for their
removal’, although Sterne noted that ‘the over-conscientiousness of his
labours . . .have proved the greatest obstacle to their acceptance’.92 In
Boston in April 1870, Field spoke of Hare’s electoral system at a meeting
of the American Social Science Association.93 In the same month, the
single transferable vote was used by the alumni of Harvard College for
the nomination of candidates for the Board of Overseers as had been
advocated by W.R. Ware, a Harvard alumnus who was a professor at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology.94 Not unrelated was the subse-
quent adoption in July 1870 of the cumulative vote as recommended
by the Illinois Constitutional Convention for the election of the Illinois
General Assembly.95

In the House of Commons on 15 June 1870, there was a debate on the
representation of minorities, a bill having been introduced to repeal the
minority clause.96 Brought in by three Liberals, J.A. Hardcastle, member
for Bury, William Vernon Harcourt, member for Oxford, and Thomas
Bayley Potter, who had succeeded Cobden as member for Rochdale, the
motion for leave on 14 February had the support of Gladstone, who
said that Hardcastle ‘had a very fair case for being allowed to intro-
duce his measure without opposition. For the opinion upon which his
hon. Friend acted was not merely his (Mr Gladstone’s) opinion . . .but
the opinion of the House of Commons, which sent up the Reform Bill
to the House of Lords without the Minority Clauses [sic], and passed
them afterwards in order to avoid running the risk of losing the Bill
for a year.’97 During the second reading on 15 June, Hardcastle dis-
claimed partisan motivation for the bill, pointing out that ‘the working
of the clauses had been more beneficial to the Liberals than to the
Conservatives.’98 The intention of Cairns in moving the amendment
for the limited vote had not been fulfilled, he argued, in that members
returned for the constituencies to which his amendment applied did not
represent minority interests. ‘In not one single instance had any rep-
resentative been returned for a unicorn county who was unconnected
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with land’, he claimed, ‘and in no instance had a representative for a
city or borough been returned who was not connected with trade or
commerce’.99 Quoting from Cobden’s last letter, Hardcastle proceeded
to link the minority clause to Hare’s electoral system:

As to Mr Hare’s plan of proportionate representation – a princi-
ple which these clauses carried out to a certain limited extent – he
must say that, if ever a scheme united ingenuity with impossibility,
Mr Hare’s was that scheme. If it were applied to all the constituen-
cies of the kingdom it would be a revolution compared with which
every other revolution sank into complete insignificance. . . .The con-
stitutional principle had always been that Members should be sent to
the House to represent, first of all, political opinions; but the result
of Mr Hare’s scheme would be entirely to alter that state of things,
because many persons would be returned under it who possessed no
political opinions whatever. Such a result would be most detrimental
to the character of that great representative Assembly.100

His opposition to Hare’s electoral system, Hardcastle indicated, was
among ‘the reasons that had induced him to introduce this Bill’.101

Following opposition to the bill by Thomas Collins, a Conser-
vative member for Boston, who attacked the principle of virtual
representation,102 the bill was defended by Gladstone, who again
employed the argument of virtual representation. Noting that Liber-
als had gained a slight advantage from the minority clause, he argued
that ‘the fact is the majority of one constituency is the minority of
another’, minority representation being provided by ‘the variety of the
constituencies of the kingdom’.103 Pointing out that both Bright and
Disraeli had opposed the limited vote in the House of Commons in
1867 before the Cairns amendment in the House of Lords, Gladstone
observed that ‘the current of public opinion has been, in the main,
decidedly unsatisfactory as regards the operation of the clause; and
it may not be unreasonable for those who supported it in 1867, and
who with sanguine hopes anticipated that experience would be so
satisfactory as to lead to its general adoption, to admit that their expec-
tations have not been realized’.104 He asserted his concept of political
representation:

The principle of Parliamentary representation is, that we should rec-
ognize each constituency as being in itself an integer – as being in
itself a community – and what we want in this House is to have
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the prevailing sense of the community. We do not want to have
represented in miniature particular shades of opinion that may at
the moment prevail in it, but the sense of the majority, which repre-
sents the whole community; because the community is, in the spirit
and sense of the Constitution, recognized as being in itself an integral
quantity.105

While the bill was not sponsored by the Government, he added, he was
in agreement with it and would support it.106

Morrison responded in defence of the minority clause. ‘The prin-
ciple upon which representation should be based was’, he insisted,
‘that a hearing should be obtained in the Legislature for advocates of
every diversity of opinion mustering a very considerable number of
adherents – that, in fact, the minority should be represented, but that
the majority should rule’.107 Accordingly, he rejected virtual represen-
tation: ‘He thought the House had heard the last of that argument
in 1867, when they were told that, though the working men had no
votes themselves, they were virtually represented by the middle-class
electors.’108 He explained that he had supported the minority clause in
1867 in the hope that it ‘would lead to the extension of the principle
over the whole of England’,109 pointing out that the issue ‘involved the
whole question of the redistribution of seats’.110 With specific reference
to Hare’s electoral system, Morrison surveyed the movement for pro-
portional representation in Europe and the United States where, unlike
in Britain, he emphasized, ‘this principle was surely gaining ground’.111

Fawcett, while recognizing that the minority clause was inferior to the
cumulative vote and the single transferable vote, also attacked the bill,
arguing that it ‘asked them to retrace their steps, and to declare that it
was right and just that the majority alone in each constituency should
be represented, and to such a declaration he could not be an assent-
ing party’.112 Parliament should be, he concluded, ‘the mirror of the
nation’.113 Disraeli opposed the bill on the ground that the minor-
ity clause was deserving of a longer trial.114 The bill was defeated by
183 to 175.115

The issue of the representation of minorities was debated again in the
House of Commons in the following month within the context of the
Elementary Education Bill introduced by W.E. Forster, a Liberal member
for Bradford and Vice-President of the Council, which provided for the
election of school boards by town councils in boroughs and by vestries
in rural districts.116 On 4 July 1870, following a narrowly defeated
motion by Dilke, a radical Liberal member for Chelsea, for direct election
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of school boards, Lord Frederick Cavendish, a Whig-Liberal member for
the West Riding of Yorkshire, proposed an amendment for direct elec-
tion of school boards by the cumulative vote.117 Defended by Fawcett,118

the amendment was attacked by Harcourt who said that adoption of
the principle would be ‘a most dangerous experiment – than which he
could not conceive one more likely to wreck the success of the Bill’.119

The amendment was accepted by Gladstone, however, who argued that
the election of school boards was not analogous to the election of mem-
bers of Parliament. ‘There were many sections of persons all of whom
had interests and feelings which it might be desirable to have repre-
sented on the local Boards’, he observed, and ‘the representation on
the local Board of every shade of opinion would tend to divest the
elections of acrimony and animosity’.120 He indicated that the Com-
mons ‘would act wisely in adopting it, and if they did so he hoped
it would prove successful’.121 The amendment was agreed to without a
division.122 Subsequently, the Annual Register commented that this was
‘a decision remarkable for being the occasion of the first introduction
into England of the form of election so much discussed in America, and
calculated to secure the representation of minorities’.123

At a general meeting of the Representative Reform Association held
on 6 August 1870 and attended by Mill, Morrison, Howell, and Droop,
among others, Hare reported that the adoption of the cumulative vote
for the election of school boards was ‘of great significance’, suggesting
that although it constituted only a ‘partial application’ of the princi-
ple of the representation of minorities and was vulnerable to ‘skillful
party organization’, it made it ‘more difficult to resist the conclusion
that it ought to be extended to the constitution of the governing
bodies to which the determination of other great political and social
questions is entrusted’.124 Following the report by Hare, members of
the Representative Reform Association conferred with members of the
Labour Representation League, created in 1869 for the purpose of orga-
nizing working-class voters, concerning the application of proportional
representation to the representation of labour.125

In September 1870, an article in defence of Hare’s electoral system was
contributed to Macmillan’s Magazine by Millicent Garrett Fawcett, who
had married Henry Fawcett in 1867. A supporter of Mill, she had been
in contact with Hare not only through her husband but also through
their mutual membership of the London National Society for Woman
Suffrage founded in 1867, a public meeting of which Hare chaired in July
1869.126 In her article in September 1870, ‘Proportional Representation’,
she emphasized the need for a reform to equalize the value of votes but
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rejected the prospect of single-member equal electoral districts, claiming
that they ‘would remove some of the most glaring defects of the present
system’ but ‘would not touch the difficulty of obtaining representation
for local minorities’.127 At the same time, she rejected the principle of
virtual representation:

The idea of the minority in one place being represented by the major-
ity in another place is certainly ingenious, but it overlooks the fact
of there being any difference between members of the same political
party. There are Liberals and Liberals, and it was probably no source
of consolation to Mr Mill’s supporters in Westminster to know that
in Marylebone Mr Harvey Lewis had been returned by a triumphant
majority.128

The minority clause she considered to be defective. ‘At the last elec-
tion for Cambridgeshire four candidates were started, two Conservatives
and two Liberals’, she observed. ‘The Conservatives had a considerable
majority, and the return of their candidates was at two o’clock vir-
tually secured. The remaining Conservative votes were then used to
prevent the return of the most radical of the two Liberal Candidates.’
Thus, she argued, the minority was ‘deprived of the right of selecting
between their own candidates the one whom they consider their fittest
representative’.129 She considered the cumulative vote to be superior to
the limited vote but nevertheless insufficient:

The great defect of such forms of proportional representation is that,
by leaving local representation in its present position, they limit the
choice of electors to the candidates who present themselves for elec-
tion in a particular constituency. By so doing, they prevent the total
result of a general election being really representative of the entire
nation; for if all constituencies returned three members, and if cumu-
lative voting were adopted, local minorities of less than one-fourth
would still remain unrepresented, although they might form a very
important proportion of the entire body of electors throughout the
country.130

The adoption of the cumulative vote for school board elections ‘may
be a useful precedent for future legislation’,131 she commented, but she
advocated the application the single transferable vote for parliamentary
elections so as to secure the representation of minorities while assuring
the ‘supremacy’ of majorities.132
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At a meeting of the Representative Reform Association held on 22
October, Hare discussed the operation of the cumulative vote in the
impending school board elections in London, emphasizing that women
played an important role in the education question and that they
‘should not be excluded from the board’.133 Accordingly, his daughter
Alice and her husband John Westlake were members of the London
School Board Election Campaign Committee of Elizabeth Garrett, a sis-
ter of Millicent Garrett Fawcett.134 Hare presented a table for calculating
the number of votes needed for election depending on the number of
seats to be filled, Mill spoke at some length, and resolutions were passed
to examine the operation of the cumulative vote after the elections had
been held.135

Of the school board elections in November 1870, the most controver-
sial proved to be that in Birmingham where in 1868 the nonconformist
Liberals had founded the National Education League to promote non-
sectarian universal primary education.136 There were 15 seats on the
Birmingham school board, and the nonconformist Liberal majority
attempted to win all and nominated 15 candidates. The Anglican Con-
servative minority nominated only eight candidates, divided the city
into eight wards, and instructed electors in each ward to vote for only
one candidate. There was one Roman Catholic candidate. As the votes of
the Liberal electors were widely distributed, only six Liberal candidates
were elected to the board, among whom were Dixon and the manufac-
turer Joseph Chamberlain, the Chairman of the executive committee of
the National Education League. The votes of the Conservative electors
were less widely distributed, and all eight Conservative candidates were
elected, giving them a majority on the school board. All the votes of the
Roman Catholic electors were concentrated on their single candidate
who topped the poll.137

On 13 February 1871, at a meeting of the Social Science Association
with Mill in the chair and Alice and John Westlake and Droop in atten-
dance, Hare defended the operation of the cumulative vote in the school
board elections, observing that without it in Birmingham ‘the diversities
in religious opinion would, for want of harmonious action, have failed
in distinct expression’ and ‘the representative body would have been of
a more uniform type’.138 He added:

The victory which was anticipated by those who complain of the
cumulative vote in Birmingham would elsewhere have been often on
the other side. Would it have been wise or just to exclude in one
district all who insist on education for its own sake and desire it
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to be unsectarian, and in another all who distrust it unless it have
a denominational connection? The cumulative vote prevents these
party triumphs, and encourages the advocates of both systems to
come together, that they may find some common ground for working
out this great educational experiment.139

He indicated, however, that the most effective means of preventing
‘electoral dictatorship’ was the single transferable vote.140 In conclud-
ing the meeting, Mill likewise commented that the cumulative vote was
‘a very imperfect mode of obtaining – partially – or a part of the results
that would flow from Mr Hare’s system’.141

Four days later, however, Chamberlain wrote to Dilke that ‘the large
majority’ of the members and the executive committee of the National
Education League were ‘opposed to the Cumulative Vote and think it a
device of the enemy’ although ‘no one is pledged to this view’. He added
that the executive committee had ‘approved the intention to publish
and circulate a pamphlet on the Cumulative Vote, which will be out
in a day or two’.142 This pamphlet, The Cumulative Method of Voting: Its
Nature, Operation and Effects as Exhibited in the Late School Board Elec-
tions, was a sustained attack not only on the cumulative vote but also
on the principle of representation of minorities. It began with a quo-
tation from the eighteenth-century legal authority William Blackstone
to the effect that representatives represent general rather than particu-
lar concerns, arguing that this was the necessary case in the instance of
school boards. The limited vote in parliamentary elections as introduced
by the minority clause in the Second Reform Act was criticized for exag-
gerating the influence of minorities, and the cumulative vote in school
board elections was treated as an extension of its operation: ‘A like end
is reached by each of the methods, but it is attained, in the education
system, by a far more violent strain of the voting machinery.’143 It ques-
tioned the motivation of the Liberal party in the House of Commons
in permitting the adoption of the cumulative vote: ‘The question can
only be answered on the supposition that the House, afraid of its own
creation, was unwilling to entrust the administration of the new law
to the free judgment of the people.’144 With reference to Birmingham,
it asserted that ‘a Liberal Government has the discredit of having fet-
tered a constituency on which it has leant for a considerable portion of
its support’.145 The working classes, it indicated, were adversely affected
by the cumulative vote: ‘Since . . . they are in so great a degree incapable
of mastering the intricacies of the voting-paper and of the cumulative
rule, their dependence on the aid of canvassers is now much increased,
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and their power of co-operating in electing good men is correspondingly
diminished.’146 It complained further that the cumulative vote gave an
advantage to the ‘Church party’.147

In the same month that the National Education League pamphlet was
published, William Torrens, a member of the Finsbury school board and
a Liberal member of Parliament for Finsbury, expressed opposition to
the cumulative vote in the Contemporary Review:

If minorities are to be represented, they ought to be minorities that
bear some adequate and reasonable proportion to the majorities in
the midst of which they dwell. But the anomaly of enabling each
of two or three cliques who happen to be eager, exclusive, and well-
organized, to return a member for a large community, although they
may number but one in ten on the rate-book, while in the adjoining
borough such a minority would have no chance of obtaining their
object if they were less than one in three, seems as palpable as it is
preposterous.148

Bright in particular was adamant in his opposition to the cumula-
tive vote, writing to Forster on 5 March that it was ‘monstrous and
intolerable’,149 to which Forster replied on 7 March that it had not been
proposed by the ministry and that unlike in Birmingham ‘in many
places, London especially, it is clear that those who think with the
[National Education] League owe to it their return’.150 On the same day
in the House of Commons, the first reading was given to a bill prepared
by Dixon, Muntz, Potter, and Jacob Bright, brother of John and a Liberal
member for Manchester, to abolish the cumulative vote and to adopt a
single-member ward system for school board elections.151

On 8 March, Fawcett remarked in Brighton that ‘representative reform
lies in the direction of the cumulative vote, if, in addition to it, some
system were introduced of not allowing the surplus votes of the suc-
cessful candidates to be thrown away.’152 Droop also addressed the issue
of the use of the cumulative vote in the school board elections in a
paper read before the Juridical Society on 19 April, ‘Proportional Rep-
resentation as Applied to the Election of Local Governing Bodies’. In
the case of the London school board, he indicated, ‘the different par-
ties and sections, religious and otherwise, which take an interest in
education are represented, and probably the share each has obtained
of the representation is not very far from proportional to its actual
numbers and importance’.153 An exception was the case of Birming-
ham, however, he observed, where the use of party lists ‘prevented the
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individual electors from choosing for themselves, and where, in con-
sequence, the representatives belong entirely, or for the most part, to
two or more disciplined parties, as under majority voting’.154 He rec-
ommended that school boards and other such local bodies be elected
by the single transferable vote as proposed by Hare and modified
by Baily.155

In the same month, Millicent Garrett Fawcett further defended Hare’s
electoral system in Macmillan’s Magazine with direct reference to the
school board election in London:

By the Education Act of 1870, it was decreed that two of the most
important principles of Mr Hare’s scheme should be partially adopted
in the election of the London School Board. In the first place, by
the introduction of the cumulative vote the advantages of pro-
portional representation were recognized. In the second place, by
making the Board metropolitan and not merely local, the advan-
tages of extending the electoral area may become more apparent, and
may ultimately lead to the conversion of London, for educational
purposes, into one large constituency.156

The complaint against the cumulative vote and proportional repre-
sentation in Birmingham, she observed, was due to the attempt by
the Liberals to win all of the seats. ‘They further alienated support’,
she added, ‘by not including in this ticket one woman or working
man’.157 She suggested that the success of the cumulative vote in
London

may possibly lead to so much approval of the results of proportional
representation, that a demand may be made to extend the system to
parliamentary elections, and to group all the boroughs in London, for
representative purposes, into one large constituency. This proposal
suggests the feasibility of an electioneering experiment, by means of
which Mr Hare’s scheme could be applied to London for the purpose
of returning twenty members to Parliament.158

