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CHAPTER 1

SOMERSET HOUSE

Frw men have done so much for their fellow-countrymen as
Edwin Chadwick, and reccived in return so little thanks. The
neglect is partly the result of ignorance, and he shares it with other
civil servants of the first rank, such as Charles Trevelyan and
James Stephen, whose great public work is shrouded in the silence
and anonymity of the service. To the historian of the ninecteenth
century Chadwick is a driving force whose presence is rather
deduced from its effects than observed in action, But Chadwick’s
reputation suffers from another cause: a hatred of the man and
his work, widespread in his day, and colouring even now the
impressions of him formed by a later generation, From prejudice
and halfknowledge has grown the Chadwick legend—of a stiff
and arrogant figure, doctrinaire in ideas, ruthless in methods,
whose cternal monument is the Poor Law Bastille. With his
fertile schemes for extending the frontier of State intervention he
embodics the imperial ambition of the civil service. He is the
suspected channel of forcign ideas, derived from German absolu-
tism and French centralisation, alien transplantings into the free
soil of the British constitution, He is, in short, the very type of the
burcaucrat, whose ideal government is a vast Panopticon, where
cvery individual lives and works under the austercly benevolent
eye of the State official, the sporitaneous activities of each directed
by a controlling intelligence to some distant social end.

There is some basis to this legend, as to every other. It cannot
be denicd that Chadwick possessed certain qualities of character
which during his lifetime isolated him behind a hedge of anti-
pathy and distrust. He was a bore, a really outstanding specimen
of bore in an age when the species flourished. He was too keenly
aware of his own merits; whil¢, on the other hand, he had no
patience with fools, and his definition of a fool was a very ‘wide

3 .




4 THE PUBLIC HEALTH CAMPAIGN

one, taking in, as it did, ncarly everybody who disagreed with
him. With a wholesome suspicion of power wiclded by others he
managed to combine a boundless confidence in the bencfits of
power in his own strong hands, and every scheme drawn up by
Edwin Chadwick secmed to contain a provision at some point for
giving more power to Edwin Chadwick, All this must be granted;
but it would be unjust to write off the hostility he aroused as no
more than the necessary reflex of his personal faults, If he was for
so long one of the most hated men in the country, it was far less
because he was overbearing and ambitious than because his
investigations had left starkly displayed the tainted sources of
many respectable fortuncs. He stirred up a great deal of mud,
and it is a tribute not a reproach that so much of it was thrown
back at him by his critics. Other men were more in the public
eye, commanded greater respect, and certainly inspired deeper
affection, but no man, not even Lord Shaftesbury, has more solid
achievements in the field of social reform to his credit. The career
of Edwin Chadwick may well serve as the classical illustration of a
historical truth too often neglected, that the shaping of cvents may
often owe less to the Parliamentary gestures of the statesman than
to the advice and activity of some obscurely influential figure,
unnamed and unpraised, in a Government office.

Edwin Chadwick was born on 24 January 1800 in the village of
Longsight, near Manchester. His grandfather, “good old Andrew
Chadwick,” founded the first Sunday school in Lancashire, and
was the oldest Methodist in England at his death in 1815 at the age
of ninety-threce.,! His father, James Chadwick, a man of some
scientific and artistic ability, is said to have given lessons in
botany and music to John Dalton; an active Radical, heknew Tom
Paine and was a friend of the abolitionist, Edward Rushton. He
cdited the Aanchester Gazetle, and later kept the Stalesman alive
during the imprisonment of its editor, David Lovell. Edwin’s
mother we know only by his recollection of her as a “‘sanitarian
pur et simple.”” It is certain that his sympathies and understanding
were conditioned by a home in which the distress of the lower
classes and the means of relicving it were earnestly discussed, but
his mind took no direct impress from the Nonconformist and

1 Alice Boardman to E. C., n.d. (c. 1878),
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popular Radical influences amongst which he was raised. James
Chadwick could not have read with any pleasure his son’s gibes
at Radical demagogucs, while *‘good old Andrew’ would have
been horrified to hear his grandson rank the Dissenting chapel
with the beershop and the Trade Union as the triple corruptions
of the poor.!

From the village school at Longsight, Chadwick went to Dr.
Wordsworth’s boarding-school at Stockport, but at the age of ten
he came to London, where he was sent to private tutors for
instruction in the classics and in languages—French, Italian, and
Spanish. At fourtcen or fifteen he was put into an attorney’s office.
We may judge that his formal education was fragmentary, and
his self-planncd studics severcely technical and utilitarian, Tor a
carcer in the public service, he would undoubtedly have said, his
cquipment was none the worse for that. What was literature after
all but the study of idlers who read for amusement, and history but
“one great ficld of cram, of reliance on memory, and of dodging?”’
As for the classics, if they were brought out as new productions
and sold in Holywell Strect, the authors and booksellers would be
prosecuted by the Society for the Suppression of Vice.2 He had
the decpest contempt for the aristocratic notion that no ideas of
value could be expected from anybody who “had never been at

cither university, written a nonsense verse, or scanned a line of
Horace,”3

1 Details of Chadwick’s carly life are meagre. His father emigrated to
Amcrica about 1837 with the younger members of his family by a second
marriage. The nature of the relations between Edwin and his family may be
Jjudged from the following letter, written towards the end of 1852 when it was
clear that the General Board of Health was nearing its end:

“Under the circumstances I wish you to warn those whom it may concern of
the uncertainty of the continuance of any income from me;—the only thing
which has cver scemed to me to concern them. Except from Julia and yourself,
and from my brother James, almost the only letters I have received from any
onc member of my family, since I arrived at man’s estate, any other than
spunging applications crics [of] Give, Give; never a personal civility, a message
or an act that shewed sympathy for my labours, or couched with any view to
give me pleasure, nothing but indirect or direct pauper importunities.” (E. C.
to Andrew Boardman.)

2YOn the Subject Matters and Methods of Competitive Examinations for
the Public Service,” paper to the British Association, in Journal of the Society of
Arts, vol. x, p. 725, 6 October 1862, Subjects for Competitive Examination, pam-
phlet, 18g0.

8 “On Life Assurances,” [Vestminster Review, February 1828, vol. ix, p. 407.