As of 24 May, Hare had prepared a memorandum on the school
board elections in response to a request from the Foreign Office for
information to provide foreign governments interested in the operation
of the cumulative vote. Therein he commented on critics of the cumu-
lative vote that ‘popular ignorance and party prejudice are too often
impatient of argument in defence of that which, to a superficial view,
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may be made to appear as a hardship’.159 With reference to its opera-
tion in the school board election in Birmingham, he observed that ‘it
is impossible to say that there was any injustice in this result’.160 Fol-
lowing an analysis of the results of the elections of the school boards in
Finsbury, Lambeth, Marylebone, and Sheffield and a survey of the com-
plaints directed against the cumulative vote by the National Education
League in its pamphlet, he argued that any defects in the system, such
as dependence on party organization and loss of surplus votes, would
be remedied by the adoption of the single transferable vote. Its bene-
fits, he indicated, were demonstrated by its application in Denmark and
at Harvard.161 He concluded that the objections to the cumulative vote
were ‘so many testimonies in favour of its principle’.162

Two months later, on 8 July, the Gladstone ministry was considering
its position on the bill to abolish the cumulative vote in school board
elections, and the decision of the cabinet was to oppose the bill.163 The
second reading of the bill followed on 12 July with Dixon speaking in
its defence largely on the basis of the results in Birmingham.164 He was
opposed by Morrison, Herbert, Collins, and Cavendish, Morrison saying
that he recognized defects in the cumulative vote such as an ‘enormous
waste’ of surplus votes but that this ‘could be cured by some system
of preferential voting’.165 Harcourt defended the bill ‘because it raised
the question of proportional representation’. Those who opposed the
bill, he argued, ‘were advocates of proportional representation. But that
principle had never been adopted by the Liberal party.’ Referring to
‘philosophical Liberals’, he complained: ‘Propositions from that party
had been numerous of late. Female suffrage, minority votes, payment
of members, and payment of election expenses out of rates, had been
proposed by it.’166 He concluded that ‘proportional representation was
contrary to the habits and sentiments of the people’, and he ‘promised
it continual opposition’.167 The bill was withdrawn without a division.
Subsequently in December in the annual report of the Representative
Reform Association, Hare noted the failure of the bill and commented
that the cumulative vote was ‘successful in bringing together bodies
more truly representative than the communities which chose them had
probably ever before returned’.168

Among the advocates of Hare’s system of election encouraged by the
adoption of the cumulative vote for the election of school boards was
Baily, whose Proportional Representation in Large Constituencies was pub-
lished in January 1872. Therein he commented that although an ‘imper-
fect system, not capable of giving representation in due proportion’, the
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cumulative vote in the election of school boards he considered to be ‘a
great practical step in the direction of proportional representation’.169 As
in municipal elections, he argued, so ‘in Parliamentary elections, if a fair
number of members were given to the metropolitan and other large bor-
oughs, and the rest of the country were divided into districts returning
not less than five members a piece, Proportional Representation could
be introduced’.170

In the following month in Fraser’s Magazine, Millicent Garrett Fawcett
turned her attention to the campaign for proportional representation in
the United States in a review of On Representative Government and Per-
sonal Representation by Sterne which had been published in Philadelphia
in the previous year. ‘The plan of representative reform known in con-
nection with the name of Mr Hare has been the subject of so many
essays, pamphlets, and speeches’, she observed, ‘that Mr Sterne’s pages
will probably not afford to English readers any new information on
the subject’.171 However, she concluded: ‘Whatever may be the opin-
ion formed of the respective merits of the various schemes advocated
in Mr Sterne’s book, we trust it may lead English Radicalism to look to
something more than Universal Suffrage and the Ballot as the ideal of
political perfection.’172 Also in February, the Representative Reform Asso-
ciation issued an invitation to the Personal Representation Society in
New York to participate in the formation of an International Committee
for Electoral Reform in Municipalities.173

At a meeting of the fourth Co-operative Congress held in Bolton in
April, Morrison introduced the use of Hare’s electoral system for the
determination of the location of the meeting of the following congress,
the voting being supervised by Howell.174 Later in June, Morrison pub-
lished under the name of the Representative Reform Association a pam-
phlet version of an article on proportional representation by Ware which
had appeared in the American Law Review earlier in January.175 Also in
June, Droop provided a preface and notes to an English translation
of French essays on proportional representation by Naville previously
published in Geneva in 1871.176

In the House of Commons in 1872, in which year G.O. Trevelyan,
Liberal member for Hawick district, introduced and Fawcett seconded
the first of a series of bills for an extension of the franchise in the
counties,177 Morrison, Fawcett, Herbert, and Hughes introduced a bill
for proportional representation, providing for a comprehensive redis-
tribution of seats, each constituency to return three or more members
by the single transferable vote. Limited to England and Wales, the bill
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provided for 22 boroughs, 42 counties, and a single-constituency group-
ing Oxford, Cambridge, and London universities.178 During the second
reading on 10 July, Morrison attacked the caucus and defended the
clerisy:

One marked and growing feature of modern political life was the rise
of organizations, outside of the House of Commons, banded together
to carry out some object by means of legislation. Each such organi-
zation usually had an affinity with one of the political parties; its
delegates attended the caucus. Various names were proposed; but it
was a sine qua non that the candidates should swallow certain Shibbo-
leths. Now, what you wanted here were men of education, thought,
and force of character. Such men had thought out their opinions
for themselves, and would not mould their political creed on the
demands of associations. Under the caucus system such men would
be passed over for a man of a very different type, and thus there
would be a gradual deterioration of the quality and personnel of the
House of Commons.179

Hughes seconded the motion for the second reading,180 but the bill had
few supporters, such as Collins,181 and it was defeated on a motion by
Dilke that no redistribution could be considered that did not apply to
Scotland and Ireland.182

In the following month, on 26 August, Morrison in pursuit of Whig
support emphasized to the 3rd Earl Grey that ‘if we are to keep men
of independent mind in Parliament it can only be by some form of Pro-
portional Representation’.183 Fawcett likewise endeavoured to encourage
the support of Grey, writing to him on 28 August that ‘the House of
Commons as at present constituted cannot be regarded as a National
Assembly in the true sense of the word. . . . I think it would be very desir-
able to introduce some scheme of proportional representation such as
that brought forward by Mr Walter Morrison last session’.184 Grey was
sceptical, as he replied to Fawcett on 2 September: ‘With respect to the
scheme for proportional representation, I confess it appears to me to be
too complicated to work in practice, & to be liable also to other objec-
tions, though the principles on which it proceeds, are nearly the same
as those of the plan of reform of which I gave a sketch in 1864.’185 These
attempts to attract Whig support were combined with further overtures
to the working class, Morrison speaking on proportional representa-
tion and labour representation in an address to his constituents at the
Mechanics’ Institute in Plymouth on 10 October.186
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In an article on redistribution in Macmillan’s Magazine in November,
E.H. Knatchbull-Hugessen, a Whig-Liberal and undersecretary for the
Colonies, proposed an increase of the number of multi-member con-
stituencies on a population basis to equalize boroughs and counties and
suggested the possibility of employing a modified form of Hare’s system
of election, although he preferred the cumulative vote.187 In the same
month at a reform conference held in London organized by the Electoral
Reform Association led by Dilke, Hare’s electoral system as advocated by
Howell was considered as one of various means of equalizing the value
of votes.188

In the House of Commons on 6 May 1873, Dilke moved a resolution
that ‘it is desirable to redress the inequalities of the distribution of elec-
toral power in England and Scotland as well as in Ireland’,189 to which
Collins moved an amendment ‘by the application of the cumulative
vote or otherwise, so as to secure a better proportional representation
of the people in the respective constituencies’.190 Collins indicated,
however, that he had ‘no sympathy whatever with Mr Hare’s plan of
personal representation, seeing no reason why an elector in Westmin-
ster should vote for a candidate in Glasgow. Such a question and that
of the cumulative vote should by no means get mixed up together.’191

Gladstone supported neither Dilke nor Collins.192 The amendment was
withdrawn, and the motion was defeated.193 In the following month,
however, Collins and Morrison proposed a bill for the application of the
cumulative vote to the election of aldermen by town councils.194 In the
debate on 16 July, Morrison stated that ‘town councillors had become
mere delegates, instead of representatives, and their election was always
arranged by a preliminary “Caucus.” ’ He recognized that the bill was
small and explained that he ‘advocated it only for the sake of the princi-
ple it involved’, adding that he ‘hoped that if the measure were brought
in again, that principle would be applied to the election of town council-
lors as well as of aldermen’.195 The issue was raised again in the following
week in the debate on another bill introduced by Trevelyan for county
franchise extension. On 23 July, Collins opposed the bill and argued for
simultaneous redistribution, arguing: ‘If a Bill like the present should
ever pass, together with a measure for the re-distribution of seats, . . .we
should have to adopt the cumulative vote, or some other method of
proportional representation.’196 Likewise Fawcett argued for the need for
redistribution with the representation of minorities.197

Bright, who had resigned as President of the Board of Trade in 1870,
returned to the cabinet as Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster in
September 1873. He was not reconciled to the cumulative vote, about
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which again he complained to Forster on 27 October: ‘Then we have
the cumulative vote with its aggravation of another evil. The school
board is comprised of delegates of church and chapels; and the miser-
able squabbles of these delegates, suspecting and thwarting each other,
fill up many of the reports of the school board discussions.’198 In the
school board election in Birmingham in the following month, how-
ever, the Liberals adapted to the system of the cumulative vote and
adopted the method of the Conservatives, thereby securing the eight
seats necessary for a majority.199 Nevertheless, this result did not lessen
their opposition to the cumulative vote or to the minority clause and
other electoral systems for the representation of minorities such as that
of Hare. Their hostility was reinforced by James E. Thorold Rogers,
a political economist and friend of Cobden, who in his Cobden and
Modern Political Opinion published in 1873 criticized minority represen-
tation and Hare’s electoral system, observing that ‘the whole theory
seems to me to be derived from a misconception of the functions of
constituencies and representatitves.’200

The fourth and final edition of Hare’s Treatise was published in
1873, and therein he reluctantly adapted the single transferable vote
to the ballot which had been adopted for parliamentary and munici-
pal elections by the Ballot Act in 1872.201 Among the additions to the
appendices was his memorandum of 1871 on the use of the cumulative
vote in school board elections.202 Likewise he included further infor-
mation on the international movement for proportional representation
since the third edition of 1865. Also published in 1873 was the Auto-
biography of Mill, who died at his home in France on 7 May, in which
he praised Hare’s electoral system as a ‘great practical and philosophical
idea, the greatest improvement of which the system of representative
government is susceptible’.203 It was reviewed by Hare in the Westminster
Review in January 1874, affording him another opportunity of discussing
his electoral system within the context of Considerations on Representative
Government and including references to The Machinery of Representation
and the Treatise.204

In the general election in January 1874, which resulted in the fall
of the Gladstone ministry and the formation of a second ministry by
Disraeli,205 Morrison was defeated, and shortly thereafter the Represen-
tative Reform Association was dissolved, having been dependent on his
financial support. Meanwhile, Hare was ‘more than ever busy with his
official engagements at the Charity Commission’, Howell later recalled,
adding: ‘The chief pleasure I derived from my association with the
Association as Secretary was my association with Mr Hare.’206
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Proportional Representation and
the Caucus, 1874–1884

The ‘relative importance’ of representation was ‘impossible to
exaggerate’, Hare emphasized in his paper on ‘The Construction of a
Municipality for the Metropolis’ read at the session of the Social Science
Association held in London in November 1874.1 Among the members
in attendance were Henry Richmond Droop and John Westlake.2 ‘In the
progress of representative institutions, as they become more compre-
hensive they require to be made more complete’, Hare continued. ‘The
greater the numbers to be represented, the more necessary it becomes
that the organization be suited to the object of giving to all individual
thought its due power of action, and enabling the intellect and judg-
ment of the community to direct and govern its force.’3 He admitted
that ‘it may be true that this will never be perfectly accomplished’, that
‘ignorance and selfishness will still be found, and still be more or less
operative’, but he insisted that ‘every step in a constitutional progress
should be directed to the end of securing to all the best elements which
exist in society the means of development’.4

Thus public discussion of political representation was continued by
Hare following the dissolution of the Representative Reform Association.
Meanwhile, at the sixth annual Co-operative Congress held in Halifax
in April 1874, the use of Hare’s electoral system for appointment of the
central board was proposed by the Christian Socialist Edward Vansittart
Neale, the secretary of the congress and an associate of Walter Morrison
in the co-operative movement.5 In the House of Commons, in the fol-
lowing month, the bill for the application of the cumulative vote to
municipal elections previously introduced by Morrison and Thomas
Collins was renewed by Henry Fawcett, a member for Hackney as of
1874, and William Unwin Heygate, a Conservative member for South
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Leicestershire.6 The bill was withdrawn after the first reading,7 but on
14 July 1875 a second reading of the same bill was moved. Heygate
commented with reference to the school board elections in Birmingham
that ‘even on a large scale, the cumulative system brought about a fair
representation’, indicating that ‘by the means proposed in the Bill a fair
representation, would be obtained of the different sections and classes of
the community’.8 Birmingham Liberal member George Dixon protested
that a reason for the introduction of the bill was ‘the application of the
principle of minority representation to municipal elections’.9 The bill
did not have the support of the Disraeli ministry, and the motion for a
second reading was defeated.10

Meanwhile, the parallel efforts of G.O. Trevelyan for country franchise
reform and of Sir Charles Dilke for redistribution continued to provide
another forum for discussion of the representation of minorities. In the
debate in the House of Commons on the Trevelyan bill on 7 July 1875,
Fawcett emphasized the need for redistribution, saying that the House
of Commons required variety in its composition and that he ‘believed
that equal electoral districts would not conduce to secure that variety’.11

On 15 July, the day after the debate on the cumulative vote bill, Fawcett
seconded a motion by Dilke for an enquiry into methods of redistribu-
tion. Dilke remarked that he was acting in accordance with a suggestion
by the 3rd Earl Grey that there be such an enquiry, commenting: ‘I hold
in my hand a letter from Mr Hare, for instance, in which he reminds
me that when the subject of Parliamentary elections was inquired into
by a Select Committee of this House, the Chairman refused to take evi-
dence upon the representative system on the ground that it was outside
the scope of the already large inquiry.’12 Again speaking against equal
electoral districts, Fawcett indicated that ‘the purpose of an inquiry
would be to discover some means of preventing a waste of voting power,
and, at the same time, of giving every section of opinion its due share
of representation’.13 Disraeli opposed both Dilke and Fawcett, assert-
ing regarding the question of the representation of minorities that he
‘would not consign this great subject, on which public opinion is not
in any way matured, and which is engaging the attention of the great-
est authors and the highest philosophers, to the machinery of a Royal
Commission’ and adding: ‘I would not forget the traditions of the coun-
try, and I would remember under all circumstances that it is not well to
surrender, for what, after all, may be the vagary of philosophers, a Parlia-
mentary system which has raised this country to the highest glory, and
certainly is the admiration of the world.’14 The resolution was defeated
by 190 to 120.15
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During this same period, Hare’s electoral system came under attack
by Leslie Stephen in the Fortnightly Review in June 1875 in his review
of Order and Progress by the positivist Frederic Harrison, who had
contributed an essay on ‘Foreign Policy’ to Questions for a Reformed
Parliament in 1867.16 The first part of Order and Progress, ‘Thoughts
on Government’, was an introduction to the second part, ‘Studies of
Political Crises’, which consisted of previously published articles by
Harrison, the first being ‘Our Venetian Constitution’ in 1867.17 In the
introduction to his book in 1875, Harrison directly attacked personal
representation, with which he associated proportional representation.18

He considered the idea to be unrealistic and impractical, maintaining
that its advocates wrongly assumed that the masses were capable of mak-
ing intelligent political decisions and arguing that it would encourage
‘pedants’ and ‘fanatics’.19 Stephen, a sympathetic critic of positivism,20

in his review of Order and Progress took up the opposition of Harrison to
Hare’s electoral system, claiming that ‘it is plain that Parliament cannot
be at once an accurate mirror of public opinion and a collection of the
wisest men’, given that ‘ninety-nine men out of a hundred are utterly
incompetent to form an opinion worth having upon most political
problems’, and objecting: ‘Is it not a palpable absurdity to say that that
system is best which should make Parliament reflect most accurately
the gross, uniformed, unreasoning judgment of the masses?’21 ‘Solid
reform’, he asserted, required ‘the gradual infiltration of sound beliefs
through the whole social organism. . . .The change must be inward
before it can be outward; no shuffling of the cards can make them all
turn up trumps; it is a new force that is required, not a new machinery’.22

Hare replied to Stephen in ‘A Note on Representative Government’
in the Fortnightly Review in July, arguing that local majorities which
were national minorities had excessive influence in parliamentary elec-
tions. There was a ‘tyranny of minorities distributed throughout the
constituencies’, he complained. ‘There are minorities among whom the
prevailing motives are the product of ignorance, prejudice, selfishness,
narrow and mistaken views of class interests, and a compound of ele-
ments discreditable both to social and political life.’23 He referred to Mill
having been defeated in Westminster in 1868 and to Gladstone having
had to seek alternative constituencies in 1865 and 1868:

Thousands of voters throughout the country desired that Mr Mill
should be in a position to contribute to the expression of pro-
found thought in the House of Commons, amidst its superficial and
frivolous talk. Half the voters in Westminster were able to prevent it.
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Mr Gladstone who, by anything like a plebiscite, might have had
a million of supporters, is driven from the University of Oxford to
South Lancashire; from South Lancashire to Greenwich; and may
have to fall back upon Stoke-upon-Trent!24

Disputing the claim by Stephen that Parliament could not reflect pub-
lic opinion and contain the best men at the same time, Hare argued
that although the public may not be able to determine the best policy,
the public could recognize who was able to do so. ‘It is not necessary
seriously to consider the capacity of the ordinary voter to deal with
recondite matters of opinion’, he maintained. ‘The nation is one of old
traditions. People are ready to place themselves under the banner of
those who are generally regarded with reverence and respect, and to be
associated with others who appreciate such a title to regard.’25 He con-
cluded with kind words for Mill, ‘who adopted the proportional and
preferential system as the solution of the difficulty of popular represen-
tation’, and harsh words for Gladstone, retired from the leadership of
the Liberal party as of 1874:

It was at a time when philosophical politicians looked with hope on
Mr Gladstone as a leader in the path of constitutional progress, and
they imagined that the intellectual power thus set free, and brought
to the work of representative reconstruction, would be in his sight a
political object of incalculable value. In this they were mistaken. It
was perhaps too much to expect that a statesman, responsible to his
party, could, even if he approved it, adopt a principle which must
displace so many of his supporters from their seats, and therefore
call forth the emphatic condemnation of the party whip. But the
probability is that Mr Gladstone regards with no less aversion than
more than one of his ministry is known to have done, any proposal to
interfere with the pure and rigid geographical distribution of electoral
power, and still more to substitute for it a mental distribution.26

‘It would not be without interest in a psychological study of the progress
of political theories’, Hare added with reference to the minority clause
opposed by Gladstone, ‘if we could know the effect produced on the
opinion of a member who had a strong dislike to what are called the
three-cornered constituencies, by the event of a subsequent election
when he came to owe his seat to the operation of that very imperfect
application of the proportional principle’.27

 

mailto: rights@palgrave.com


Proportional Representation and the Caucus, 1874–1884 141

Stephen in turn replied to Hare in ‘The Value of Political Machinery’
in the Fortnightly Review in December 1875 that while reducing the
influence of local majorities which were national minorities, his sys-
tem would increase the influence of national party organizations and
decrease local influences which he considered ‘in the main natural
and healthy’.28 ‘Assuming’, he continued, ‘that the main object of
the reformer is to prevent the exclusion from influence upon legisla-
tion of any legitimate body of opinion’, he argued that ‘the influence
depends primarily upon conditions altogether outside of the repre-
sentative system’.29 ‘If intelligence should cease to be respected’, he
maintained, ‘if every man should think himself as good a financier as
Mr Gladstone, or if the masses should come to the conclusion that all
the Gladstones of the day were in a conspiracy to pick their pockets, it is
plain enough than neither Mr Hare’s scheme nor any other would do us
much good’.30 The election of Mill for Westminster, Stephen suggested,
‘was gratifying because it showed that the great philosophical reputa-
tion had an influence upon the ordinary constituent’.31 The election to
Parliament of men such as Mill as advocated by Hare was not necessar-
ily advantageous, however, according to Stephen, disillusioned by the
compromises of the recent Gladstone ministry: ‘If Mr Mill had devoted
the time spent in watching with extraordinary industry the working
of the minute details of the legislative machine to the composition of
some serious work upon political or social philosophy, I fancy that the
nation might have been the gainer not only in philosophy, but in an
immediate practical sense.’32 The essential question, Stephen asserted,
was ‘one of moral influence, and only occasionally and accidentally one
of machinery. . . .To give weight to intellect or to character we do not
require a parliamentary representation, but the maintenance of healthy
instincts in the nation at large.’33

In the following year, a further response to Stephen was published in
the Fortnightly Review, ‘Political Machinery and Political Life’ by Leonard
Courtney, who had been concerned with the issue of the representation
of minorities since the Second Reform Act in 1867. Born at Penzance
in 1832, he had read mathematics at St John’s College, Cambridge, fol-
lowed by election as a fellow in 1856, thereafter going to London and
being called to the bar at Lincoln’s Inn in 1858. Defeated by Fawcett
for the Chair of Political Economy at Cambridge in 1863, Courtney
became a writer of leading articles for The Times in 1865. While living in
London, he became a friend of John and Alice Westlake with whom
he attended St Peter’s Church where Frederick Denison Maurice was
clergyman.34 This contact with the Westlakes likely brought Courtney
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into contact with Hare. In later years, Courtney recalled that ‘it was
in relation to proportional representation . . . that my own political inti-
macy with [John] Westlake first deepened’.35 During the reform debates
in 1867, however, Courtney supported not the single transferable vote
but rather the cumulative vote and the limited vote, which he defended
in a series of leading articles in The Times.36 In 1868, he wrote of the
Reform League conference on Hare’s electoral system:

One’s first impulse is to turn away from such an idle proceeding. . . .But
we believe it would be a great mistake summarily to dismiss the con-
sideration of Mr Hare’s proposals as wholly unprofitable. . . . The great
merit of Mr Hare’s investigation of the methods of electing represen-
tatives is that it does lead those who follow him to the discovery of
principles. Very few of his readers will dream that the method he
himself recommends will ever be adopted in England; and of those
who are sanguine enough to think that it may one day be reduced to
practice scarce any would hope to see more than a partial and lim-
ited application of it for many years to come; but whatever may be
the opinion of the students of Mr Hare’s method as to its realization,
none will fail to admit the light he throws on the ends to be pursued
by Reformers.37

Subsequently, Courtney in his leading articles in The Times defended
the minority clause and favoured the cumulative vote in school board
elections.38 Like Hare a member of the Athenaeum, the Political Econ-
omy Club, and the Radical Club, while Professor of Political Economy
at University College in London he attended the session of the Social
Science Association at which Hare read his paper on ‘The Construction
of a Municipality for the Metropolis’ in November 1874.39 In the same
year, Courtney was narrowly defeated when he stood for Parliament
as a Liberal in Liskeard, but he was to be returned in a by-election in
December 1876.

In ‘Political Machinery and Political Life’ in the Fortnightly Review
in July 1876, Courtney argued that elections were not an accurate
expression of public opinion because electoral choice was limited to
party candidates pledged to political organizations. Independent can-
didates were rare, minority opinions were excluded, and the House of
Commons was a ‘chamber of mediocrity’.40 Like Hare and unlike Glad-
stone, Courtney assumed a premise of pluralism rather than of dualism:
‘A contest necessarily divides the voters into two opposing parties; but
what becomes of whose who are unable to adopt in their entirety the
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watchwords of either host?’41 The solution, he maintained, was a ‘grad-
ual transformation of our electoral system, according to the principles
developed at length by Mr Hare’, adding: ‘The immediate adoption
of Mr Hare’s system in its entirety I neither expect nor desire, but its
introduction into use within the limited areas of our great towns and
more populous counties may be anticipated, without extravagance of
thought, in the lifetime of the new generation.’42 The limited vote
adopted in 1867 for parliamentary elections and the cumulative vote
adopted in 1870 for school board elections were beneficial but both were
defective, Courtney observed, ‘and it may be hoped that the occasion of
the next Reform Act will be used not merely to extend the representation
of minorities but to secure their proportional representation in the most
effective manner’.43 This could be done, he suggested, ‘by increasing the
number of representatives of the largest constituencies by the transfer
of the seats now belonging to the smallest’ and ‘by union of contiguous
constituencies so as to make constituencies of adequate size by their
fusion’.44 Such parliamentary constituencies could accommodate the
cumulative vote if necessary as an improvement over the limited vote. In
advocating ‘applying the method of proportional representation within
each of certain districts, whether counties or divisions of counties,
that seem especially fitted for the experiment’,45 he was in agreement
with Morrison, Droop, and Walter Baily. Redistribution would have
to accompany an extension of the franchise in counties, Courtney
concluded, and proportional representation would ‘make the House
of Commons a better presentment of the political life of the whole
nation’.46

John Morley, a disciple of Mill and the editor of the Fortnightly
Review,47 was sceptical, as he wrote to Courtney in June 1876: ‘Your arti-
cle interests me enormously – though my mind halts this side of your
conclusion. At this moment I am not quite sure where the point of diver-
gence is exactly to be found.’48 The point of divergence was located near
the point of contact between Morley and Joseph Chamberlain, who had
been the Mayor of Birmingham from 1873 to 1875. Morley had met
Chamberlain in 1873, in which year Chamberlain had contributed his
first article to the Fortnightly Review, ‘The Liberal Party and Its Leaders’,49

and had encouraged him to enter Parliament,50 which Chamberlain
had done in June 1876 as a Liberal member for Birmingham upon the
retirement of Dixon. Morley wrote to Chamberlain to congratulate him
after his maiden speech in August, in which he made reference to the
operation of the cumulative vote in the first school board election in
Birmingham.51 As Morley came to identify with the political position
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of Chamberlain, he came to agree with his opposition to proportional
representation.52

When the National Liberal Federation was founded in Birmingham
in May 1877 in succession to the National Education League, affiliat-
ing local party associations and modelled on the Birmingham Liberal
Association, opposition to proportional representation was one of its
objectives.53 President of the National Liberal Federation, Chamberlain
emphasized in ‘A New Political Organization’ in the Fortnightly Review
in July 1877 that organization in Birmingham, ‘where the Liberals form
at least two-thirds of the constituency, . . . has given them the control
of the representation and of the local government of the town; and
has enabled them to defeat the various devices wherewith some politi-
cal philosophers have sought to secure the representation of minorities
by the practical disfranchisement of the majority’.54 Referring to ‘the
greatest happiness of the greatest number’ and denying that such was
‘tyranny’, he added:

In this country the minority is always represented on the platform
and in the press; it performs in this way its useful functions of crit-
icism and examination, and it is desirable that the majority, which
has all the responsibility of government, should not be prevented by
artificial restrictions on the popular vote from fairly trying its conclu-
sions, under condition of being displaced if its policy is unsuccessful
or is carried further than public opinion is ready to support it.55

In Parliament in 1876 and 1877, the period of the Bulgarian agita-
tion taken up by Gladstone, who had spoken on the Eastern question
at the founding of the National Liberal Federation,56 franchise exten-
sion as advocated by Trevelyan and redistribution as advocated by Dilke
were combined, and with the support of the marquess of Hartington,
who had replaced Gladstone as leader of the Liberal party in 1874, par-
liamentary reform became official Liberal party policy.57 The issue of the
representation of minorities was raised in Parliament by Fawcett in 1876
during the debate on the motion by Trevelyan for joint franchise exten-
sion and redistribution on 30 May. Fawcett spoke in opposition to equal
electoral districts and stated: ‘In those great constituencies . . . which
ought to have four or five members some plan should be adopted
so as not to give the representation entirely to the majority, but to
enable important sections of political opinion to exercise the politi-
cal power which was fairly their due.’58 In 1877, during the debate on
the Trevelyan motion on 19 June, Lord Edmond Fitzmaurice, a Liberal
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member for Calne, defended minority representation by the limited
vote and the cumulative vote, pointing out that it had been in oper-
ation since 1867 and saying he ‘could not see that the objections to
it all outweighed its advantages’.59 He added that it was supported
by Fawcett and Courtney and observed: ‘The reason why the minor-
ity vote at Birmingham was beaten was, that the minority there was
not sufficiently large to elect a Member on the minority principle. He
believed that if the most cunning wire-pulling scheme ever devised
were applied at a Birmingham election when there was a real Con-
servative minority, there never would be an instance of keeping that
minority out.’60

When in late 1877 and early 1878 Gladstone in the Nineteenth Century
defended further franchise reform in response to opposition by Robert
Lowe in the Fortnightly Review,61 Hare joined the debate with an article in
the Fortnightly Review in January 1878, ‘The Reform Bill of the Future’.
Therein Hare emphasized the significance of redistribution as an issue
which

becomes at this time one of greater importance than ever, in view
of a movement going on in several parts of the country to establish
a system of stereotyped parties, in order to accomplish a more per-
fect party union, by waiving differences, and thus suppressing the
action of independent thought among its members. In Birmingham,
Southwark, and other places, it would appear that some of the Liberal
party have entered into this kind of organization. It is the design of
this condensation of party that all who compose it shall follow their
leaders implicitly, with the fidelity and obedience of an army act-
ing under its commander. Divisions founded on opinion, however
conscientiously entertained, must be excluded from consideration
in Parliament, where none but the majority of the party can have
a representative, and where, therefore, the opinions and views of the
minority of the party will not be heard.62

Thus Hare focused his attention not on the external relationship
between political parties but on the internal organization of polit-
ical parties. He reiterated the principle of pluralism which he had
expounded 20 years earlier in The Machinery of Representation, claim-
ing that a ‘healthy’ party was one ‘subject to expansion and division
into sections as numerous as the opinions which divide mankind’.63

Organization of political parties on the Birmingham model, he argued,
threatened such pluralism and increased the danger of further franchise
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reform. Franchise extension needed to be accompanied by redistribution
which would permit effective voting by minorities, he insisted, which
would be made possible by the single transferable vote as advocated in
Parliament by Mill in 1867 and Morrison in 1872.64 Hare emphasized
that this was ‘utterly opposed to the party objects of the Birmingham
school’, quoting a statement by Chamberlain in opposition to the lim-
ited vote, the cumulative vote, and proportional representation.65 The
single transferable vote, Hare argued, would ‘open a door for the admis-
sion of competent men wider than it could ever have been before the
days of Parliamentary Reform’, adding: ‘The bitterest opponents of such
a system will be those who fear that their chances of obtaining seats
would be reduced if the worth of the candidate should be too much
taken into account.’66

In the same month, the historian Lord Acton, a Roman Catholic
and a Whig-Liberal member of Parliament from 1859 to 1866 prior to
being raised to the peerage in 1869, expressed his support for propor-
tional representation as the ‘remedy’ for the ‘tyranny of the majority,
or rather of party’, which he considered to be ‘the one pervading evil
of democracy’.67 Reviewing Democracy in Europe: A History published in
two volumes in 1877 by Sir Thomas Erskine May, clerk of the House of
Commons, Acton wrote in the Quarterly Review that proportional repre-
sentation was ‘profoundly democratic, for it increases the influence of
thousands who would otherwise have no voice in the government; and
it brings men more near an equality by so contriving that no vote shall
be wasted, and that every voter shall contribute to bring into Parliament
a member of his own opinions’.68

In the House of Commons two months later, on 8 March 1878, Sir
Rowland Blennerhassett, a Liberal member for Kerry and a supporter of
Irish Home Rule, moved a resolution ‘that, as far as possible, all opinions
should have an opportunity of being represented in direct proportion to
the number of electors by whom they are held’.69 In a lengthy speech
he proceeded to advocate the single transferable vote, referring directly
to Hare’s Treatise.70 In so doing, he attacked the principle of virtual
representation:

It is not the fact that the opinions suppressed in one constituency are
expressed in another. There might be some truth in this if nothing
was to be thought of in public life but Party, and if all considerations
of variety of opinion, of individual preference and personal feeling
were to go for nothing, and Members were to be elected simply, so
to speak, on one ticket or another, constituents being nothing but
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mere mechanical puppets worked by the machinery of hard Party
organization.71

He associated such party organization with American presidential pol-
itics in contrast ‘to the free, ancient, and honourable character of the
British House of Commons’. The various reasons for adopting a sys-
tem of proportional representation were all the more compelling, he
maintained, given the movement towards a wider franchise which, he
calculated, ‘would give us about 5,000,000 of poor electors as compared
with 2,000,000 of well-to-do electors’.72 The present electoral system, he
projected, ‘would not only give the 5,000,000 poor electors a propor-
tionate majority of representation; but would shut out every other class
altogether, and put the whole representation practically and virtually
into the hands of the numerical majority’.73 The limited vote and the
cumulative vote would not alter this, he argued, to the extent that the
‘scientific or proportional system’ would.74 ‘Personal representation’, he
emphasized, ‘would not . . . deprive the majority of the electoral body
of their right to a majority of the representation; but it would make
it impossible for any one class to monopolize the representation, and
it would effectually protect the cultivated and educated minority from
the danger of exclusion’.75 Courtney seconded the motion, although he
said that he was sceptical Hare’s system ‘could be submitted as a practical
proposal in the present generation’.76 The limited vote and the cumula-
tive vote had been successfully adopted, however, and he was ‘satisfied
those who were in favour of the representation of minorities would
win’.77 Regarding opposition in Birmingham, he said that if the rep-
resentation of minorities were to ‘destroy the power’ of its organization
he would ‘greatly rejoice’.78

As of 1878, the National Liberal Federation was increasingly charac-
terized as a caucus commonly associated with American politics and
the ‘tyranny of the majority’.79 In ‘Political Clubs and Party Organiza-
tion’ in the Nineteenth Century in May 1878, W. Fraser Rae, a Daily News
American correspondent, claimed that the Liberals in Birmingham
‘appear to have drawn their inspiration from the United States’80 and
warned: ‘Happily, the tyranny which is the essence of the system when
fully developed, and the yoke under which citizens of the United States
groan and appear helpless to shake off, cannot yet be found in this
country on such a scale as to excite general remark. But identical causes
must produce identical results.’81 The ensuing debate over party organi-
zation was directly related to the issue of minority representation, and
the conflict between the National Liberal Federation and labour political
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interests was one of the origins of the Labour party.82 Thus one of the
various criticisms of the caucus was by the former secretary of the Rep-
resentative Reform Association, George Howell, who had been active in
the Labour Representation League until 1876.83 In ‘The Caucus System
and the Liberal Party’ in the New Quarterly Magazine in October 1878,
Howell wrote not unlike Hare:

The greatest danger to be apprehended from this newly discovered
form of local organisation is that, in course of time, it will cease to
represent the constituency as a whole, in which case it would be even
less respectable than that of the American caucus. Its natural ten-
dency is to drift towards such a condition, and the inevitable result
of this state of things will be that the power will lapse into the hands
of a few active men, and be used by the officials in the interest of
the sitting member, whoever he may happen to be – whose tools,
politically speaking, they will more or less become. . . . In other cases
they will endeavour to smother the personal independence of their
representative by seeking to make him entirely dependent on their
suffrages, and thus reduce him to the level of a mere delegate of a
local association, instead of being the chosen representative of the
consitituency.84