6 THE PUBLIG HEALTH CAMPAIGN

Chadwick was admitted to the Society of the Inner Temple in
1823, and, while continuing his rcading for the Bar, carned a
slender living as reporter to the Morning Herald. By 1825 he was on
good terms with the brilliant group of younger Utilitarians, and
was frequently invited to dinner at J. S. Mill’s to mect George
Grote, J. Eyton Tooke, James Rocbuck, and John Graham. He
debated morals and metaphysics in a discussion class at Grote’s;
he heard John Austin lecture at the new College in Gower Street;
daily he encountcred the seminal ideas of Benthamism, and
Utilitarian theory gave direction and vigour to his thought, Of
equal significance for the future, he met Dr. Southwood Smith
and Dr. Neil Arnott, and at University College he became
familiar with current ‘medical doctrinc by discussions with
students of the best medical school in Europe.! In politics and
religion alike, he began to apply the same test, judging all activi-
ties by the volume of social bencfit resulting from them. He
turned his back on Wesleyan Longsight and professed himsclf a
member of the Church of England—the church of *Jeremy
Taylor, of Bishop Berkeley, of Paley”’*—because in his experience
Anglican priests, with their savings banks and clothing clubs, did
more practical good amongst the poor than the Dissenters or the
Roman Catholics, In the political sphere he watched with
sceptical detachment the clash of parties and the manccuvrings
for Parliamentary majorities. “I am a zcalous advocate of all
social improvements,” he declared, “and am therefore an ally of
any people by whom improvements would be made.”? In the
public health campaign a few years later he sought his friends in
both camps, looking to paternal Tory principles to restrain the
anarchic tendencies of Radical individualists, and to Radical
irreverence to loosen the bonds of Tory traditionalism,

The struggle for recognition in the hard schools of journalism
and the law marked him for life with the self-consciousness and
truculence of the man who owes cverything to his own exertions—

1“From discussions with them I derived a strong conviction of the superior
importance of the study (as a science) of the means of preventing disease, and I
was the better enabled to perceive some of the important relations of the facts,
partially expressed by vital statistics, which were brought before me in my
public investigations.” (E. C. to Dr. R. Willis, 31 July 1844.)

2E. C. to Dr. Buckland, 17 January 1844.

3 E. C. to Edward Gulson, July 1837.
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the sell-made man, proud of his crecation but sensitively aware of
its imperfections, In Fleet Street and the Inner Temple he
lcarned habits of tremendous industry and methods of investiga-
tion which were later to serve him in good stead; and with them
he acquired a cocksureness of manner which, coupled with a
native arrogance, sct people’s teeth on edge. At thirty his aim in
life was not yet scttled, and his abilitics, sharpened by application
and a hard and varicd upbringiug, were awaiting their oppor-
tunity. He had been called to the Bar and was making a name in
the Courts. Albany Fonblanque had appointed him sub-editor
of the Examiner, from whose columns a raking fire was directed at
the Lords, the Church, the magistracy, and the ineptitudes of the
Wellington ministry, from a popular Radical angle with which
Chadwick was not always in sympathy. He had caught the eye
of Bentham and Francis Place with a couple of excellent articles
on I'rench Mecdical Charities and Preventive Police, which he
had contributed to Blanco White’s London Review, a ponderous
quarterly which foundered after two issucs. Before a Commons
Commiittee he had defended his view that the primary object of a
police force was the prevention of crime, the detection and
apprehension of the guilty being of subordinate importance. He
had been prominent in drawing up petitions and Bills for Joseph
Hume and Edward Bulwer in their attack on the Stamp Duties or
“Taxcs on Knowledge,” a subject which—he asserts—had been
first broached in Parliament as “Mr, Ghadwick’s question,”?
Early in 1831 he met Jeremy Bentham and accepted an invita-
tion to become his secretary. “A queer old Hermit, half gone in
dotage, sinking through it into the grave,”? haunted by gloomy
dreams and the dread of blindness, the philosopher was still hard
at work on his drafts and codifications. Many men of influence
and ability had hurried from Queen Square, their minds
illumined by some bright project for putting the world in order;
but Bentham regarded few of them with more esteem than this
stern disciple of his old age. The gentle recluse, devising the
widest schemes of benevolence that the philanthropist could pro-
pose in the guise of the most hard-headed self-interest that the

l .
MS. notes, n.d., on his own career.

2 Bgntham to D. O’Connell, 15 February 1827; Collected 1Works, ed. Bowring,
vol. xi, p. 2.
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economist could desire, tapped some deep spring of feeling in
Chadwick which rarely, if ever, broke the surface in later years,
“Bentham was his ideal, his guiding star, and had called forth all
the tenderness of his nature,” writes Chadwick's daughter. “He
could not bear the most innocent joke about Bentham’s pecu-
liarities.””t But Chadwick could not become the ccho of another,
however vencrated. When Bentham offered him an annuity if he
would undertake to devote his life to preaching the doctrines of
Felicitarianism, he refused the offer, though it must have had its
attractions for a struggling lawyer, He always made it clear that
his respect for Bentham did not imply a blind acceptance of
Bentham’s doctrine, He was exasperated by those who believed
that his administrative idcas were drawn from the philosopher,
and would point out sharply that writings he had published before
those of Bentham showed the independence of his own views—
especially on sanitary questions.

"Turning the pages of the Constitutional Code, Bentham’s last and
most ambitious work, it is not difficult to detect the extent of
Chadwick’s debt to him; nor is it possible to find a better iltus-
tration of the difference between the methods and achicvements of
the two men. Chadwick, who was no political philosopher, took
his thecory rcady-made and unexamined from Bentham. At the
beginning of the Constitutional Code Bentham lays down three
fundamental principles. The first dcfines the object of the
legislator, which is to secure the greatest happiness of the greatest
number; the sccond states that in individuals “sclf-regard is
predominant,” or “self-preference has place everywhere.” The
business of the legislator is to reconcile the first principle with the
second, to build the structure of society upon a psychology of
atomic individualism. This is effected by the third of Bentham’s
principles, the ‘‘means-prescribing, or junction-of-interest-pre-
scribing principle,” according to which the laws and administra-
tion of the community should be consciously planned to ensure
that in pursuing his self-regarding activities the individual must
promote the welfare of his fellows.2 The Constitutional Code is thus
a beautifully constructed mechanism of checks and incentives for
the organisation of a mob of conflicting egoisms. Here is the