Conversely, opposition to minority representation included defence of
the caucus system and American politics. In ‘The Caucus’ in the Fort-
nightly Review in November 1878, written at the request of Morley
as a response to Rae,85 Chamberlain indicated difference between
the American caucus and the Birmingham model but denied that
American politicians were as ignorant or corrupt as their critics charged.
Americans, he emphasized, ‘have acted on the opinion that govern-
ment, whether of the nation or of a party within it, rightly belongs to
the majority’, adding that

it is the minority, according to the American practice, which yields
to the majority, and not the majority which accepts the rule of the
minority. This rule is too frequently reversed in England, and it is
because minorities, and often very small minorities, have had such
power in determining the course of English politics, that such deep
hostility is shown by a minority to a system which is avowedly
designed to relieve majorities from the disabilities under which they
have so long laboured.86
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The operation of the cumulative vote in the election of school boards,
he argued, contributed to ‘delay’ and ‘friction’.87 He accused critics
of the caucus of wanting minority power rather than representation
and asserted that ‘the problem for their advocates to solve is how this
power is to be given to them without injustice to the majority’.88 An
electoral reform which would be advantageous, he suggested, would
be the adoption of the second ballot in single-member constituencies,
thereby allowing electors to directly determine who among a variety of
candidates represented the majority.89 ‘But failing some such plan’, he
insisted, ‘the caucuses remain the best and fairest method yet devised
of preventing waste of power, and of concentrating the whole force of
the party on the most popular of its candidates’. Arguments against the
caucus were ‘based on that distrust of the people which seems innate
in some of those who call themselves Liberals’, he complained, such as
‘self-appointed philosophers’.90

Such defence of majority as opposed to minority representation was
reiterated in the following month in ‘The Birmingham Liberal Associa-
tion and Its Assailants’ in Macmillan’s Magazine by Henry W. Crosskey, a
Birmingham Liberal and associate of Chamberlain, who asserted:

When the majority have decided that legislation is imperatively
demanded in one given direction, no Liberal Association ought to
decline the services of Liberals who take the opposite view in posi-
tions which are not directly affected by the special question at issue.
But no member of a minority has the slightest right to demand that
he should occupy an office in which he can harass and impede the
work the majority have resolved to undertake. . . . There are periods
in the history of our country in which the House of Commons can-
not be looked upon as a debating club, which fulfils its functions
when varying ‘views’ find a fit expression. . . . Those Liberals who have
political convictions have a higher duty than to devise subtle and
intricate methods for the expression of a variety of conflicting opin-
ions. They are bound to select representatives who will support the
definite measures they believe to be immediately necessary for the
peace and prosperity of the land.91

Further, with reference to Howell, Crosskey protested that ‘I fail to see
why a constituency should not protect itself against divisions which
can only ruin the Liberal cause; and I equally fail to understand in what
way freedom is violated by a candidate’s submission to the will of the
majority of his party’.92

 

mailto: rights@palgrave.com


150 Thomas Hare and Political Representation in Victorian Britain

The opposition of the Birmingham Liberals and the National Liberal
Federation to the representation of minorities was clearly stated at the
first general meeting of the council of the National Liberal Federation
held in Leeds on 22 January 1879, when Chamberlain spoke directly
against proportional representation and ‘political philosophers’. ‘The
ideal of these gentlemen’, he complained

appears to be a Parliament elected by the cumulative vote, in which I
suppose every political crotchet would be represented – all the minor
currents of the national life, and none of its main courses. Such a
body might, indeed, be far removed from popular passion and pop-
ular prejudice: but it would also be up in a cloud with regard to the
popular will and the popular sentiment. It seems to me that this is an
ideal which is much better suited to the island of Laputa than to this
practical world.93

Meanwhile in Parliament, Chamberlain had formed an alliance with
Dilke,94 who advocated the second ballot in a pamphlet on parliamen-
tary reform published in 1879.95

In the House of Commons on 4 March 1879, when Dilke seconded
a motion by Trevelyan for a resolution affirming the necessity for fran-
chise extension and redistribution,96 Blennerhassett in an amendment
to the motion requested recognition of the principle of the represen-
tation of minorities, referring to Birmingham as ‘the great home of
the caucus’ which ‘with a population of 343,000 and 63,000 electors,
returns three Liberals and not one Conservative’.97 Courtney followed
Blennerhassett to state that he could vote for the motion only if accom-
panied by the amendment.98 In the presence of Hartington, Gladstone,
and Chamberlain, Courtney argued that ‘dependence of hon. Mem-
bers upon the feelings of the people outside was growing rapidly, and
was undermining their independence of thought’.99 Having adopted the
cumulative vote for school boards, he claimed that ‘there was no reason
why the same principle should not be carried out in the representation
of the people in that House’.100 He quoted the defence of Hare’s electoral
system in Mill’s Autobiography and concluded:

Those who rejected it as a crotchet, by that rejection showed them-
selves to be ‘incompetent statesmen, unequal to the politics of the
future’. It was because he was so impressed by the importance of that
principle, and of that mode of raising up their political life from the
degradation into which it was falling, and of cherishing the elements
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of individual excellence and independence, while, at the same time,
they gave the utmost freedom to the will of majorities, that he was
unable to support the unqualified proposition of the hon. Member
for the Border Boroughs [Trevelyan].101

In the division, Courtney was among those who defeated the motion
by 291 to 226 in opposition to Chamberlain, Dilke, Bright, Hartington,
and Gladstone.102

Subsequently, Courtney reiterated his arguments in a lecture at the
Radical Club in Southwark, and his remarks were published in ‘The Rep-
resentation of Minorities’ in the Nineteenth Century in July 1879. Therein
he warned against adoption of single-member equal electoral districts,
which he compared to the wards of Birmingham where ‘we condemn
to atrophy and extinction the political energies of the minority’ and
‘throw away the use of such practical talents as they may possess’.103

The representation of minorities would effect ‘a real and not an artificial
democracy’, he claimed, and ‘instead of making mediocrity a condition
without which nobody could enter, you would have life and energy
secured in the return of able men; and of course if you got candi-
dates thus independent you would change the House of Commons’.104

A further result of the introduction of minority representation, he
emphasized, ‘would be the disintegration of party. Parties would not
cling together so closely as Conservatives and Liberals now do. Amongst
Conservatives you would find differences of opinion as also amongst
Liberals, and you would more freely detach men, one by one, from any
majority.’105 He endorsed the electoral system proposed by Hare:

Next week Mr Hare will come before you, explaining to you what is
the machinery by which this idea can be realized – an idea under
which any adequate number of persons, wherever they be found,
might combine together and get a representative. Mr Hare was the
first person who developed that idea, and I have wished that he was
here to-night so as to go before me rather than come after me. I con-
fess to you that the realization of his scheme as he sees it is a longish
way off. I don’t expect we shall live to see it realized, but the thing
is a good aim to work for, and we may realize some of it even in our
own time.106

Courtney referred to the adoption of ‘the principle of the represen-
tation of minorities in School Boards by means of the cumulative
vote’, and he advocated the introduction of the representation of
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minorities in the House of Commons by the application within multi-
member constituencies of ‘the cumulative vote or some equivalent
method’.107 Were such constituencies to be amalgamated, he suggested,
‘step by step and bit by bit, you would go on extending the system
until by-and-by you might even get Mr Hare’s system in its entirety
adopted’.108

Later in 1879, Hare spoke on redistribution at the congress of the
Social Science Association held in Manchester in October, advocating
his electoral system as expounded in the fourth edition of his Trea-
tise. Regarding the electors, he noted that ‘the proportional system
leaves the laws which confer the suffrage entirely unaffected’. Rather, he
explained, ‘its object is to give to every voter a far more extensive choice
of candidates, to make it certain that every vote shall be counted for
the candidate or one of the candidates for whose support it is given’.109

Regarding the candidates, he emphasized:

In nothing has the result of the proportionate system been more mis-
taken or disregarded by those who have but superficially considered
it, than its effect in opening other and more numerous and better
avenues to the House of Commons to those who desire or deserve to
enter it. The wide choice of candidates opened to every voter has been
pointed out. The field for selection of the constituencies to which the
candidates may address themselves, or from which they may seek
and find supporters, is equally without limit. . . . The barrister of repu-
tation would be likely to secure supporters in the towns of his circuit.
The vast number of voters on the registers of London and its sub-
urbs would make room, as metropolitan candidates, for persons of
eminence in every career of life; and the various scientific and profes-
sional bodies would be represented by men who are most esteemed
among them, and who would bring into the Legislature new elements
of great value in its labours.110

Redistribution ‘which would do no more than add a patch to the present
system by the transfer to great towns of five or six seats, disregard-
ing the new and powerful moral and intellectual forces which a just
and equal distribution would bring into exercise’, he suggested, ‘may
be not inaptly compared to some of the empirical remedies applied to
the human body before the discovery of the circulation of the blood’.111

Further, he argued that by his system of election ‘corruption, which we
cannot in human institutions yet hope entirely to extinguish, will be
minimised or neutralized’, and he added: ‘There is nothing to impede
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party organization where that is thought desirable. It is equally fair to
all parties.’112

In the general election in 1880, franchise extension and redistribu-
tion were not major issues as were foreign policy and finance.113 During
the course of the campaign, however, Fawcett in ‘The Next Reform Bill’
in the Nineteenth Century in March observed that ‘almost complete una-
nimity which exists among the [Liberal] party in favour of an extension
of the suffrage and the redistribution of seats must offer an additional
inducement to a Liberal Government to give a Reform Bill precedence
to almost all other proposals of domestic legislation’.114 He proceeded to
argue in favour of dealing with franchise extension and redistribution
jointly rather than separately and to advocate provision for the repre-
sentation of minorities. He did not mention Hare’s electoral system, but
he suggested ‘that the present method of carrying out minority voting in
Parliamentary and School Board elections might be easily improved’.115

Following the Liberal victory in 1880, Gladstone, returned for
Midlothian and restored as leader of the party, formed a second min-
istry, and among those in the cabinet were Bright, resuming his position
as Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, and Chamberlain, appointed
to the Board of Trade. The only member of the government in support of
the representation of minorities was Fawcett, who as Paymaster General,
however, was not a member of the cabinet. On 28 April, Fawcett wrote
to Gladstone suggesting consideration of a position for Courtney, advis-
ing ‘of his great political capacity and of his unusual acquaintance with
finance’.116 In the following year, Courtney was appointed undersecre-
tary for the Home and Colonial offices in succession, and he replaced
Lord Frederick Cavendish as Financial Secretary to the Treasury on 8
May 1882, two days after Cavendish as Chief Secretary for Ireland had
been murdered in Dublin. Courtney like Fawcett, however, was not a
member of the cabinet.

While the issue of the representation of minorities had no support
within the cabinet, it continued to be addressed in public, in particu-
lar within the context of debate over party organization. In a lengthy
paper read before the Statistical Society in April 1881, Droop warned of
the possibility of the ‘caucus system in England’ developing ‘the evil
characteristics of its American prototype’,117 arguing that ‘any system
of minority or proportional representation’ must ‘secure individual lib-
erty of choice to the electors, and . . . not compel them to put themselves
into the hands of the party managers, and vote as they are directed’.118

Rejecting majority systems and analysing both the limited vote and the
cumulative vote, he advocated the electoral systems proposed by both
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Hare and Baily, giving preference to that of Baily as less perfect but more
practical.119 These systems, Droop claimed

are free from the various evils produced by majority voting. We shall
have an approximately proportional representation of all parties, and
the relative strength of these parties in the representative assembly
will only fluctuate in proportion to the changes of opinion in the
constituencies instead of very much exaggerating them. Elections will
but seldom turn on narrow majorities, and as it will be very diffi-
cult to foresee their doing so, there will be little or no temptation to
corruption, extravagant expenditure, or gerrymandering. Whatever
is artificial in our present division into two parties will disappear, and
members will be much more free to act according to their individual
opinions, instead of suppressing them when they differ from those
of the leaders of their party.120

Both Hare and Baily were in attendance, Hare defending his elec-
toral system,121 followed by Baily suggesting that he was unrealistic in
projecting its application on a national basis.122

In the following year, Hare published as a pamphlet a collection of
his papers read at the meetings of the Social Science Association on the
application of his system of election to London government.123 Other
works concerning the representation of minorities published during
these years were two by Alfred Frisby, A Practical Scheme of Fair Repre-
sentation in 1881 and ‘The Next Reform Bill’ in the Fortnightly Review in
August 1882. In his article, which incorporated responses to his pam-
phlet, Frisby quoted Courtney as indicating that Hare’s electoral system
would work

with smoothness and simplicity if you could stimulate public opinion
so as to give it a trial; but this is not as yet to be hoped for. There
is a great obstacle of stupidity, a greater obstacle of laziness, and a
third, perhaps the greatest of all, of self-interest opposed to the trial.
Ordinary minds are puzzled to follow out the scheme; others turn
away from the labour; others (especially M.P.’s who, as such, have
already got a foothold, if not a secure one) see that it would set free
the representation of the electorate, and many of them are not sure
what would be their fate under its operation.124

Morrison was quoted by Frisby as observing: ‘In 1880, Mr Gladstone
would undoubtedly have received an overwhelming majority of votes of
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the Liberals in any constituency for which he stood, unless indeed the
caucus should succeed in becoming as despotic here as in America.’125

Meanwhile, in July 1882, a defence of the caucus had been pub-
lished in the Nineteenth Century by Francis Schnadhorst, full-time sec-
retary of the Birmingham Liberal Association and part-time secretary
of the National Liberal Federation.126 An advocate of single-member
districts,127 in ‘The Caucus and Its Critics’ he denounced the ‘minority
clause’ introduced in 1867 as an ‘odious attempt to defraud the con-
stituency of its rights’.128 Likewise Francis Adams, former secretary of the
National Education League, complained in his History of the Elementary
School Contest in England published in 1882 that the ‘immediate result’ of
the cumulative vote introduced in 1870 ‘was to exasperate the majority
to widen the breach, to encourage the spirit of sectarianism, and to make
the [Education] Act the most unpopular measure of modern times’.129

The subsequent attempt by Dixon to abolish the cumulative vote in
1871,130 Adams argued, was defeated in part by those ‘who belonged to
the school of philosophic Radicals, and who were anxious to experiment
in forms of proportional representation’.131

Another defence of the caucus followed by T.H.S. Escott, the editor
of the Fortnightly Review as of October 1882 in succession to Morley,
who entered Parliament as a Liberal member for Newcastle-upon-Tyne
in February 1883, both men being supporters of Chamberlain.132 ‘The
new machinery employed by Radicalism is that which is best calculated,
in the opinion of its authors, whose view has certainly thus far been
justified by results, to elicit and give effect to the wishes of the major-
ity’, Escott asserted in ‘The Future of the Radical Party’ in the Fortnightly
Review in July 1883. ‘What is called the caucus is the practical expression
of the principle that the popular will is the basis of political power.’133

In the following month in the Fortnightly Review, Escott contributed the
first article, ‘Machinery’, in a series on ‘The Radical Programme’ initi-
ated by Chamberlain.134 Claiming that the caucus in Birmingham was a
response to the minority clause,135 Escott insisted:

An equitable system of parliamentary representation is absolutely
inconsistent with the minority vote, and no sound Radical can acqui-
esce in such a device for minimising, and it may be for nullifying
altogether, the power of the majority. The principle on which this
vexatious expedient rests is distrust of the people, and when eminent
members of the Liberal party vindicate it, they practically make an
unworthy imputation on those who are the source of political power.
Moreover, it must be borne in mind that the minority vote is resented
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as a grievance and resisted as an infringement on popular rights in
those places where it is in force.136

In the same month in ‘Women and Representative Government’ in
the Nineteenth Century, Millicent Garrett Fawcett was criticizing the
‘Birmingham Liberals’ for not giving political support to women’s suf-
frage in the speeches delivered at a meeting in honour of Bright held in
Birmingham in June.137

Later in 1883, on 15 October, a letter by Bright was published in The
Times in which he complained that ‘the new fads, minority clauses and
new modes of making a Parliament all tend to mischief; they show mis-
trust of the people, and they are mainly intended to weaken the popular
voice. I am for none of these things.’138 On the next day in reply to a
reader’s enquiry whether he considered Hare’s electoral system to be one
of such ‘fads’, Bright stated:

I think Mr Hare’s plan more of a ‘fad’ than any other yet submitted
to the public, and it has this disadvantage – that scarcely anyone can
understand it. It aims at making Parliament an exact photograph of
every phase of public opinion, and under it there is no fancy or folly
which might not, and probably would not, have its representative in
the House. Parliament would be broken up into busy cliques, led by
political lunatics who would have entrance within its walls. . . . I have
known several or a few of Mr Hare’s supporters. Not one of them has
seemed to me to possess the common sense which is as useful and
necessary for legislation and government as in the ordinary pursuits
of life. . . . I do not seek the perfection which its friends claim for the
patent Constitution of Mr Hare.139

On the day after Bright thus stated his opposition to Hare, a con-
ference on parliamentary reform sponsored by the National Liberal
Federation opened at Leeds with Morley presiding, and a resolution was
approved that borough and county franchise assimilation should pre-
cede redistribution.140 On the second day of the conference, 18 October,
Edward Russell, editor of the Liverpool Daily Post and a member of the
Liverpool Liberal Association, moved a resolution that ‘the attempt to
secure the representation of minorities by special legislative enactments
is a violation of the principle of popular representative government’.141

The motion was carried unanimously,142 and a speech against the minor-
ity clause delivered by Russell at the conference was published later as a
pamphlet by the National Liberal Federation.143
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Speaking at Liskeard on 29 October, Courtney attacked the Leeds con-
ference resolution against the representation of minorities and asserted
that ‘the principle was one which the truest democrat should applaud
because it gave the people full and equal representation’. Taking issue
with Bright, he argued that ‘the principle of proportionate representa-
tion had so far recommended itself to thinking politicians that when
the question of reform should be next taken up that principle would be
developed and placed on a firmer basis’.144 Two days later, Chamberlain
wrote to Kate Courtney, the wife of Leonard, that her husband ‘should
not unnecessarily emphasize the differences which separate us’.145 Nev-
ertheless, on 2 November, Courtney emphasized his position in a speech
at the Plymouth Liberal Club, stating that ‘respecting the principle
of minority representation, though he had the greatest respect for
Mr Bright, yet he held his own opinion on the question, even against
Mr Bright – against the world if necessary’.146 When Chamberlain and
Morley dined with the Courtneys six days later, Kate Courtney noted in
her diary that Chamberlain ‘will never consent to Propr. Rep. & he thinks
it a pity L[eonard] should have gone out of his way to pledge himself to
it & criticise program of Leeds Conference’.147

That night, on 8 November, Fawcett addressed a meeting of his con-
stituents in Hackney and took note of the criticism by Bright of the
advocates of proportional representation, disagreeing with that criti-
cism and advocating multi-member constituencies with proportional
representation. ‘I know it is sometimes contended that proportional
representation would be just if it could be applied to the entire coun-
try’, he remarked, ‘but if a principle is just in itself, it seems to me
that it is far better to promote its gradual extension than to sanction
its entire extinction’.148 Speaking at Reading on 15 November, Fawcett
reiterated his opposition to equal electoral districts and his support for
proportional representation.149 The position of Courtney and Fawcett
was reinforced six days later by the Manchester Guardian, which attacked
the Leeds conference resolution against minority representation and
advocated the application of Hare’s electoral system to multi-member
constituencies, considering it ‘well worth a trial’.150

At the sixth annual meeting of the National Liberal Federation held
in Bristol on 26 November, the resolutions of the Leeds conference were
endorsed, and Chamberlain addressed the question of proportional rep-
resentation. He argued that minorities exercised excessive influence,
as on school boards, and he urged abolition of both the cumulative
vote and the minority clause, which he called ‘stupid, silly, unconstitu-
tional devices’.151 The advocates of the representation of minorities, he
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complained, sought ‘ingenious machinery by which minorities may be
saved from the natural consequences of being outnumbered. . . . When
men differ, either the majority must give way to the minority or
the minority must give way to the majority.’152 In his argument he
employed the principle of virtual representation: ‘The minority not
returned in one place finds its exponent in another. The minority in
Birmingham becomes the majority in Liverpool; the minority in Bristol
is the majority in the country, and so I might go on.’153 He encouraged
Liberals to ‘resist the extension or continuance’ of systems of minority
representation, which he claimed ‘do more than anything else to defeat
the party of progress – the popular party – in the face of a united party
of obstruction and privilege’.154

As Courtney’s biographer G.P. Gooch observes, ‘Chamberlain’s open
antagonism convinced the friends of Proportional Representation that
they must organize their forces.’155 One among the Liberals in the House
of Commons was Sir John Lubbock, a prominent polymath.156 Born in
London in 1834, the eldest son of Sir John William Lubbock, a banker,
astronomer, and mathematician, the younger John had spent his child-
hood at High Elms in Kent near to the home at Down of Charles Darwin
who was a friend of his father.157 Educated at Eton, Lubbock had entered
the family banking house in 1849, meanwhile devoting himself to nat-
ural history under the tutelage of Darwin. Attending meetings of the
British Association for the Advancement of Science as of 1853, he had
been elected a member of the Geological Society with the support of
Charles Lyell in 1855,158 and in 1858 he had been elected a fellow of
the Royal Society with the support of Darwin.159 Following the publi-
cation of Darwin’s On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection
in 1859, Lubbock had joined Thomas Henry Huxley in defence of nat-
ural selection in opposition to Bishop Samuel Wilberforce at the British
Association meeting held in Oxford in 1860.160 In 1864, Lubbock had
been elected to the Society of Antiquaries and with Huxley had been
among the founders of the X-Club, an informal society of scientists and
mathematicians,161 and in the following year Lubbock’s first book had
been published, Prehistoric Times as Illustrated by Ancient Remains and the
Manners and Customs of Modern Savages, in which he had coined the
terms ‘palaeolithic’ and ‘neolithic’.162

In 1865, Lubbock had stood for Parliament in West Kent as a Liberal
with the support of Mill,163 stating in his election address: ‘The plan
suggested by Mr Hare, and advocated by Mr Mill, of giving members
to minorities, was worthy of consideration; but he could not say that
he was prepared to support such a plan at present.’164 Defeated in that
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contest and in another in West Kent in 1868, he had been returned for
Maidstone in a by-election in 1870.165 Meanwhile in 1869 he had been
among the original members of the Metaphysical Society for discussion
of the relation between science and religion founded by James Knowles,
an architect and the editor of the Contemporary Review as of 1870,166 in
which year had been published Lubbock’s second book, The Origin of
Civilisation and the Primitive Condition of Man.167 In the following year in
the House of Commons, he had introduced the Bank Holidays Act,168

the first of sixteen acts for which he was responsible during the 1870s
and 1880s.169 During these years, additional books by Lubbock had been
published, such as The Origin and Metamorphoses of Insects in 1873 and
Ants, Bees and Wasps in 1882. In 1877, he had introduced Gladstone to
Morley at High Elms and to Darwin at Down,170 and upon the death of
Darwin in 1882 Lubbock had joined Huxley among the pall-bearers at
his funeral in Westminster Abbey.171 Meanwhile, Lubbock had served as
a Vice-President of the Royal Society and as a Vice-Chancellor of the Uni-
versity of London, and when Robert Lowe had been raised to the peerage
as Viscount Sherbrooke in 1880, Lubbock had replaced him in the House
of Commons as member for the University of London,172 which seat he
was to hold until he also was raised to the peerage as Baron Avebury
in 1900. As of 1883, Lubbock was the principal of the Working Men’s
College with which Hare’s son-in-law John Westlake was associated.173

A Whig-Liberal in Parliament, Lubbock had supported the Trevelyan
resolution for franchise extension and redistribution in 1879,174 and in
a speech at Sidcup on 4 December 1883, the month after the Bristol
annual meeting of the National Liberal Federation, Lubbock spoke
in favour of the representation of minorities, defending the minority
clause and stating that ‘extension of the suffrage would render this ques-
tion one of very great importance’. In England, he suggested, ‘if they
arranged the country into single seats, the case would be very differ-
ent. There was much to be said for such a system’. However, he argued,
‘if they retained the great cities as single constituencies and gave them
anything like a fair number of representatives . . . no one could seriously
maintain that in a place like Liverpool, where parties were so evenly
balanced, it would be tolerable that perhaps a difference of half a dozen
votes at an election should make a difference of eight or ten seats’. In
Ireland, he added, ‘if they extended the suffrage largely there without
any minority vote, and did not break up the greater constituencies,
they might find that, although there were everywhere a large number
of loyalists and Protestants, they might be outnumbered by Catholics
and revolutionists’. Accordingly, he ‘did not see why the system of
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three-cornered constituencies should not be extended’. With reference
to the Liberal party, he concluded, ‘if they maintained the minority vote
they would be strong enough when they were in the majority to carry
their measures, and when they were in the minority not too weak to
defend them’.175

Later in the same month, on 24 December, Lubbock prepared an invi-
tation to a private meeting, explaining: ‘Several gentlemen who are
interested in the proposals for proportional representation in Parlia-
ment have suggested to me that much advantage might arise from a
private conference for the purpose of discussing the best form in which
to bring them before Parliament, & the best mode of calling atten-
tion to them.’176 Subsequently, the meeting was held in London at the
home of Beaumont Lubbock, brother of John, on 16 January 1884, fol-
lowing which it was announced in the press that the participants had
‘decided to form a society for the purpose of promoting the principle of
proportional representation’.177
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6
The Proportional Representation
Society and the Third Reform Act,
1884–1888

Thomas Hare at first did not receive an invitation to the meeting called
by Sir John Lubbock on 16 January 1884. Hare thought this was due
perhaps to ‘a desire not to include any who were committed to partic-
ular schemes’, as his son-in-law John Westlake wrote to Lubbock, but
Westlake thought ‘the omission is more likely to have been accidental’
and asked if there was ‘any reason why I should not bring Mr Hare to the
conference?’1 Consequently, Hare was in attendance at the meeting.2

George Howell also requested an invitation and attended the meeting
with Walter Morrison,3 whereby the leaders of the former Representa-
tive Reform Association were among the founders of the Proportional
Representation Society.

Henry Fawcett declined to attend the meeting, but he wrote to
Lubbock from Cambridge that he would be ‘delighted to talk the whole
subject over with you some evening when you can spare half an hour in
the House’.4 Fawcett was to join the society, however,5 as was Millicent
Garrett Fawcett.6 Henry Richmond Droop, who was mortally ill at the
time,7 informed Lubbock that if his health did not permit him to attend
the meeting he would ‘hope to hear what has been decided upon, in
order that I may cooperate as far as I can’.8 In the following month,
Droop forwarded for the use of the society books on proportional repre-
sentation and a copy of his pamphlet edition of the English translation
of the study of elections by Ernest Naville published in 1872, indicat-
ing that he had ‘some 300 copies’ and ‘could send you as many as you
might like to have for distribution’. He added that he had a ‘consider-
able stock’ of copies of a pamphlet edition of the paper he had delivered
before the Juridical Society in 1871.9 At the same time, Droop provided
information concerning La Représentation Proportionnelle, the journal of
L’ Association Réformiste Belge pour l’Adoption de la Représentation
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Proportionnelle, which had been founded in Brussels in 1881. This soci-
ety advocated a list system of proportional representation associated
with Victor d’Hondt, a professor at the University of Ghent, who like
Carl Andrae was to be in contact with Lubbock in 1885.10

While Fawcett and Droop did not attend the meeting, Leonard
Courtney was present as was Albert Grey, nephew and heir of the 3rd
Earl Grey and a Liberal member of Parliament for South Northumber-
land since 1880.11 A Whig-Liberal like Lubbock, Grey had spoken in
defence of proportional representation in a speech to his constituents
at Hexham on 5 January 1884, saying that he agreed with Fawcett that
redistribution must accompany franchise extension and that he would
‘vote in favour of any scheme which might tend to maintain the vot-
ing strength of minorities’.12 This would be particularly necessary, he
added, to ensure the representation of Irish Loyalists. They should have
35 representatives, he calculated, while the Nationalists ‘would certainly
not be entitled to have more than 70 representatives’.13 To achieve
this, he advocated the application of Hare’s electoral system within
multi-member constituencies, saying that ‘because Mr Hare’s scheme as
originally proposed is impossible, it does not follow that some modi-
fication of it is not practicable’.14 He concluded by quoting from the
speech in defence of proportional representation delivered by Fawcett
at Hackney in November 1883.15 The Manchester Guardian praised the
speech by Grey, calling it ‘a powerful plea, admirably put, for pro-
portional representation’.16 The position on franchise extension taken
by Grey was similar to that of Lubbock, but the Manchester Guardian
reported on 15 January that Lubbock denied forming a new cave.17

Among others present at the meeting on 16 January were
Henry Bompas, an Inner Temple barrister who had read mathematics
at St John’s College, Cambridge only a few years after Courtney, and
Frederic Seebohm, a banker and historian whose The English Village
Community had been published in 1883.18 In December of that year,
Seebohm had contributed to the Contemporary Review an article on ‘Pro-
portionate Representation’ in which he had attacked equal electoral
districts as endorsed by the National Liberal Federation at the Leeds
conference and advocated the representation of minorities:

Our faith in the democracy of the future, if it rests upon a rational
basis, rests chiefly upon the fair representation of the whole people;
upon the success with which the mass of sound political conviction,
which we believe to lie at the bottom of our national life, is secured
its due weight by means of a fair representation in Parliament; upon
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keeping the best minds in the nation interested in politics, and upon
the growth in the constituencies of a solid and stable public opinion,
which will have its due influence in steering the vessel of the State in
a steady course.19

Considering both the limited vote and the cumulative vote to be unsat-
isfactory, he acknowledged that Hare’s single transferable vote was
‘understood by nearly all practical politicians to be too complicated,
and to leave too much to chance’.20 Subsequently, Seebohm proposed a
list, or joint-candidate, system related to those of Naville and d’Hondt.21

This system was developed by Seebohm together with J. Parker Smith,22

who had been educated at Trinity College, Cambridge and had been
called to the bar at Lincoln’s Inn in 1881. In November 1883, Smith had
written letters concerning proportional representation to the editors of
the Spectator and The Times.23 In ‘Parliamentary Reform: Minority Repre-
sentation’ in the Westminster Review in January 1884, he criticized Bright
and Chamberlain and advocated Hare’s electoral system with the Droop
quota in multi-member constituencies, concluding: ‘The plan is now
commended not only to minorities and interests who dread that they
may in future find themselves without a spokesman in the House of
Commons, but to all who fear that the unquestioned supremacy of the
democracy may lead to the suppression of individual opinion in politics
which has long been deplored in American public life.’24

At the meeting called by Lubbock held on 16 January, a provisional
committee was formed with Lubbock as Chairman, Grey as Treasurer,
and A. Cromwell White as Secretary.25 Most members of the society
favoured the single transferable vote, while Courtney favoured the
cumulative vote.26 When notice of the formation of the society appeared
in the press, however, no particular electoral system for the representa-
tion of minorities was specified, the request being for ‘all persons who
are in favour of any such system of election to send their names to Sir
John Lubbock’.27 Among those who responded was John Chapman, the
proprietor and editor of the Westminster Review, in which he offered to
place 32 pages at the disposal of the society for advocacy of proportional
representation.28

Meanwhile, opinion regarding proportional representation was being
disseminated in the pages of the Pall Mall Gazette, which had issued to
members of Parliament a ‘circular of inquiry’ on forthcoming legisla-
tion. Eighty-five per cent of those who replied favoured franchise exten-
sion prior to redistribution, and the ‘balance of opinion’ was ‘against
minority representation’.29 Further opinion reported a few weeks later
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indicated that the majority favoured equal electoral districts, a com-
ment being added that most support for proportional representation
was ‘platonic’. Lubbock, however, was quoted as stating: ‘If we do not
have single seats, I think we must have proportional representation.’30

Another circular was issued by the Pall Mall Gazette to Liberal associa-
tions, to which Francis Schnadhorst replied for the Birmingham Liberal
Association that it was ‘ripe for equal electoral districts and unan-
imously hostile to proportional representation’.31 Glasgow, however,
was reported to be ‘against equal electoral districts’ and ‘in favour of
proportional representation’, while the Radical Club of Hackney was
‘in favour of proportional representation on the basis submitted by
Mr Hare’.32

In the following month, Hare published two articles in the Pall Mall
Gazette. In the first, ‘A Plea for Minority Representation’, he asserted
that the argument of virtual representation was ‘fallacious’, in particular
when applied to Ireland, enquiring: ‘In how many constituencies is it
supposed that those who are friends of order and opposed to violence,
and that those who shrink from adopting the principles of the Land
League, will be found in a majority?’ He added that ‘Mr Bright may con-
fidently reckon on the strenuous support of Mr Parnell in his hostility to
the recognition of any electoral rights in minorities.’33 Hare proceeded
to criticize Chamberlain for not giving support to female suffrage and
protested that electors ‘cannot be regarded as mere counters to be tossed
from one side to the other by some managers or caucus superior to
themselves’.34 In the second article, ‘An Ideal Reform Bill ’, he reiter-
ated the process of voting by his electoral system and recommended the
article on minority representation by Smith in the Westminster Review in
the previous month.35

Also in February in the Law Magazine and Review, Smith wrote that ‘the
undue power of the “caucus” in this country, and still more in America,
lies in the fact that a voter who does not vote as he is told unnecessarily
wastes his vote or admits an opponent’.36 He advocated an experi-
mental application of the single transferable vote to a parliamentary
constituency combining the universities of Oxford and Cambridge. In
the same month, a pamphlet by Smith, Preferential Voting, was published
by the Proportional Representation Society, explaining the procedure for
the transfer of surplus votes in accordance with the diversity of prefer-
ences indicated by the electors.37 His joint-candidate system, however,
was rejected by Lubbock, who told Grey later in May that ‘it seems to
me to give more power to agents & Committees which is just the very
thing we wish to avoid’.38
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The formation of the Proportional Representation Society in January
was announced to members of Parliament by Lubbock in February in a
circular indicating that its purpose was to bring together ‘all those who
while desiring that the majority of the electors should have their due
preponderance, are also anxious that the minority should be fairly rep-
resented’. Asserting that the electoral system ‘notoriously fails to secure
this, nor would the plan of equal electoral districts promise in this
respect much better results’, he added that the society had yet to deter-
mine the best electoral system to adopt for provision of proportional
representation.39 The circular was followed by a request that Gladstone
receive a deputation of members of the society, but the response on 27
February was that Gladstone thought ‘it would be as well if the matter
can be postponed until after the statements which he intends to make
in his speech . . .when he asks for leave to introduce the Franchise Bill’.40

On 28 February, when the Franchise Bill was introduced by Glad-
stone in the House of Commons, a list appeared in The Times indicating
that the Proportional Representation Society had been joined by 110
members of Parliament, both Whig and radical Liberals, Conservatives,
and Irish Home Rulers opposed to Parnell.41 There were 64 Liberals,
including Joseph Cowen, a radical opponent of the Newcastle caucus,
who had expressed interest in Hare’s electoral system in a speech in
his constituency of Newcastle-upon-Tyne in December 1883.42 He was
not optimistic about the prospects for proportional representation in
February 1884, however, when he wrote: ‘I don’t know that much can
be done with it in parliament just now. Mr Gladstone is very hostile, and
those liberals in favour of it are not disposed to endanger the Franchise
Bill by pressing the project too hard.’43 Among the Conservatives who
joined the society were Arthur Balfour and James Lowther.44