THE PUBLIGC HEALTH CAMPAIGN

1 Marion Chadwick to Mrs, Aubrey Richardson, 24 October 1928,
2 Constitutional Code; Collected Works, vol, ix, pp. 5-8.
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theory implicit in Chadwick’s administrative reforms, the justifi-
cation for endowing the State with indefinitely extensible powers
to ensure that the interests of the individual and the ends of society
shall be identified—the justification for aggressive Government
action to protect factory children and railway labourers; to supply
a legal minimum of relicf for the able-bodied pauper and institu-
tional care for the sick, orphaned, and aged; to put under public
regulation thesupply of water and the burial of the dead; to cleanse
parishes and municipalitics of corruption and central departments
of nepotism and patronage; to destroy, adapt, create institutions
as the principle of utility might dictate. Here also are the blue-
prints for the Utilitarian State—the new Ministries for Health,
ducation, Justice, Indigence Relief, and Interior Communica-
tion; the administrative arcas prescribed by technical necessities
not historical sentiment; the officials selected for their tried and
proved “‘appropriate aptitudes.” Here are the powerful central
departments, supervising, initiating, and inspecting, publishing
regular reports on their activities, collecting statistics and in-
formation from the localities, vigilant for every opportunity to
exercise their “melioration-suggestive” functions.

In its astonishing prescience, its incxorable detail, and its neat
joinery of cfficient means to uscful ends, the Constitutional Code is
the most sustained and fruitful effort of the practical imagination
in the literature of government, But that it is a work of the
imagination should not be forgotten. It is limited by what
Bentham could sce and hear from Quecn Square. It is limited
by the emotional prepossessions of a philosophical recluse of upper
middle class origins, comfortable in his means and his habits,
remarkably equable in temperament, who secems to have felt no
stronger passion than a kind of intellectual irritability at the
twisted logic of his opponents. The observation and experience
of onc man, even a man of genius, form too narrow a basis for the
massive edifice Bentham built upon them. A philosopher at his
desk could crect on paper his construction of pure intellect,
building course by course from a priori foundations. He could
postulate a Health Minister, ranking in importance before even
the Finance Minister, and endowed with whatever powers his
philosopher-creator might wish to give him, from the supervision
of medical officers of the Army, Navy, and Indigence Relief
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departments to the maintenance of hospitals and the inspection
of prisons, schools, and Poor Law cstablishments. This ideal
Minister would, of course, be charged with a comprchensive
range of minutely defined dutics—an ““aqua-procurative”
function; a ‘‘malaria-obviating” function; a “health-regarding-
cevidence-clicitative-and-recordative™ function, involving the col-
Jection of reports from local registrars, hospitals, and the cstab-
lishments under the various Ministrics; an ““appropriatc-publica-
tion” function cnjoining that the “utmost publicity” be given to
the activitics of his department.! It was Chadwick’s task to test
these a priori notions against the evidence, to work upwards from

~ the day-to-day facts of social circumstance, and to find in actual

case histories the arguments to convince ratcpayers and cditors
and Ministers of the Crown. *“I may obscrve,” he says, “that in
my service I have never followed any onc, not cven Bentham, but
have deduced my conclusions not even from Bentham’s but solcly
from close and important collections of evidence.”?

For twelve months Chadwick lived in Queen Square, nursing
Bentham through his last illness. Before his death, Chadwick laid
before him the outline of the Poor Law proposais, “‘and he was
satisfied with the proofs I gave him.”® In his will Bentham
bequeathed to his secretary a small legacy and part of his library
of jurisprudence, referring to him with aflcction and hoping that
he would continue the grand work of codification.

In 1832 came the decisive point in his carcer. Nassau Scnior,
knowing him from his contributions to Blanco White’s quarterly
as an unusually well-informed student of social problems, invited
him to assist the Royal Commission which had just begun its
inquiry into the Poor Laws. Senior had the car of the Govern-
ment, and his invitation opened to Chadwick the doors of White-
hall. It was no civil service fledgling, docile, well-bred, and
ignorant, however, that Senior thus introduced, but an assertive,
rather crude, lawyer-journalist, with habits of mind already fixed,
who for years had been elaborating theories of positive Govern-
ment action and was eager for the opportunity to put them into
practice. From the first he was an unwelcome and critical alien,

1 Gonstitulional Code; Collected Works, vol. ix, pp. 443-5.
2 On the Evils of Disunity in Central and Local Administration (1885), p. 2, footnote.
3E. C. to H. D. Macleod, 19 January 1860.

e il

SOMERSLET HOUSE 1Y

«All those who like Lord Melbournc arc for letting things ‘shake
right,’ as he expressed it, all those who in the sight of any amount
of evil, use the half informed cconomists’ cry of Laissez faire, sct me
down as mad.”t Patronage, which filled the public service with
the random sclections of favour or influence, had bred a race of
timid, fainéant officials, who looked with deep uncasiness upon
investigations into social evils which must lead to activity on their
part. They took the machinery ncarest to hand and followed the
advice which promised least trouble, clinging to old forms and
worn routines to avoid the labour of inventing and mastering new.
“Why can’t you lcave it alone?” Lord Melbourne would ask
querulously when a restless subordinate suggested that something
should be done.2 To the advocates of “leave it alone’’ Chadwick
was a dangerous cccentric. He was wild, unsafe, visionary,
revolutionary cven, this man with his ingenuity in devising novel
administrative machinery, his expositions of the preventability of
discase and crime, and his irreverent scorn for the oligarchic
doctrine that the most important qualitics of a man are his name
and his stock. Above all, these Government scrvants, Ministers and
departmental heads alike, were alarmed by Chadwick’s faith in
Government. Everybody knew that““ Government does everything
badly.” From the beginning Chadwick, the first great civil
servant with a professional sense of the dignity and proper
functions of the public service, set himself to remove that slur. He
was none too tactful about it. *“Sir,” he remarked with a truly

Johnsonian grandeur to young Lyon Playfair, “the Devil was

expelled from heaven because he objected to centralisation, and
all those who object to centralisation opposc it on devilish
grounds!”’3

Laissez faire in economics was the obverse of Melbourne’s
“leave it alone” in government, and Chadwick’s advocacy of
positive Government action was logically combined with a
rejection of the orthodox cconomic theories of the day. When he
began his Poor Law inquiry economic science was a remote,
deductive, Ricardian structure, proceeding from premiss to
conclusion with the inevitable progress of a geometrical - proof.

1 E. C. to the Rev. Sidney Godolphin Osborne, 16 April 1847.
2 MS. fragment, n.d. ]
3 W, Reid, Memoirs and Correspondence of Lyon Playfair (1899), p. 64.
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He first abandoned the method, and then found himself abandon-
ing the principles and the deductions from them. There were, he
told the Political Economy Club, two schools of cconomists: the
“hypothesists,” who reasoned deductively from unverified or
imperfectly verificd hypotheses which they called principles; and
the “school of facts,” who preferred to make inductions from the
facts, incomplete though these might be. Unattractive and
laborious as the latter was, it was the method he favoured. Work-
ing with hypothetical cascs offcred the advantages of casc and
simplicity, and they could readily be shaped to fit any system the
manipulator plcased; but the practice was open to the grave
objection “that we arc apt to imagine and to usc conjunctions of
circumstances which never do occur as assumed and from them
to deduce consequences which never do happen as deduced, and
never will so happen.” The theorist might, for example, “aggra-
vate human misery by deducing it upon hypothesis to be irre-
movable,” the result being “to mischicvously misdirect human
attention: to excite falsc alarms, to give extreme pain,”?

This is the note sounded time and again by Chadwick—the
scorn for statesmen and administrators who continually arrived
at practical decisions in incredible ignorance of the grounds on
which they could safely be made; the insistence that legislation
must be founded on an ample induction, an inquiry safecguarded
as in a scientific investigation by every security for the attainment
of objective truth. The proper place for the cconomist or adminis-
trator, who was preparing the ground for legislative action, was
in the street and workshop; the proper method was to get first-
hand acquaintance with the problems and persons to be dealt
with, not to view them dimly through a mist of words and pre-
conceptions. What Chadwick thought of an investigating body
which sat round a table in London and listened to paper evidence
and the representations of selected witnesses, he revealed in a
pungent letter to the chairman of a Royal Commission which had
been trespassing without duc deference in a ficld he regarded
with a proprietary eye. ‘“You have been dependent upon what
others bring before you. The merit of my procedure for investiga-
tion is, that I have the least of such dependence. 1 do not only

1 “'Popu]ation Question. Two schools of political cconomy: the geo-
metrical reasoners and the reasoners from facts,” MS. draft, ¢. June 1845.
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the work of an attorney but the work of an attorney’s clerk. I have
gone to sce the places myself . . .: and I have cross-cxamined the
witnesses there on the spot.”! The procedure he favoured was
that of an open inquiry by a commission of experts, circulating
detailed questionnaires and conducting local inquiries by itinerant
investigators. This method had two advantages, First, by such
inquirics the curious compound of conjecture, prejudice, and
arbitrary assumption which went by the name of political and
cconomic theory would be replaced by a body of tested knowledge,
based on experiment, accurate observation, and verifiable evi-
dence.  Sccondly, there would no longer be justification for the
dangerous inaction of Government, which was the result partly
of an honest bewilderment about the nature of the evils and the
means of remedy, partly of apprchension about the public
attitude to any proposals that might be made. A full and explana-
tory report from the commission would supply all the facts
necessary for the framing of legislation and the conduct of
Parliamentary debate; while the public inquiry, giving oppor-
tunity for all parties to be heard and all objections to receive their
due weight, would cnsure that the will of the country had been
consulted—and instructed also, since the cducation of opinion by
the inquiry was as important as the exploration of the facts.?
The value of Chadwick’s influence in the field of social investi-
gation during the twenty-two years of his official career can hardly
be over-cstimated. His method was not original. John Howard
had made the round of the prisons with measuring tape, weighing
scales, and notebook, and had refused to take any statements on
hearsay, secking to confirm everything by cross-questioning
keepers, turnkeys, and prisoners; Bentham had laid it down that
legislation is ““an aflair of observation and calculation,” and that
it should be based, not as hitherto “upon the quicksands of
prejudice and instinct,” but upon “the immovable basis of
sensations and cxpericncc”"/thc Poor Law inquiry of 1832—4
was conducted, probably at Lord Brougham’s suggestion, by
itinerant commissioners, as was also the inquiry of the Municipal

1L, C. to Lord Bramwell (Chairman of the Royal Commission on Metro-
politan Sewage Discharge, 1884—5), 3 March 1885.

2 Cf. A paper on the chief methods of preparation for Legislation . . . read at a
special meeting of the Society for Promoling Amendment of the Law, 1859, passim.

3 Theory of Legislation, cd. C. K. Ogden (1931), pp. 10, 102.
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Corporations Commission of 1835. But the full development of
the method, and in paticular its use as a weapon to combat the
opposition of doctrinaires and hostile interests, is peculiarly
Chadwick’s achicvement. In addition to the models afforded by
his own unequalled series of reports, he was ready with guidance
to other investigations, such as the Children’s Employment Com-
mission of 1840. And, under the General Board of Health, the
procedure of preliminary inquiry in the locality was used by
Chadwick’s Inspectors to clear the ground for the application of
the Public Health Act.

For Chadwick cverybody had his story, his facts, his fragment of
experience, with lessons to instruct the acute and sympathetic
investigator. The working-class housewifc could tell him of her
market purchases, the quick succession of her confinements, her
ineffectual attempts to keep her house clean without water and
maintain the health of her family in the midst of damp and filth.
The young criminal in the prison cell could describe how he fell to
the temptations of the flash-housc. The gravedigger had stories of
the horrors of the churchyards, and the slaughterer in Clare Market
could suggest how disease might be spread by nasty fceding. Even
the journeyman mason with his ample whiskers could give support
to the idea that a beard was not only an addition to manly beauty
but also had a utilitarian value as a protection against dust.
Chadwick talked to them all, and what they told him went down
in his notes or his memory, to reappear in some report as buttress
to an argument, or as a clinching illustration in a speech or letter.
He let them speak for themselves in copious extracts, and his
favourite method in the descriptive portions of his reports was to
present his facts in the words of his informants, knitting their
accounts together with a few remarks of explanation and com-
ment. There was usually, however, an admixture, more or less
preponderant, of Edwin Chadwick in that evidence. He took a
stand on the facts very quickly, sometimes too quickly; he soon
made up his mind what he wanted to find out, and he uscd both
the rein and the spur in guiding his witnesses towards a conclusion
he already had clearly in mind. It was not for nothing that he
had read for the Bar. The ideal of scientific objectivity which he
set before the social investigator was not easy for any man to
attain; for Chadwick himself, with his training and temperament,
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it was doubly difficult. Charles Darwin had an exccllent habit of
making an immediate note of every fact he encountered which
scemed at variance with his own theories; because, he said, he was
surc to remember those facts which supported his case, but was
likely to overlook those facts he would like to forget. Had Chad-
wick donc the same he might have trod more cautiously on
debatable ground, and lost something of that dogmatic self-
assurance which at times irritated his best friends.