The Franchise Bill introduced by Gladstone separated franchise exten-
sion and redistribution.45 During the debate on the first reading on
3 March, Lubbock stated that he considered the bill to be ‘just and
right in itself’ but that the ‘present system of mere majority voting
is . . .uncertain and defective in its operation’.46 The electoral system
did not accurately register support for minorities or for majorities, he
argued: ‘In 1874 . . . the Liberals and Home Rulers had 56 Members too
few in relation to their total poll; while, on the contrary, in 1880
they secured 43 too many.’47 Roman Catholics in England were not
adequately represented, he remarked, and he warned:

The case of Ireland is the most serious of all. Certainly one-third of
its population is moderate, loyal, and desirous of maintaining the
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integrity of the Empire; but we are told, on high authority, that
under this Bill, unless some system of proportional representation
be adopted, the hon. Member for the City of Cork (Mr Parnell) will
secure 95 seats out of 100, leaving only five to the Liberals and Con-
servatives together; whereas it is clear that under any just system of
representation they ought to have over 30.48

Rejecting compensation by virtual representation, he denied ‘that
inequalities in one district are made up for them in another’, stat-
ing: ‘The present system . . .may be good, or may be bad, but it is not
representation; and the question is, whether we wish for representa-
tion in fact, or in name only.’49 He took issue with Chamberlain: ‘The
right hon. gentleman the President of the Board of Trade, I believe,
once characterized proportional representation as a pernicious restric-
tion on free voting, while, in fact, the very reverse is the case.’50 Lubbock
ventured to suggest that the American Civil War might have been
prevented had the House of Representatives been elected by propor-
tional representation.51 He did not agree with those who thought that
proportional representation would obstruct the executive function of
Parliament: ‘A Government, of course, must be, as far as possible, homo-
geneous, and of one mind; but a Representative Assembly should be a
mirror of the nation.’52 Quoting Mill, Lubbock advocated Hare’s single
transferable vote.53

Two days later, on 5 March, the first general meeting of the Pro-
portional Representation Society was held at Palace Chambers, West-
minster, at which Lubbock was elected President and Grey Treasurer.
An executive committee was appointed which included Sir Rowland
Blennerhassett, Bompas, Morrison, Seebohm, Smith, Westlake, and
White. Of the members of Parliament on the executive commit-
tee in addition to Blennerhassett, five were Liberals and five were
Conservatives.54 Also on the executive committee was C.P. Scott, the
editor of the Manchester Guardian, and subsequently a branch of the
society was established in Manchester under the direction of John
Pennington Thomasson, a Liberal member of Parliament for Bolton.
Two resolutions were passed at the meeting, the first: ‘That, without
prejudging how far the principle may be subsequently carried out, it
is indispensable, as a first step towards securing the true representa-
tion of the electors, that whenever a constituency returns more than
two members, some form of proportional representation be adopted.’
And the second: ‘That the Committee be requested to collect infor-
mation as to what is being done in other countries, and take all steps
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in their power to disseminate a knowledge of the subject as widely as
possible.’55

Also on 5 March, the issue was on the cabinet agenda as recorded
by Gladstone: ‘Members of Govt. & Proportional Voting. Nothing need
be said to C[ourtney] & F[awcett] at present.’56 Five days later, on 10
March, the general committee of the National Liberal Federation met in
Birmingham and passed a resolution reaffirming the resolution of the
Leeds conference against minority representation: ‘This meeting regrets
that any Liberal members should coalesce with the strongest opponents
of reform in a movement intended primarily to fetter and restrict the
electoral power of the great constituencies. The meeting trusts that any
scheme that may be propounded with this object in view will meet with
the strenuous opposition of the Liberal party.’57 In Parliament on 24
March, when Lord John Manners, a Conservative member for North
Leicestershire, moved an amendment to the Franchise Bill to force the
introduction of redistribution,58 Lord Hartington, leader in the House of
Commons in the absence of Gladstone, who was ill, invoked the princi-
ple of virtual representation and spoke against minority representation
by ‘artificial devices’, arguing that ‘the real protection and the real safety
of the minority in Ireland will be found in the English and Scottish
representatives in the House’.59

The question of redistribution raised by Manners was addressed by
Hare two days later, on 26 March, in the Pall Mall Gazette in ‘Eighty
Members for London: Why Not?’, in which he advocated the applica-
tion of his electoral system to the representation of London as suggested
in his Treatise.60 In the same month in ‘Proportional Representation: A
Practical Proposal’ in the Contemporary Review, Westlake defended the
representation of minorities on school boards and further advocated
proportional representation for parliamentary constituencies with refer-
ence to the writings of Hare and Seebohm.61 Likewise Fawcett on 9 April,
two days after the second reading of the Franchise Bill was approved in
the House of Commons,62 defended proportional representation in a
speech at Salisbury, suggesting that ‘there is little doubt that there will
be a preponderance of public opinion in favour of some plan’.63

Lubbock defended proportional representation and advertised the
society in the Daily News on 15 April,64 and in the same month he fur-
ther discussed the question in the Nineteenth Century in ‘Proportional
Representation’, drawing attention to the position of G.J. Goschen, a
Whig-Liberal member of Parliament for Ripon and an opponent of the
Franchise Bill,65 who was in favour of the principle of proportional repre-
sentation although not a member of the society.66 Lubbock emphasized
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that members of Parliament in the Proportional Representation Soci-
ety, however, were from ‘every section of the House of Commons –
with one significant exception; that, namely, which follows the lead of
Mr Parnell’.67 Lubbock reiterated the points he had made in the House of
Commons in the previous month, including his analysis of recent elec-
tion results, and he suggested that proportional representation was a
possible solution to the conflict between the government and the oppo-
sition over redistribution as it would be in the interest of the majority
as well as the minority. Writing in his ‘individual capacity’ rather than
as president of the society, he advocated the application of the single
transferable vote with the Droop quota in multi-member constituen-
cies, explaining its mechanism as proposed by Morrison in 1872 and
indicating that it was ‘Mr Hare’s celebrated scheme applied within the
constituency’.68 Appended to the article was a list of 176 members of
Parliament who had joined the Proportional Representation Society.69

Following the article by Lubbock in the Nineteenth Century in April
was another on proportional representation by H.O. Arnold-Forster, a
member of the executive committee of the society, explaining a test elec-
tion by the single transferable vote that had been conducted by himself
and Blennerhassett at the elementary school of St Stephen’s Church in
Westminster.70 A test election among adults was also conducted in the
same month by Bompas,71 after which Courtney suggested to Westlake
that in subsequent test elections the same votes should be counted twice
by different methods to demonstrate ‘how little the result was affected
by chance’.72 On 19 April, the Saturday Review commented that the test
election conducted by Bompas ‘proved . . . the practicability of the novel
method’.73 It also indicated that while the society was not committed
to a particular system of proportional representation, ‘probably most of
its members will ultimately adhere to the plan which is preferred by the
Chairman, Sir John Lubbock’, which it explained was ‘a modification of
Mr Hare’s famous proposal’.74 This projection was reinforced in the same
month by an article on proportional representation in the Westminster
Review which concluded with a defence of the society and the single
transferable vote, calling it an electoral system ‘free from any objection
that is found in the present system or in the systems of limited and
cumulative voting’.75

Meanwhile, the opposition of Chamberlain to proportional represen-
tation was noted by A.C. Sellar, a Whig-Liberal member of Parliament
for Haddington, in an article on parliamentary reform in the Edinburgh
Review in April.76 In the same month, another voice raised against
proportional representation was that of Lord Randolph Churchill, the
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Conservative member of Parliament for Woodstock and the spokesman
for ‘Tory democracy’ who was in a power struggle with the Conservative
leadership over the influence of the National Union of Conserva-
tive Associations. Speaking in Birmingham on 16 April, Churchill like
Hartington invoked the principle of virtual representation: ‘I do not fear
for minorities. . . . Modern checks and securities are not worth a brass far-
thing. Give me a fair arrangement of constituencies, and one part of
England will correct and balance the other.’77 While he was opposed to
the caucus in Birmingham, he favoured single-member equal electoral
districts.78

In the following month in the Contemporary Review, additional oppo-
sition to proportional representation was expressed in an article on ‘The
Representation of Minorities’ by J.G. Shaw-Lefevre, a Liberal member
of Parliament for Reading associated with Chamberlain and First Com-
missioner of Works in the government.79 Replying to the article by
Lubbock in the Nineteenth Century in the previous month, Shaw-Lefevre
surveyed the discussion of minority representation since the parliamen-
tary debate on the minority clause in 1867, which he pointed out he
had opposed, and the adoption of the cumulative vote in the House
of Commons in 1870.80 Although the minority clause was to the ben-
efit of Liberal representation in Parliament, he claimed, ‘in more than
one case the minority member has ceased to be in harmony with his
party’ while ‘in other places, such as Birmingham and Glasgow, . . . the
opposite effect has been produced. The system has unduly fostered
and excited party organization.’81 The minority clause had ‘failed’, he
argued, adding that

it stands condemned even by those who originally proposed it, if not
as a bad scheme, at least as the very worst form in which their the-
ories of representation can be put into practice. It is significant that
the supporters of these theories have dropped the title of ‘minority
representation’ and have generally adopted that of ‘proportional rep-
resentation’ as one likely to hide the defects of the present system,
and to commend itself more to the community.82

The cumulative vote in school board elections had also failed, he
maintained: ‘It was desired to sectarianize the Boards. This object
has been thoroughly attained. Whether it has been an advantage to
the cause of education may be doubted.’83 School board elections, he
complained, involved ‘a wasteful accumulation of votes upon the suc-
cessful candidates of the more powerful sections, and small groups and
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sections have consequently been able to secure the return of mem-
bers, when their numbers did not really entitle them to it. Men have
been returned upon Boards this way who have proved to be a power
only for mischief.’84 The system proposed in the Contemporary Review in
March by Westlake, ‘a strong supporter of proportional representation’,
Shaw-Levefre observed, ‘would entail evils and difficulties greater than
those it is intended to cure’.85

Regarding the results of the general elections of 1874 and 1880 dis-
cussed by Lubbock in the Nineteenth Century in April, Shaw-Lefevre
calculated that they were due in part to uncontested constituencies,86

and he maintained that it was unnecessary to apply proportional rep-
resentation by an electoral system such as Hare’s to Ireland with an
extended franchise: ‘At worst the loyal party in Ireland may be certain
of securing twenty-five out of 100 members.’87 Regarding the theory of
the representation of minority opinions or interests by Hare’s electoral
system as endorsed by Mill, Shaw-Lefevre protested:

The system appears to consecrate the principle of sectarianism as
opposed to nationalism. It invites people to combine together in
groups for the purposes not of the public interest, but their own pri-
vate interests, or their own special views. . . . The House of Commons
would become a collection of men representing cliques and petty
interests, and without any common views as to the general policy
of the country.88

‘The same arguments apply’, he added, ‘in a less degree only, when the
principle is applied, not to the whole country, but to large constituencies
or districts returning six or ten or more members’. The plan advocated
by Lubbock, he argued, also involved elements of chance, jeopardiz-
ing majorities, and ‘would very unduly favour independent candidates,
representing small sections of a constituency’.89 The present electoral
system was defective, he suggested, ‘only in the imagination of a certain
school of philosophers and of timid politicians’.90 He asserted, echoing
Walter Bagehot, that proportional representation would ‘result in weak-
ening the position of the executive, in making it more difficult, if not
impossible, to the nation to carry out its will’.91

There was little scope for discussion of proportional representation
in Parliament while the Franchise Bill was in the committee stage in
May and June. In the House of Commons on 17 June, Thomas Collins,
a Conservative member for Knaresborough, proposed an amendment
for restricting electors in double-member constituencies to a single
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vote,92 a modification and extension of the minority clause, but Lubbock
objected that the proposal ‘would not secure the proportional repre-
sentation which he desired. . . . The argument in its favour was much
stronger as regards constituencies returning three or more Members.’93

Balfour and Lowther both spoke in sympathy with Collins,94 while Glad-
stone pointed out that the question was one of redistribution which was
not under consideration. Gladstone remarked:

We should be doing positive mischief if we were to attempt to antic-
ipate that measure of redistribution by a partial and a single portion
of the subject, which must be brought before us in a much larger
form than it could be in the proposition of the hon. Gentleman. I
cannot see for myself how, from any point of view, this clause could
be accepted. It involves an innovation which would be received with
astonishment, and the discontent it would excite would be so univer-
sal that it could never be carried out. I must say that it would require
a great deal of argument to convince me that in a constituency hav-
ing a voting power of 1500, 501 should be able to elect a Member for
themselves.95

Lubbock requested that Collins withdraw the amendment, ‘leaving
the House to consider the whole question when they came to the
Redistribution Bill’.96 When Collins consented to do so he observed that
‘in the majority of the constituencies there was what in another year he
believed the House would consider to be an unfair proportion of voting
power in respect of this dual representation’.97

When the Proportional Representation Society held its second gen-
eral meeting on 2 July, it was with reference not to parliamentary
representation but to the London Government Bill which had been
introduced in the House of Commons in April to provide for the tri-
ennial election by majority vote of a common council of 240 members
and district councils.98 It was to have its second reading on 3 July, and
Lubbock proposed and the society agreed that an attempt should be
made to introduce an amendment for election of the common coun-
cil by either the single transferable vote or the joint-candidate system.
Westlake advocated the single transferable vote against Seebohm, who
spoke in favour of the joint-candidate system.99 After the meeting,
Lubbock noted in his diary that there was ‘still a good deal of difference
of opinion as to the best mode of voting’.100 No action could be taken
in any event, as in the House of Commons the bill was withdrawn on
10 July.101
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Meanwhile in the House of Lords on 8 July, however, an amendment
to the Franchise Bill moved by Lord Cairns, the Conservative who had
moved the amendment for the minority clause in 1867, was carried with
the support of Lord Salisbury (formerly Viscount Cranborne), Conserva-
tive leader in the House of Lords following the death of Disraeli in 1881,
necessitating the introduction of a redistribution measure.102 Two days
later, on 10 July, at Christ Church, Oxford, Charles Lutwidge Dodgson
wrote to Salisbury congratulating him on the Cairns amendment.103

Better known as Lewis Carroll, the pseudonym under which he had
published the stories he had invented for Alice and the two other
daughters of H.G. Liddell, the Dean of Christ Church who had signed
the memorial to Palmerston in 1857,104 Dodgson was a mathematician
who had contributed four letters on proportional representation to the
St James Gazette in May and June and an article in July.105 Dodgson had
sent a copy of the article to Salisbury with the comment that ‘some
such scheme is needed, and much more needed than any scheme for
mere redistribution of electoral districts’.106 Salisbury replied on 9 July
that it was difficult to obtain a hearing for ‘anything . . .absolutely
new . . .however Conservative its object’,107 to which Dodgson replied on
10 July that his ‘scheme of Proportionate Representation’ was not Con-
servative: ‘Most sincerely, all I aim at is to secure that, whatever be the
proportions of opinion among the Electors, the same shall exist among
the Members. Such a scheme may at one time favour one party, at one
time another: just as it happens. But really it has no political bias of
its own.’108

Subsequently, on 11 October, Dodgson published an article on ‘Redis-
tribution’ in the St James Gazette, and in the following month, on 2
November, he forwarded to Salisbury the proof sheets of a pamphlet
he had written, The Principles of Parliamentary Representation, which he
distributed to all members of Parliament.109 In this work, he raised objec-
tions to Hare’s electoral system, one being ‘the confusion it would cause
in the mind of an ignorant Elector, who, though quite able to name his
favourite Candidate, would be utterly puzzled if told to arrange 5 or 6
names in order of merit’.110 Another objection was to the element of
chance in the method of the transfer of surplus votes as explained by
Smith in Preferential Voting. Dodgson agreed that each elector should
have only one vote, but he thought that the candidates rather than
the electors should determine the transfer of surplus votes, a proce-
dure not unlike that advocated by Baily in A Scheme for Proportional
Representation in 1869.111 A second edition of The Principles of Parlia-
mentary Representation was prepared by Dodgson in December 1884 ‘to
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give to members of the Proportional Representation Society who are not
M.P.’s’.112 In a subsequent supplement to the pamphlet, which also he
distributed to all members of Parliament and members of the Propor-
tional Representation Society, Dodgson emphasized his support for the
single transferable vote in multi-member constituencies but reiterated
his critical analysis.113

After the Franchise Bill was amended in the House of Lords on 8
July, Gladstone instructed Dilke to prepare a redistribution measure for
consideration by the cabinet.114 In 1876, Dilke had chaired a select com-
mittee on parliamentary and municipal elections which had inquired
into the operation of the Ballot Act,115 and he had been responsible for
the enactment of the Registration Act two years later.116 The responsibil-
ity of Dilke for redistribution in 1884 combined with the opposition
of Gladstone to the representation of minorities was not advanta-
geous to the Proportional Representation Society. Further, among the
six members of the cabinet committee on redistribution with Dilke
were other opponents of the representation of minorities, Chamberlain,
Shaw-Lefevre, and Hartington. Working with Sir John Lambert, the for-
mer permanent secretary to the Local Government Board, Dilke on 16
September submitted a memorandum containing a proposal that multi-
member constituencies and the minority clause be abolished. Counties
were to be double-member districts with the exceptions of Lancashire
and Yorkshire which were to be single-member districts. Boroughs with
a population of less than 15,000 were to be merged into the coun-
ties; boroughs with a population of between 15,000 and 50,000 were
to be single-member districts, and those above 50,000 were to have two
members only.117

In the following month, while attacking the Liberals and the caucus
in a series of speeches in Scotland,118 Salisbury in ‘The Value of Redistri-
bution: A Note on Electoral Statistics’ in the National Review maintained
that the object of reform was ‘the perfect representation of the inter-
ests, the opinions, and the divisions of the nation; of minorities as well
as majorities; of interests which are weak, as well as of those which are
strong’.119 Arguing against Shaw-Lefevre, he asserted that ‘no system of
distribution is completely just which does not, formally or virtually, give
to the minority a representation corresponding to its actual weight’.120