Revolutionary conclusions emerged from this close examination
of the facts. Every onc of his inquirics, says Chadwick, had the
result of reversing the principles which the Government, the
cconomists, and the general public had adopted, and on which
they were prepared to legislate; and the findings, he adds, were
most of them new to himsclf as well as his collcagues.! In contro-
versy this close acquaintance with the facts gave him the moral and
intcllectual ascendancy of the man who had been and seen for
himself, *John Stuart Mill always deferred to me on any question
I had examined because as he said, I always got my information
first hand, whilst he could only get it seccond hand or from books.” 2
He would ask acquaintances round to his house at Stanhope Gate
for a “little sanitary chat,” and over breakfast or an early dinner
would submit them to his “inquisitorial thumb-screw,” as one
visitor described it with rueful admiration.® Not that the flow
of information and experience went all one way; he gave better
than he got; and he was always ready with advice to the Chairman
of the Board of Guardians who wanted to tighten up the adminis-
tration of his Union or the cnlightenced land-owner who was
thinking of putting up some improved cottages for his farm
labourers, If you were in doubt about the right depth to lay
tiles for drainage, or wanted the name of a man who would plan
a farm or a cemetery on the most approved models, or were at a
loss for a set of clauses for a Bill or some telling figures for a
speech, Chadwick could be depended upon to help. If he did
not know, he could always put his hand on somebody who did.
“You know all the clever fellows and who can do everything

1 “Representative Reform; jottings down of a letter on a commission,”
MS., n.d. (c. 1859).

*E. C. to Lord Bramwell, 3 March 1885,

% George Sumner to E. C., n.d.
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better than anybody clse,” wrote James Morrison, in difficulties

with his Railway Committee.! *Whenever I scc a stupidity
going on, I think of you, of course as you can imagine,” said a
German cconomist,  because you arc the man to bring the proper
remedium.”® Altogether, as J. S. Mill remarked, therc was
nobody quite like Chadwick for being practically uscful,®

To the Commissioncrs, engaged in uncarthing the abuses of the
old Poor Law system, Chadwick was presently indispensable; and
his collcagucs, uncasily turning over the fragmentary and in-
adequate schemes so far devised, listencd with relief to a voice
which spoke with so confident a note of authority. The most
influential figure on the Commission was the urbane Oxford
professor, Nassau Senior, the Maynard Keynes of his day, to
whom the Government looked as the leading interpreter of the
science of Ricardo and Malthus, When Chadwick joined the
inquiry, Senior had not conceived any practicable way of offering
relief to able-bodied paupers which would not bring all the
demoralisation of Speenhamland in its train, and in conscquence,
as a draft of 1831 reveals, he could sce no remedy short of a heroic
surgical operation to cut away in its entirety the corruption of the
allowance system.? Nor had he formulated any suggestions as to
the machinery of administration. By Scptember 1832, however,
Senior was urging on the Government the introduction of the
workhouse test; and in a letter to the Lord Chancellor in January
1833 he outlined proposals for a central Commission of three, a
body of itinerant inspectors, paid overseers, and compulsory
unions of parishes.s In bricf, Senior had capitulated to Chad-
wick’s arguments that a legal provision of relicf to the able-
bodied paupers was necessary, and that it could be given in a form
which would neither undermine the character of the recipient
nor sap the position of the independent labourer; and, further, he
had adopted unreservedly Chadwick’s administrative scheme.
Chadwick’s energy and self-assurance, his bold prescription of
remedies, and the weight of evidence he had assembled with

1 James Morrison to E. G., 22 March 1845.
2T, Garnier to E. G., n.d. 37, S. Mill to E. C., 1846.
4 M. Bowley, Nassau Senior and Classical Economics (1937), p+ 317.

5 Ibid., pp-. 317, 319
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extraordinary rapidity, had all worked with the utmost success on
Nassau Senior, who possessed, as Dr. Bowley has shown, a
flexibility of outlook which belics his reputation as a doctrinaire of
the laissez fuire persuasion. Chadwick was now asked to prepare
the heads of a Bill, based on the principles he had suggested.

From the outsct he was in revolt against the principles on which
philanthropists and cconomists had hitherto based their attitude
to pauperism. He rcjected out of hand the thesis of the evangeli-
cals, voiced cloquently by Dr. Chalmers, that all statutory
systems of relicf were pernicious, and that public doles should be
replaced by the alms of the charitable. He rejected with equal
scorn the sentimental paternalism of the country Justices, who did
not doubt that the agricultural labourer “must be poor,” and
must live in perpetual dependence on the parish rates. But his
main battle lay with the “hypothesists.”” To them the whole
inquiry appeared superfluous, since it was obvious that the cause of
pauperism was the growth of population beyond the means for its
support. From their a priori law of population, they went on to
deduce that the labour market was saturated, and the paupers
had been squeczed out by the competition of their fellow workers,
Look at the facts, retorted Chadwick, and observe that they in no
way bear out this grim picture of a population pressing right up to
the margin of subsistence, and in their struggles pushing the less
fortunate over that margin into starvation and misery. ¥From talks
with aged labourers in the country parishes he lcarned that within
the span of their experience their conditions had greatly im-
proved; their real wages had risen and were still rising, and their
expectation of life was longer now than ever before. It was true
that in some areas dangerous congestions of pauperism existed,
but, viewing the country as a whole, there was no general surplus
above the average demand for employment throughout the
year,

As he put it, the existing mass of pauperism was not a disease
attacking the very structure of socicty, but merely a disorder of its
functions, which could be corrected by a proper regimen. If the
attractions of relief were Iessened by cutting it to subsistence level
and accompanying it by an irksome discipline; if it were made
impossible for farmers to get cheap labour at the public expense;
if the area of the labour market were widened by tearing down the

c
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fences of the Settlement laws, and by encouraging the cmi-
gration of labourers from the heavily pauperised South to the
industrial North—if this were done, asserted Chadwick, all
those apparently surplus labourers would be rapidly absorbed
into productive employment.!  There remained  those who
were too young or too old for work, or who were uncmployed
through sickness or some temporary dislocation of the indus-
trial machinery. For their benefit he proposed that, under
the control of the new Union authoritics, “the rudimentary
charitics of a civilised community 2 should be legalised and given
the strength and efficiency of large-scale organisation. In view of
the later lapse into the horrors of the General Mixed Workhouse,
it should be emphasised that he recommended not a single penal
establishment, but a scries of specialised institutions, in which the
various classes of paupers—the old and impotent, the children,
the able-bodicd females, and the able-bodied males—might be
separated for differential treatment.

Nor would he have stopped there. Great, half-formed plans,
for Government action to an extent never before contemplated by
practical statesmen, flitted through his mind as he worked over
the evidence. Repression alone could not solve the problem.
Preventive measurcs were necessary—a system of elementary
education for working-class children, and sanitary regulations to
relieve the burden of excessive sickness and premature widowhood
and orphanage. Chadwick asked for more time to consider these
measures; but Lord Melbourne (under the impression, Chadwick
observed, that a few weeks were sufficient to work out the princi-
ples of a revolution in the largest branch of public administration)
kept sending word that he could not understand why the report
was being delayed, Between the impatience of the politicians and
the contentiousness of the Commissioners, Chadwick’s scheme was

1 Chadwick, who met Malthus at the Political Economy Club, asscrts that
he had begun to modify his opinions on over-population before he died (E, G.
to Macvey Napier, 15 June 1836; Macvey Napier Papers, B.M. Add. MSS.
34,617, f. 458). There is a quite incorrect impression that Chadwick was a
disciple of Malthus; Dr. Gilbert Slater, for example, describes him as “eager
for the Malthusian principles of the Royal Commission® (A Cenlury of Municipal
Progress (1935), p. 339). Chadwick, in fact, lost no opportunity to combat
Malthusian doctrine, both in Poor Law and sanitary questions.

M" “Nc:ltcs on the retirement of Mr. Nicholls from the Poor Law Board,”
S, nd,
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bungled. Only parts of his ambitious project found their way into
the report and were later passed into law.? Unaccompanied by
the supplementary preventive measures, the new law took on
harsher, more unsympathetic lineaments than he had intended;
the omissions, he belicved, were a major causc of the irritation
which the Act of 1834 aroused, and much of his energy in the
following years was devoted to the attempt to supply them,

One fact consoled him. The regulating machinery he had
devised was to be erected and sct in motion. The Union would be
a more cffective and cconomical unit of administration than the
parish; though he had misgivings about entrusting it to a com-
mittec of amatcurs, “annual, unskilled and practically irre-
sponsible,” 2 instcad of the paid experts he had originally suggested.
Morc promising still was the central department, from which a
vigorous and well-informed Commissioner—and who more
vigorous than the man who had dominated the Poor Law inquiry,
or better informed than the principal architect of the new
system?—could plan to push forward the fronticrs of beneficent
State control. Confidently Chadwick awaited his reward from a
grateful Government.

A Commissionership at £2,000 a year, however, could not well
be bestowed on one who had no social standing and no claims to
distinction save his knowledge and ability.3 Thus, despite
Senior’s reccommendation that his name should be the first to be
considered for one of the three vacancies, it was as a secretary and
a subordinate that Chadwick went to Somerset House. He saw
the danger at once. Already, with those inflexible notions of his,
he had crossed swords with various members of the Commission of
Inquiry. In a secretary such contrariness would be unseemly.
Senior assured his incensed friend, however, that he would be
looked upon rather as a confidential adviser than as a mere clerk
with no right or opportunity of cxpressing an opinion, *rather as a

1In the Report the abuses of the old system were described by Nassau
Senior, while to Chadwick was assigned the exposition of the remedial
measures, with the important exceptions of the sections dealing with Bastardy,
Settlement, and Emigration, which were drafted by his collaborator (E. C.
to Edward Gulson, July 1837).

2E. C. to S. G. Oshorne, 22 August 1844.

3 “T must speak frankly, your Station in Socicty was not such as would have
made it fit that you should be appointed one of the Commissioners” (Lord
Spencer (Althorp) to E, C., 8 May 1841).
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20 THE PUBLIC HEALTH CAMPAIGN

fourth Commissioner than as a Secretary.” Fortified by this
assurance, Chadwick took up his position with a very supcrior
view of the scope of his duties.

It is understandable that he should cye the three Commnissioners
with a natural resentment, which decpened when he assessed their
characters and their fitness for the work in hand. J. G. Shaw-
Lefevre was certainly, he thought, “a gentlemanly person of
engaging manners;”® “but about as fit to act for the poor law as a
delicate girl would be to assist in performing an opcration,’’?
Member of a Whig family, Scnior Wrangler and Fellow of
Trinity, a brilliant linguist with first-hand knowledge of Europe,
Shaw-Lefevre had enjoyed all the advantages of birth, education
and patronage that had been denicd to Chadwick, He got on well
with the Sccretary, as he got on well with cverybody clse; but,
Chadwick mistrusted amiability which too casily softened into
compliance, and in his cyes social qualitics did not make up for
lack of special knowledge, and the stiffening that came from the
conviction that one was holding firm to right principles. George
Nicholls, the manager of a Birmingham bank and a former East
India captain, he regarded with morc respect. Nicholls had
reformed his own parish of Southwell on principles which fore-
shadowed those laid down in the Poor Law Report, but his
experience was limited to the parish and parochial machinery.
Farnest and humourless (attending a performance of Don
Giovanni on one occasion, he was hecard to murmur “What a
shocking state of society!”’?) he had a profound and narrow faith
in the benefits of the workhouse test.

With Shaw-Lefevre and Nicholls Chadwick remained on good
terms, despite their differences. The guiding spirit of the Com-
mission, however, was a voluble, positive Welshman, Thomas
Frankland Lewis, for twenty-two years a Tory M.P,, with some
experience in  minor ministerial appointments, who cntered
Somerset House “with an express warning from Lord Meclbourne
against theory and speculation.””® In him Chadwick saw per-
sonified the do-nothing traditions of the old Government service.