Rejecting virtual representation,121 he observed that the minority clause
in parliamentary elections was ‘necessarily scanty and tentative’ and not
likely to be ‘usefully carried further’ but that the cumulative vote had
‘worked satisfactorily’ in school board elections,122 and he suggested
that it be applied with grouping of seats.123 However, he considered
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an alternative to the cumulative vote to be ‘Mr Cobden’s principle of
single-membered constituencies’.124 Single-member districts, Salisbury
calculated, would protect rural Conservative influence in the counties
and promote urban Conservative influence in the boroughs.125 Accord-
ingly, Salisbury did not mention Hare’s electoral system, with which his
approach to the representation of minorities by way of single-member
districts was incompatible. Indeed, Salisbury commented: ‘No argu-
ment, it may be said, has yet been proposed, which could be relied upon
to give at Westminster an exact reflection, in reduced proportions, of the
political divisions of the nation.’126

In response to Salisbury, Dilke wrote to Chamberlain on 2 October
that ‘grouping with cumulative vote is the Tory game’,127 and at Hanley
five days later, Chamberlain denounced the proposal by Salisbury as
‘monstrous gerrymandering’, asserting that he hoped it ‘may have the
effect of opening the eyes of some of our Liberal friends who have been
bitten with the idea of minority representation, and who do not see that
in whatever form it is represented, it always lends itself to the party of
obstruction’.128 He claimed that ‘the whole object in this theoretical pro-
posal is wrong at the bottom’ and that he opposed ‘minority voting in
every form’, emphasizing that ‘the majority has the right to enjoy the
fruits of victory’.129 ‘I will only say’, he insisted

I can conceive of nothing more foolish, nothing more suicidal, on
the part of Liberals of any section that at this moment, when we
are struggling for our lives against the aggression of a minority, and
when we hope triumphantly to assert the rights of numbers, that we
should voluntarily substitute another device, more ingenious, more
elaborate, more plausible, and, therefore, more dangerous to popular
rights and popular government.130

On the following day, 8 October, Grey wrote to Lubbock that Chamber-
lain ‘ought at once to receive a hard blow from a P.R. fist right between
the eyes’, adding: ‘He has given us an opportunity . . .of knocking into
the thick skull of Demos the truths which lie at the bottom of our posi-
tion, & I trust you may think the occasion calls for a quick reply from
you in The Times.’131 Three days later, a letter by Lubbock was published
in The Times in which he accused Chamberlain of distorting propor-
tional representation and asserted that majority rule was not at issue
save in that it was not guaranteed by majority voting. ‘The Government
is the executive power, and must, as far as possible, be homogeneous’,
Lubbock argued, ‘but Parliament is a deliberative assembly, and should
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represent not the majority only but the whole nation’.132 He added
that ‘the object of the society over which I have the honour to pre-
side is to secure for the minority their fair share in proportion to their
numbers’.133 Chamberlain, on 14 October, wrote to Lubbock in protest:

My views on Proportional Representation have been publicly
declared on more than one occasion. They are shared, I believe, by
Mr Gladstone and Mr Bright, and they lie at the root of all Liberalism
as I conceive it.

Your proposals seem to me to proceed from a settled distrust of the
people. You want to trammel their decisions by checks and devices
which if they were ever adopted would certainly be swept away by
some gust of popular passion.

I am sorry, but not surprised that we differ on this as on many politi-
cal questions, but I confess that I have always thought that the most
open Tory opposition was less dangerous to Liberal progress than the
theories to which you have given your influential support.134

During the period of this exchange between Lubbock and
Chamberlain, both Courtney and Fawcett were defending propor-
tional representation in their respective constituencies. At Liskeard on
8 October, Courtney agreed with the demand for redistribution and
suggested that if the House of Lords were to be mended, rather than
ended, it should be by the formation of a second chamber elected on the
principle of proportional representation. At the same time, he claimed
that the House of Commons ‘gives wholly disproportionate representa-
tion to the people of wealth and capital’ and ‘is too much consumed
with the spirit of party’.135 Subsequently at Hackney on 13 October,
Fawcett remarked that the article by Salisbury in the National Review that
same month contained ‘much from which every Liberal is bound most
strongly to dissent’ but that Salisbury, ‘without propounding any partic-
ular scheme of proportional representation, says on this subject many
things which will, I am sure, be cordially endorsed by a considerable
number of Liberals’. Fawcett rejected single-member districts, however,
and denied that the minority clause and the cumulative vote had been
failures. The example of Mill, he observed, was proof that proportional
representation was not a ‘Tory device’.136

In the House of Commons on 23 October, Lubbock gave notice of a
motion that ‘no Redistribution Bill will be satisfactory which does not
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recognize the principle of proportional representation’,137 and he again
raised the issue during the debate on the Address on 27 October, ask-
ing Gladstone if there would be a discussion of the voting system to be
adopted under the Franchise Bill.138 Gladstone replied that it was not
the occasion for such a discussion and added that ‘I own that I am by
no means convinced that it would be most convenient to discuss sepa-
rately the mode of voting’.139 Two days later, Edward Hamilton, private
secretary to Gladstone, reflected the ministerial view when he noted in
his diary that proportional representation was ‘a fad which has many
powerful advocates on both sides’ and that it was ‘perfect in theory, but
totally unworkable in practice’.140

At the Treasury on 8 November, Courtney prepared a memorandum
on proportional representation which he submitted to Gladstone, stat-
ing: ‘The answer you gave last week to the enquiry of Sir John Lubbock
was probably such as he himself expected, but it must have left him
and those who like myself agree with him anxious lest the principle of
proportional representation should not receive due consideration at a
time when consideration of it may be fruitful.’ He indicated that at least
190 members of Parliament had joined the Proportional Representation
Society, and he proceeded to argue the case against majority voting in
electoral districts, which he claimed disadvantaged independent candi-
dates and jeopardized the relationship between popular opinion and
political power. If support for a party was evenly distributed on a
national basis, he argued, it would dominate Parliament with a slight
majority. The minority clause was better than majority voting, he con-
tended, and he considered the cumulative vote in school board elections
to have been a ‘remarkable success’. Hare’s electoral system, however, he
proposed, ‘would realize all the good the cumulative vote has secured
whilst emancipating the electors from the necessity of conforming to
the directions of some political organization which the cumulative vote
undoubtedly requires’. While there was a ‘strong case’ for minority rep-
resentation in Britain, he emphasized, in Ireland it was of ‘transcendent
importance’.141 Accordingly he submitted with his memorandum a list
of Irish Liberal, Home Rule, and Conservative members of Parliament
who belonged to the Proportional Representation Society, commenting
that none were Parnellites.142 Two days later, on 10 November, when
Courtney was in Cambridge for the funeral of Fawcett, who had died
on 6 November after a sudden illness, Kate Courtney noted that ‘the
road to Trumpington Church where he was buried was lined with peo-
ple for a mile or more’.143 A few days after the funeral, Leonard Courtney
wrote to Richard Potter, his father-in-law: ‘The loss of Fawcett is a terrible
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blow. . . . I doubt whether he could have been taken from us at a time of
greater political anxiety. The immediate future is most dark. My own
fortunes are mixed up in the struggle.’144

Courtney was informed by Gladstone on 20 November that his mem-
orandum had been brought to the attention of the cabinet, but little
more was said.145 The prospect of a resolution of their differences was
unlikely, however. As Jonathan Parry observes, Gladstone during these
years intended ‘to keep the Liberal Party together as a national, classless
party, capable of responding quickly to genuine grievances and abuses,
but incapable of descending into sectional favouritism itself’.146 Pro-
portional representation was not conducive to so doing, and Courtney
intended not to compromise. When Courtney discussed proportional
representation with Gladstone on 22 November, according to Hamilton,
‘Mr. G. found him very stiff and unbending’, and on 25 November, after
Lubbock in the House of Commons had complained that proportional
representation was not being given consideration, Hamilton observed:
‘These crotcheteers meet with no sympathy from Mr. G. Their theo-
ries are alien to his nature.’ ‘I am afraid this question will involve the
loss of Courtney’, Hamilton added, ‘and his resignation will be a real
loss’.147

Meanwhile, the modifications of the government redistribution mea-
sure further reduced the prospects for proportional representation.
The National Review article by Salisbury had attracted the attention of
Gladstone,148 and by 8 October, Dilke and Lambert had increased the
number of single-member districts, rejecting grouping.149 During the
course of an inter-party conference held in the following month, Sal-
isbury proposed and Gladstone accepted, as part of a redistribution
settlement, the adoption of single-member constituencies as the rule
for counties and boroughs. Counties were to be single-member districts,
boroughs with a population of less than 15,000 were to be merged into
the counties, and boroughs with a population of between 15,000 and
50,000 were to be single-member districts. Boroughs above 50,000 were
to have two members only.150 Dilke was a central figure in the con-
ference and was in communication with Chamberlain. Chamberlain
hesitated over single-member seats for London but deferred to Dilke
when offered extra seats for Birmingham and Glasgow.151 When the two
parties reached agreement on redistribution on 27 November, assuring
passage of the Franchise Bill, Chamberlain wrote to John Morley that
‘minority representation is smashed. . . . Not bad for a Tory Bill!’152 The
‘Arlington Street Compact’ that concluded the conference on the next
day effectively precluded proportional representation in Parliament.153
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While the party leaders were negotiating, the executive committee of
the Proportional Representation Society, joined by Courtney, decided
that it was necessary to agree on a mode of voting, and they adopted
a motion by Westlake for the single transferable vote.154 A letter by
Lubbock was published in The Times on 26 November defending Hare’s
electoral system and announcing the resolution of the society to advo-
cate the single transferable vote ‘while willing to accept the extension
of the present “Limited Vote” . . .or any other system which would fairly
secure proportional representation’.155

When Gladstone introduced the Redistribution Bill in the House of
Commons on 1 December, Courtney submitted his resignation from
the government.156 Gladstone attempted to dissuade him, but Hamilton
predicted that this would have ‘no effect on a man of such courage,
integrity, and pigheadedness combined as Courtney is’.157 On the fol-
lowing day, Courtney wrote to the chairman of the Liskeard Liberal
Association that his constituents ‘will hardly be surprised at what I have
done’ and ‘would have been surprised, and a little ashamed of their
member, if he had hesitated’.158 At the same time, Millicent Garrett
Fawcett wrote to Courtney to congratulate and encourage him, assur-
ing him that ‘you would not have been alone in this action of yours
if Harry [Henry] had been here to join you. He often spoke of this to
me.’159 A week later, another member of the Proportional Representation
Society, Lord Acton, wrote to Mary Gladstone, a daughter of the Prime
Minister, that Lord Enfield ‘was a little shocked to find that I agree with
Courtney’.160 At a general meeting of the Proportional Representation
Society on 3 December, Lubbock spoke in defence of Hare’s system, and
Courtney argued that in Parliament they should introduce an amend-
ment to the ‘clause dealing with the bigger towns, which would have
members running from three to nine, and which would be divided into
single-member districts – that was the clause they wished to attack’.161

In the House of Commons on the following day, 4 December, during
the debate on the second reading of the Redistribution Bill, Courtney
spoke at length in explanation of his resignation and opposition to
single-member constituencies and argued in favour of the single trans-
ferable vote, which he said was ‘the realization of Democracy in its
freest and widest form’.162 Replying in defence of single seats, Gladstone
said that he considered Hare’s electoral system to be a ‘pons asinorum,
which very few of us indeed . . .would have been enabled to pass’.163

Earlier that same day, Gladstone had been reading ‘Proportional ver-
sus Majority Representation’ in the Nineteenth Century by Grey,164 who
argued that whereas majority or ‘locality’ representation ‘means that
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the majority shall have everything and the minority nothing’, by pro-
portional or personal’ representation ‘the vote of every single elector
shall count for as much as that of any other elector’ and ‘secure to
every large section of opinion a representation in just and fair propor-
tion to its strength’.165 ‘If the object of reform is’, he maintained, ‘as the
Prime Minister asserts, to bring about an increase of citizenship, it will be
attained far more completely through the adoption of the proportional
principle than by any system of majority representation’,166 conclud-
ing that by ‘some plan of proportional representation . . .we can hope to
realize the fulfillment of the Radical formula, “To every vote an equal
value” ’.167 Gladstone, however, associated proportional representation
with the Tory position as ‘it would check the triumph of Democracy’,
suggesting that the single transferable vote was ‘a favourite scheme of
The Quarterly Review’.168 Lubbock responded by indicating that it was
‘supported with equal energy by The Edinburgh Review. . . . It combines
the two advantages for which both sides of the House contend – a secure
hearing for the minority, and the certainty of power to the majority.’169

Hare’s electoral system, Lubbock argued, ‘is to the history of the the-
ory of government what gravitation is to astronomy, or evolution to
biology’.170 Subsequently, the second reading of the Redistribution Bill
was carried without a division. Following the debate, Bright commented
that Courtney’s ‘long speech’ was ‘not easy to be understood’ and that
Gladstone’s reply was ‘amusing and clever’.171

When Parliament adjourned on 6 December, the executive commit-
tee of the Proportional Representation Society initiated a campaign in
London and the provinces to promote popular support for the sin-
gle transferable vote and to demonstrate that it was intelligible and
practical.172 The first of a series of meetings conducted by Lubbock,
Courtney, Grey, and Westlake was held in London on 15 December,173

followed by meetings on the next two nights in Manchester.174 Among
meetings held in January 1885 were two conducted by Lubbock
and Courtney in Leicester and Nottingham and one by Westlake in
Finsbury,175 and among those held in February was one by Courtney
and Grey in Glasgow.176

Beatrice Potter, a sister of Kate Courtney, attended a meeting in
London in early 1885 and reported to her father: ‘The hall was fairly
well filled: the reserved seats with intelligent looking men of the pro-
fessional classes, chiefly I should say members of the society; and the
back part with cadaverous-looking mortals. The regular London, go-to-
meeting, radical, odds-and-ends men.’177 Her brother-in-law spoke at the
meeting, she indicated, but it was Charles Bradlaugh, the secularist and
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radical member of Parliament for Northampton, who ‘was received with
great enthusiasm. He really carried the meeting. . . . The mere assertion of
Bradlaugh that he believed in it was sufficient to decide them; he would
have had their support either way.’ ‘There was no real unity of feeling or
thought on the platform or in the hall’, however, she observed: ‘The sub-
ject I fear, is at present a dead one: the educated classes are too cynical
as to the possibility of foretelling the result of any scheme to take much
interest in this one; the uneducated classes struggling for their bare exis-
tence, do not see in it any help towards solving that great problem – how
to get more from those who have.’178 The Social Democratic Federation
led by H.M. Hyndman, a Marxian socialist, favoured proportional repre-
sentation, however, unlike the Fabian Society.179 The Social Democratic
Federation newspaper, Justice, commented in December 1884 that it was
‘the fairest form of electing either representatives or delegates. It puts an
end to jerry-mandering of constituencies’ and ‘the excessive influence
of corrupt middle class caucuses’. It added that ‘we are glad to see that a
body of Parliament men have taken up this point’ but regretted that ‘the
hands of Socialists are quite full with their own definite social agitation,
and they can spare no time for this political movement’.180

In London in January 1885, the Proportional Representation Society
convened a meeting of trade union delegates. Lubbock, Courtney, and
Westlake denied being opposed to the Redistribution Bill and explained
that ‘all that they proposed to do was to move an alteration of its clauses
in Committee, giving effect to their ideas’.181 They defended Hare’s elec-
toral system and, as at other meetings, conducted a test election. At a
meeting held in Oxford in February at which Lubbock, Courtney, and
Grey spoke, the chair was occupied by Sir William Anson, the warden
of All Souls’ College,182 and at Cambridge in the same month, a meet-
ing concerning proportional representation was presided over by Henry
Sidgwick, a fellow of Trinity College and Knightbridge Professor of Moral
Philosophy.183 Although Sidgwick favoured proportional representation,
he had written in December 1884 that ‘its advocates seem to me to
be flogging a dead horse’.184 Indeed, most considered the crusade to be
quixotic. Howell wrote to Grey in the same month that the Proportional
Representation Society ‘is too late in its action to do any good’,185 and
Cowen wrote to Grey in January 1885 that ‘I only wish there was more
hope of your success than is.’186

Meanwhile, Grey had taken the campaign to Northumberland, where
he had formed the North of England Proportional Representation
League in December 1884.187 At the office in Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grey
was the president, and the secretary was Samuel Neil, a miner from
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Seaton Delaval and a member of the Northumberland Miners’ Political
Reform Association.188 Neil had been in contact with Grey since 1880
through the Northumberland university extension movement,189 and
obtained books from him.190 In 1884, Grey sent proportional represen-
tation literature to Neil,191 and Neil discussed with Grey the possibility of
organizing the movement in Northumberland.192 To do so was encour-
aged by Lubbock, who wrote to Grey, ‘If you can carry out your plan
with Neil it will be very important, & a great help.’193 Neil proceeded
to write a pamphlet on proportional representation published as ‘an
address to working men’, extracts from which were published in the
Manchester Guardian.194 Grey spoke on Hare’s electoral system at a meet-
ing of miners held at Seghill on 6 December, and at a meeting that
followed on 13 December it was decided to form the League.195 Grey
and Neil, joined by Courtney, conducted test elections in Newcastle-
upon-Tyne and Seghill in December and January 1885,196 and further
meetings in support of Hare’s electoral system were held in January and
February.197 Such meetings had a limited impact on the working class,
however, as forewarned by the Newcastle Chronicle, which in February
1884 had supported the position of Gladstone ‘concerning the constitu-
tional basis of our system’, explaining: ‘He denies that numbers should
be the only test of political power, and believes that parliamentary
representation should bear the impress of local life and peculiarities.’198