1 Nassau Senior to E. C., 5 February 1837.

2 R, C. to Lord Liverpool, 14 October 1841, 3 MS. fragment, n.d.

s Memoir of George Nicholls by H. G, Willink, prefixed to Nicholls’ History
of the English Poor Law (1898 edition), vol. i, p. Ixxii.

5T, C. to J. H. Burton, 3 June 1844.
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How could he carry out the new ideas, demanded Chadwick, this
man who was a disciple of Ricardo and Malthus, and who had
draficd the report of Sturges Bourne’s Committee, which pro-
claimed him a disbeliever in *“compulsory contribution for the
indigent”? They hated and distrusted cach other on sight.
Chadwick, with good rcason, thought it futile to cxpect the
introduction of comprehensive institutional provision for the
paupers, or any other aggressive action planned to deal with the
wider problems of destitution, from one who felt in his heart that
these were matters with which Government should not meddle.
Lewis, for his part, at once showed that he intended to give no
clevated status to this dangerous, unpractical visionary. There
would be no unofficial Fourth Conunissioners while Frankland
Lewis ruled at Somerset House. When Chadwick expressed an
opinion at the Board, it was reccived frigidly as though a clerk had
broken in on the discussion. At one of the carlicst meetings Lewis
requested him to withdraw while the Commissioners deliberated.
As heleft, Chadwick protested that by the terms of the Act, the
Commissioners were bound to keep a record of their proccedings,
and the proper recording officer was their Sccretary.! For a
subordinate it sounded an arrogant claim; but it was the only
ground on which Chadwick could assert a right to be present
while the Commissioners discussed and framed their policies;
and he had no intention of surrending into the inactive hands of
Frankland Lewis the administrative weapon which he had forged,
and with which he had planned to assail so many social evils.
From this time onward there poured in to the Government a
stcady stream of protests and remonstrances from the disaffected
Sccretary, complaints of the way in which his chiefs were exccuting
the law, and claims for promotion in recognition of his superior
merit and grasp of the subject.

Meanwhile, for good or ill, the new Poor Law was now con-
neeted indissolubly in the public mind with the name of Edwin
Chadwick. As he complained bitterly to Lord Spencer, while all
the Ministers scemed unaware of his services, the agitators
against the measure identified the Commission with himself.?
The favourite phrase of the editor of the Northern Liberator, he

1 E. C. to Lord Spencer, 8 May 1841.
2 .. C. to Lord Spencer, 25 April 1838.
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heard, was that Chadwick ought to be forthwith gibbeted, while
in some parts of Yorkshire the mob swore ncver (o be
“Chadwicked,” as they termed being married under the new
Registration Act.! It became the most hated name in England as
the odium of the Poor Law Bastilles increascd, On the other hand,
amongst those whose duty it was to enforce the Act in the locali-
ties, it was widely believed that ““ the Secretary was everything and
the Commissioners mere cyphers.” Much of the correspondence
was addressed to him personally as if his superiors did not exist,
When deputations of Guardians waitcd on the Board, they would
ignore the Commissioners and address their remarks to Chadwick,
a situation so embarrassing that cventually he ccased to attend
when deputations were present,  Sometimes, after sccing the
Commissioners, they refused to leave until they had stated their
case to Chadwick; as they did not always inform him that they
had seen the Commissioners first, they occasionally got contra-
dictory advice. Such incidents did nothing to lessen the tension
between Chadwick and the Commissioners. They imputed to
him a spirit of insubordination, an overbearing ambition, and a
rigidity of outlook that no experience could soften; while, for his
part, Chadwick saw in every departure from the line he had
marked out in the Poor Law Report jealousy of himself and a
determination to cripple the measure which was his creation.
Hence, as Chadwick describes, to circumvent their watchful
animosity he was compelled to disguise the suggestions which he
thought it necessary to make. His method was to coach the
Assistant Commissioners, and put them forward to voice his ideas.
“On one occasion when I had given some suggestions as to
regulations to a young Assistant Commissioner on a subject
referred to him, and when he brought them forward and read them
at the Board, there was a brightening of countenances, and strong
and immediate praisc to him for the ability of the suggestion.
When he unwittingly and ingenuously declared that the praise
was not due to him but to the Secretary sitting at the bottom of
the table, there was such a change in the expression of the coun-
tenances to sour blank, and the scene was so ludicrous that I
could scarcely refrain from laughing outright.”2

1E, C. to Russell, 1 February 1838; to Lord Spencer, 25 April 1838.
2 “Notes of personal paper,” MS,, n.d., probably 1847.
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Mecanwhile, Chadwick found it hard to credit that so excel-
lent a law was as unpopular as The Times and the agitators made
out. How could the charge of harshness be maintained? Were
not wages highest and the condition of the workers most im-
proved where the measurc had been most fully carried out, and
depression greatest and discontent most widespread where the
rates were heaviest and least had been done to abolish the old
practices? Complete satisfaction with the Act and—only thinly
veiled—with himself as the author of it runs through Chadwick’s
survey in the Edinburgh Review for July 1836 of the first eightcen
months’ working of the Poor Law Commission.! In the southern
districts paupers had been thrown off the rates in droves, and the
“surplus” labour had been absorbed as he had predicted; in
twenty-two countics, comprising 187 Unions, the expenditure on
relicf had fallen by 431 per cent. In the winter of 1836, however,
the Commissioners turncd their attention to the industrial dis-
tricts, and Chadwick’s complacency was blown upon by a bleak
wind of failure and hostility from the north. Bad harvests, severe
winters, influcnza, extensive unemployment in the textile industry,
the resistance of the working classes, all combined to rout the Poor
Law Commissioners. It had been a serious error in tactics, he
belicved, to deal with the southern counties first; the new system
should have been introduced into the northern towns in the first
year, while trade was still good and the agitators were otherwise
engaged. But not the slightest doubt entered his mind that if the
workhouse test had been introduced before depression hit the
industrial workers, and if it had been administered with rigid
honesty and efficiency, it would have taken the strain of any
burden likely to be cast upon it, and would have withstood even
the impact of widespread and prolonged unemployment.