In addition to holding public meetings, the Proportional Repre-
sentation Society also published and distributed various pamphlets,
including reprints of speeches by Mill and Fawcett.199 A leaflet writ-
ten by Courtney, Is Proportional Representation a Puzzle?, was intended
to refute the accusation by Gladstone that it was a pons asinorum.200 In
the Fortnightly Review in January 1885, Courtney attacked the Redistri-
bution Bill: ‘Some may stubbornly doubt, in the teeth of experience,
that elections through single-membered districts may result in a bal-
ance in the Legislature contrary to the opinion of the nation; but all
will admit that such elections tend to exclude all but strictly party can-
didates, and to deprive the minority in great spaces of country of any
share of representation.’201 ‘The ideal we would go forward to make real’,
he argued, ‘is the enlistment into the House of Commons in their pro-
portional strength of all the political forces that go together to make up
the political life of the country’, adding: ‘It is a labour to be completed
in the future – at another time and by other hands. But we may begin
it now.’202 He appended to the article an explanation of the operation
of the single transferable vote.203 In the following month in an arti-
cle in the Nineteenth Century he joined Lubbock, Grey, and Westlake in
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answering objections to proportional representation raised by Gladstone
and Shaw-Lefevre, among others, defending the single transferable vote
and concluding that the Franchise Bill ‘will necessitate continual rear-
rangements of boundaries, will greatly increase the difficulties of the
Irish problem, and will fail to secure the main object of representa-
tion, namely, that a majority of the electors should secure a majority
of representatives in the House of Commons’.204 Also in February,
Lonsdale Broderick, a member of the Proportional Representation Soci-
ety, spoke in favour of Hare’s electoral system at a meeting of the
Manchester Statistical Society. Addressing the question of the Franchise
Bill, he suggested that ‘if it appear that an arrangement designed to
commit the political life of the country to the wire pullers of the two
prominent parties, that results in distorted representation, is bad, then
the ground has been cleared for a system which would avoid these
evils and secure as far as practicable a natural and real representation of
the opinion of the country’.205 Hare’s single transferable vote, he main-
tained, ‘seems to me better calculated to accomplish this result than any
other plan brought into public notice’.206

Hare himself, who in January provided the society with copies of the
report of the Reform League meeting in 1868 and others of his works,207

in February 1885 contributed a final article on proportional represen-
tation to the Fortnightly Review, to which Shaw-Lefevre contributed
an attack on the ‘crusade’ of Courtney, Lubbock, and Grey.208 Hare
maintained regarding the Redistribution Bill that ‘it may not unrea-
sonably be suspected that some part of it is due to the influence of
Mr Chamberlain’ and emphasized that ‘of the modifications of our con-
stitutional system which he seems to desire I entertain great dread’,
adding a further warning: ‘The electoral and single member district
once established, the attempt to introduce the payment of members,
thereby to make the dominance of the majorities irrevocable, will cer-
tainly follow.’209 He denounced the proposed ‘vivesection’ of ‘the greater
cities and towns’ such as Birmingham, Manchester, and Liverpool: ‘For
the preservation of the political status of Liverpool, connected, as it is,
with my earliest associations and labours on subjects of public import, I
would earnestly plead. . . . If Liverpool had then been divided into wards,
would any of them have been represented by Canning or Huskisson?’210

Hare argued as he had in The Machinery of Representation in 1857 for
‘voluntary associations . . .as the constituencies which would under the
proportional system be represented by the most distinguished and able
men in the kingdom’.211 He quoted from the last speech delivered
by Fawcett at Hackney in October 1884 and concluded: ‘Whatever
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else may be done or omitted, let us not be without the ameliorating
influences of the votes of women at the general elections of the
future.’212

Apart from a short contribution to the slim volume Why I am a
Liberal in 1885,213 and an article published in La Représentation Propor-
tionelle in the same year,214 Hare wrote nothing further on the reform
of political representation. As he explained to Lubbock later in 1885:
‘At my advanced years, and with official duties daily to perform, I have
really given up the consideration of details in the method, – leaving the
question of details to younger and clearer heads.’215

In the House of Commons on 2 March during the debate on the com-
mittee stage of the Redistribution Bill, Lubbock moved an amendment
for the single transferable vote, referring to the public meetings that
had been held in favour of proportional representation.216 He was sup-
ported by Grey,217 and both were opposed by Dilke and Shaw-Lefevre.218

On the following night, Courtney joined the debate in support of
Lubbock,219 but the amendment was defeated by 134 to 31.220 Of those
voting with Lubbock, Courtney, and Grey all but five were members
of the Proportional Representation Society, including Conservatives as
well as Liberals. Among those voting with Dilke and Shaw-Lefevre
were Chamberlain and Gladstone. On 6 March, the Redistribution
Bill as further debated in the committee stage excluded proportional
representation.

On the same day, the executive committee of the Proportional Rep-
resentation Society decided to move for a parliamentary committee on
voting in school board elections.221 The cabinet did not object,222 and in
the House of Commons on 24 March, Lubbock moved for a select com-
mittee to examine the operation of the cumulative vote in school board
elections.223 The committee was approved and met from April to July.224

Ten of the twenty-three members of the committee, including Lubbock
and Courtney, were members of the Proportional Representation Soci-
ety, and the committee functioned in part as a forum for advocacy of
the single transferable vote as an alternative to the cumulative vote.
One of the witnesses was Courtney himself, and the last was Neil, who
was examined by Lubbock and explained the test election in Seghill,
claiming that the miners in the Northumberland Political Reform Asso-
ciation ‘as a body are strongly in favour of the system, and have adopted
it in several of their own elections’.225 Committee opinion was divided,
however, and only the evidence was reported.

Meanwhile in May, the Redistribution Bill was approved in the
House of Commons, and in June, shortly before the government was
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defeated on the budget and a Conservative ministry was formed by
Salisbury, the bill was approved in the House of Lords. The single-
member constituencies thereby created were criticized by Lubbock in
a short book, Representation, published in the same year, in which he
defended Hare’s electoral system and warned that ‘the system of single
seats will but seldom give a fair representation of the electorate’.226 Its
effect in the general election of 1885, in which Courtney was returned
for Bodmin, Grey for Tyneside, Howell for North-East Bethnal Green,
and Westlake for Romford, was marked in Birmingham. There the Lib-
erals, including Chamberlain and Bright, won the seats in all of the
borough divisions, excluding all minorities: ‘We are seven.’227 Lubbock
discussed the election results in a letter published in the Daily News on
22 December in which he complained that the effect of single-member
constituencies had been ‘to exclude a considerable number of our ablest
and most trusted leaders’, ‘to annihilate the Liberal representation in
Ireland’, and ‘to give the Parnellites more representatives than they are
entitled to’.228 His letter was printed as a leaflet by the Proportional
Representation Society in January 1886 and distributed with copies of
Representation to members of Parliament.229

As of 1886, Lubbock and Courtney, joined in the House of Commons
by Morrison, who in the general election of that year was returned
for Skipton while Grey and Westlake were defeated, were allied with
Chamberlain and Bright in opposition to the Irish Home Rule pol-
icy of Gladstone which split the Liberal party and in support of the
Conservative ministry of Salisbury.230 The dispute over proportional
representation continued, however. When in 1888 the ministry pro-
posed a reform of local government, the Proportional Representation
Society organized a deputation to Salisbury and C.T. Ritchie, the Con-
servative member for St George’s in the East and the President of the
Local Government Board, to suggest that county councils be elected by
the single transferable vote. The deputation which met with Salisbury
and Ritchie on 2 March was led by Lubbock and included Courtney,
Morrison, Westlake, and Hare.231 Salisbury stated that he could say noth-
ing as the bill for local government reform was still under discussion by
the cabinet.232 When subsequently introduced in the House of Com-
mons, the Local Government Bill provided for the election of provincial
county councils by majority voting in single-member districts and for
the election of a London County Council by the block vote in multi-
member constituencies, a majority system by which an elector has the
same number of votes as seats but may not give more than one vote to
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a candidate, the same system applied to double-member parliamentary
districts by the Redistribution Act.233

In the House of Commons on 16 April, Courtney in a lengthy speech
emphasized the importance of the Local Government Bill, but attacked
the provision of single-member districts, arguing: ‘People are alarmed
about the disestablishment of the squirearchy and the advantages which
will be given to democracy. . . . I object to the Bill, not because it is too
democratic, but because it is not democratic enough.’234 To this end
he advocated the adoption of multi-member districts with the single
transferable vote: ‘The system I plead for secures for everyone an inter-
est in the government of the country to which he belongs; it secures
the majority in their power, and does not deprive the minority of their
just influence. . . . The democracy would be supreme, but it would be a
democracy reflecting the whole community; and small and great, rich
and poor, the squire and farmer, and the labourer may all expect to be
thrown in.’235 In opposition to Courtney, Chamberlain remarked that
his ‘speech is one that might with great propriety have been made before
the Reform Bill of 1832’ and objected that he ‘is always in the belief that
the majority of the people are inclined to go wrong – that the major-
ity of the people do not know what is best for them – and, in these
circumstances, he wants to secure some plan by which superior per-
sons of prominence and ability – who are not popular enough to get
elected – shall get upon the Council’.236 Subsequently on 12 June, when
Lubbock with the support of Morrison moved an amendment for pro-
portional representation,237 Chamberlain and Ritchie spoke against the
amendment,238 and it was defeated by a majority of 278.239

Two years later, on 25 June 1888, Lubbock, Courtney, Westlake, and
Bompas held the last meeting of the executive committee of the Propor-
tional Representation Society until its revival in 1905,240 thereby ending
the Victorian proportional representation movement. Despite its failure,
however, The Times referred to Thomas Hare following his death in 1891
as ‘a man whose name is familiar to all thoughtful students of the theory
of politics’.241
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Conclusion

The proportional representation movement in Britain as revived in the
twentieth century is beyond the scope of this work other than to note
that it was no less a failure than in the nineteenth century.1 In the
twenty-first century, however, the extensive writings of Thomas Hare
on political representation remain of more than antiquarian interest, for
as Quentin Skinner has suggested with reference to the neo-Roman or
republican theory of civil liberty in the seventeenth century, the histor-
ical study of political ideas in context can contribute to a clarification
of contemporary alternatives.2 With regard to ideas of political repre-
sentation in modern Britain, the principle of virtual representation has
been sustained within the electoral system which has been maintained
since the Victorian period, parliamentary reform having been confined
to extension of the franchise and redistribution of seats without hav-
ing been concerned with alteration of the plurality system of voting
in single-member territorial constituencies. Meanwhile, the principle
of personal representation has been contained within the alternative
system of election by the single transferable vote in multi-member ter-
ritorial constituencies associated with proportional representation, but
such has been obscured by the limited attention devoted to the writings
of Hare.

Within the context of nineteenth-century democratisation, the sub-
stantial contribution of Hare to public debate over the nature and
function of political representation in Victorian Britain was related to
eighteenth-century public debate over virtual representation,3 which
principle he rejected and proposed to replace by the principle of per-
sonal representation in The Machinery of Representation in 1857 and
at greater length in A Treatise on the Election of Representatives, Parlia-
mentary and Municipal in 1859 followed by additional writings during

186

 

mailto: rights@palgrave.com


Conclusion 187

the 1860s. The electoral system of the single transferable vote within
the context of a national constituency, which he proposed during the
1850s, as a means to the end of personal representation was con-
ceptually related to the limited vote and the cumulative vote, all
having been proposed for the purpose of the representation of minori-
ties. That these electoral systems were proposed amid public debate
over parliamentary reform within the context of political diffusion
between 1846 and 1859 indicates that the issue of the representa-
tion of minorities was raised in response to a multi-party system of
Tories, Peelites, Whigs, and radicals during those years. Neither the
limited vote nor the cumulative vote, however, offered an alternative
to the principle of virtual representation as did the single transferable
vote proposed by Hare in accordance with the principle of personal
representation.

A significant aspect of personal representation was elitism. The
emphasis by Hare on electoral protection of the educated elite, or clerisy
as defined by Samuel Taylor Coledridge, had affinity with the position
of Whigs rather than of radicals associated with the utilitarianism of
Jeremy Bentham. A barrister in the employ of the Charity Commis-
sion and a high Anglican, Hare was a member of the Victorian clerisy,
participating in the deliberations of the Social Science Association as
well as other political and literary societies and accordingly communi-
cating with others of like mind such as Henry Fawcett. This aspect of
personal representation attracted the support of John Stuart Mill in his
fear of the ‘tyranny of the majority’ in a democratic polity as observed
in America by Alexis de Tocqueville. The defence of personal represen-
tation by the single transferable vote in Mill’s writings during the 1850s
and 1860s was supplementary to the advocacy in Hare’s Treatise. Like-
wise, the criticism of the representation of minorities in the writings of
Walter Bagehot during the same period was in reply to Hare as well as
to Mill. Meanwhile, the writings of Hare were being read beyond Britain
within the context of an international dimension of the movement for
the representation of minorities.

Another significant aspect of personal representation was pluralism,
as Hare emphasized that ‘many sided all great subjects are’.4 Such was of
particular relevance to the Liberal party as a coalition of Whigs, radicals,
and Peelites, the formation of which in 1859 ended political diffusion
and restored a two-party system. After 1859, the principle of personal
representation was related to the diversity of opinion within the Lib-
eral party rather than to the electoral competition between the Liberal
and Conservative parties. Thus it was in the interest of party cohesion
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that Liberal leaders such as William Gladstone, who endorsed dualism,5

and John Bright opposed the representation of minorities by the limited
vote, the cumulative vote, and the single transferable vote, as they did
during the debates in the House of Commons on the Second Reform
Act in 1867. Personal representation by the single transferable vote as
moved by Mill was defeated, although the limited vote, or minority
clause, as introduced in the House of Lords was adopted for 13 multi-
member constituencies with the support of the Conservative leader
Benjamin Disraeli.

As the Second Reform Act was concerned with franchise extension
rather than with the electoral system of plurality voting in territorial
constituencies, Hare continued to advocate personal representation and
the single transferable vote in further works during the 1870s and by
means of the Representative Reform Association which he led between
1868 and 1874. His campaign was supported by Liberal members of
Parliament such as Walter Morrison and Thomas Hughes as well as
by Mill and Fawcett. Among supporters outside the House of Com-
mons were Henry Richmond Droop and Walter Baily, who contributed
works on political representation, Droop introducing a modified cal-
culation of the quota required for election by the single transferable
vote, which came to bear his name. As party organization became
increasingly significant after the Second Reform Act, Droop and Baily
among others proposed that the single transferable vote be applied
within multi-member constituencies and in so doing contributed to
the concept and terminology of proportional representation as the
representation of political parties, while maintaining the principle of
personal representation, a modification which Hare accepted albeit with
reluctance.

During these years, the Liberal ministry formed by Gladstone in 1868
rested on the fragile support of various groups with diverse concerns,
religion in particular, for which reason the cumulative vote was accepted
for the election of school boards introduced by the Elementary Educa-
tion Act in 1870. Hare and his associates defended the cumulative vote
in school board elections, but the Liberal leaders remained opposed
to the representation of minorities in Parliament which was expected
to facilitate centrifugal tendencies and not be conducive to cohesive
support for the party or ministry. The issue was practical as well as theo-
retical due to opposition to the cumulative vote and to the minority
clause alike by the Liberals in Birmingham led by Joseph Chamber-
lain and Bright whose party organization, or caucus, was developed to
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overcome the obstacles of both electoral systems so as to exclude minor-
ity representation. In advocating abolition of the cumulative vote and
the minority clause, with which they associated the single transferable
vote, they increased the significance of the issue of proportional repre-
sentation within the Liberal party and defended the principle of virtual
representation.

After the Gladstone ministry collapsed and the Representative Reform
Association was dissolved in 1874, opposition to the representation of
minorities was continued into the 1880s by the National Liberal Fed-
eration founded in 1877 and led by the Birmingham Liberals. Thus
development of extra-parliamentary party organization involved the
debate over proportion representation, and the writings of Hare contin-
ued to be of significance as the single transferable vote was considered to
be another possible obstacle to the caucus. The National Liberal Federa-
tion supported the electoral system of plurality voting in single-member
territorial constituencies, the abolition of the minority clause, and the
exclusion of proportional representation. Following the formation of a
second Gladstone ministry in 1880 and the prospect of further parlia-
mentary reform, Gladstone, Chamberlain, and Bright had a common
interest in opposition to proportional representation, in response to
which the Proportional Representation Society was formed by Sir John
Lubbock, Leonard Courtney, and Albert Grey, Liberals in Parliament
who were opposed to the caucus.

During the debates in the House of Commons on the Third Reform
Act in 1884 and the Redistribution Act in 1885, the writings of Hare
were the source of proportional representation by the single transfer-
able vote advocated by Lubbock, Courtney, and Grey but denounced
by Gladstone as a pons asinorum.6 In keeping with the principle of vir-
tual representation denounced by Hare in his Treatise in 1859 as ‘the
ignis fatuus of the politicians of this century’,7 Gladstone supported not
only the extension of the franchise but also the extension of single-
member territorial constituencies as proposed for electoral advantage
by Lord Salisbury, the leader of the Conservative party, thereby abol-
ishing the minority clause, which had been opposed by Gladstone and
Chamberlain since 1867. Thus the party system determined the electoral
system,8 maintaining plurality voting and sustaining the principle of
virtual representation, thereby excluding proportional representation by
the single transferable vote and rejecting the principle of personal rep-
resentation. Subsequent divergence of Gladstone and Chamberlain and
convergence of Chamberlain and Lubbock over the issue of Irish Home
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Rule did not alter their respective positions on the issue of proportional
representation, however. This high politics of parliamentary reform in
Victorian Britain as emphasized by Maurice Cowling was informed by
the rhetoric of public debate which was influenced by the writings of
Thomas Hare on political representation.
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