Thus it was to the administrative weaknesses of the Com-
mission and the local authorities that Chadwick pointed in
explanation of the swelling figures for poor relief. Worst blunder
of all had been to appoint Commissioners who were half-hearted at
best in their adherence to the principles of the Act, and who
shaped their policy with a fearful eye on The Times and the
agitators, Frankland Lewis had now retired, but his spirit con-
tinued to rule in Somerset House, for he was succeeded by his son,

3 Jidinburgh Review, July 1836, vol. Ixiii, pp. 487-537.
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George Cornewall Lewis, who inherited his father’s feud, As
strong-willed as his father, George Lewis possessed considerably
more ability. He was, says Bagchot, “too prosaic, too anxiously
safe, too suspicious of everything showy” ;! but on these qualitics
he had built up a reputation with the Whigs as a practical man of
business with aims and motives which any other practical man of
business could readily comprchend. Unemotional himself, and
distrustful of feeling in others, he could not understand Chadwick’s
fierce enthusiasms; and he turned a cold eye on Chadwick’s
theorics of Government action. “‘The relation between himself
and the secretary,” remarked a writer in the Westminster Review,
who was clearly indebted to CGhadwick for his information, “was
that of an ill-assorted marriage of a Catholic husband and a Pro-
testant wife; the wife somewhat the cleverer of the two, but with no
privilege beyond the use of her tongue,”?

So for a dozen years the conflict of wills went on at Somerset
House. Chadwick was unsafe and unpractical, the Lewiscs told
their Whig friends, he wanted to go too fast, and his proposals
were inhuman in their severity. The Commissioners were pusil-
lanimous, retorted Chadwick, they countenanced practices which
were flatly opposed to the principles of 1834, they employed office
methods which were arbitrary and inefficient and, in fact, illegal.
Over the question of outdoor relicf to the able-bodicd Chadwick
fought innumcrable skirmishes and four major battles. The last
and greatest battle he fought and lost in 1841; and as a result of it
even his infrequent attendances at the meetings of his chiefs came
to an abrupt end. He thought seriously for a time of accepting an
offer from Lord Normanby to place him in some other Govern-
ment department—as counsel to the Home Office he could super-
vise the execution of two other measures he had fathered, the
Factory Act and the County Constabulary Act. Since 1839,
however, he had been engaged on the sanitary inquiry, and he was
beginning to realise that it was the biggest and most important of
his carcer. He stayed to see it through.

It is fortunate for Chadwick that his reputation does not rest
entirely upon this chapter of his carcer., Had he been in command

1 W. Bagehot, Biographical Studies (1881), p. 207.
2 ““Patronage of Commissions,”” Wesiminster Review, October 1846, vol. xvi,

p. 229; probably by W, E, Hickson,
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at Somerset House from 1836 to 1841, that un¢ucstioning confi-
dence of his in the possibility, even the expedicncy, of cutting off
all forms of outdoor relicl to the able-bodied might well have
brought the whole Poor Law edifice crashing about his cars. The
“supincness’’ of the Commissioners at least averted that dangcr.
One uncxamined theoretical assumption and one large practical
miscalculation had between them made nonsense of Chadwick’s
Poor Law scheme. The assumption was Chadwick’s excessive
faith in the clasticity of the cconomic system, and in its capacity to
absorb the impact not merely of casual day-to-day unecmployment,
but even of the hard-core unemployment which emerges when an
industry goes into decline, and the recurrent mass unemployment
which is due to fluctuations in trade and is the heaviest burden of
all. Belicving that the demand for labour might shift but did.n.ot
fall away in total sum, he scriously over-cstimated the facility
with which a labourer thrown out of work in one trade could find
alternative occupation in another. The rest followed logically. If
there arc jobs for all, then the ablebodied man who is without one
for any length of time must be cither unwilling to work or of such
a character that no employer would engage him. In short, he was
likely to be a bad lot: an idler, a wastrel, a trickster, an i'ncﬂicient
worker, or a black-listed Trade Unionist. To submit him to the
discipline and frugal diet of the workhouse was as much in his own
interests as in those of the community at large. Only by those
reformatory influences could his moral fibre be sufficiently
strengthened to support the strain of independent existence; only
so could the honest labourer be spared the demoralising spectacle
of 2 man who had not worked enjoying every day of the week the
luxuries of meat, white bread, and strong ale.

For one whose boast it was that his proposals were based un-
shakably on the facts, Chadwick showed a peculiar insensitivity
to the evidence when he visited the handloom weavers of Bolton
and Macclesfield in 1840; and for onc who claimed to trace back
pauperism to its roots, he remained singularly incurious about the
extent and nature of the various types of unemployment. While
his thcory was thus insccurely crected on an assumption as
uncritical as any made by the “hypothesists” he so despised, his
practical recommendations were also vitiated from the start by a
fundamental miscalculation—that, having read his reports, the
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Government would be stimulated with something of his vision and
his enthusiasm for large administrative schemes. Where were the
teachers, the nurses, the asylum attendants, and all the other
specialists demanded by the policy of “aggregate in order to
segregate”? To find and train them, and to cstablish and equip
the various residential institutions for instructing the young,
tending the old, and curing the sick, made a call upon the
resources and the active goodwill of the Government for which
there was no precedent, Neither the Poor Law Commissioners
nor the Whig Ministers had any hcart for so ambitious a pro-
gramme, They chose instead to do as little as they dared, and that
as cheaply as thcy could. On the grounds of cconomy and
simplicity, they created a hermaphrodite administrative monster,
uniting in a single body one institution whose purposc was
deterrence, with another institution, or series of institutions, whose
professed objects were treatment and instruction. In so doing
they made it impossible to divide the “involuntary’ sheep from
the ““voluntary’’ goats; all alike, the aged and infirm, the orphans,
the widows, the vagrants, the able-bodied unemployed, bore the
same stigma and were subjected to the same discipline,

To do justice to Chadwick, therefore, it is essential to realise
that his dispute with the Commissioners over their policy of
indulgence—a dispute in which his errors of judgment and obtuse-
ness of feeling reveal him in the worst possible light—uwas only one
aspect of a wider conflict of principle. The Webbs have made it
their major criticism of the Poor Law Commissioners that they
did not view pauperism in the context of destitution, and there-
fore neglected the causes which led to the perpetual recruitment
of the pauper host,! This criticism, valid as it is against the Com-
missioners, cannot be levelled with anything like the same force
against their Secretary. For, as we have seen, Chadwick in 1834
was already elaborating measures designed to cut at the roots of
pauperism. He never believed, with Frankland Lewis, that
pauperism was part of a divine or natural ordering of socicty, and
that—as the Malthusian revelation ran—grcat numbers of man-
kind were doomed to live on the margins of misery, only relieved
by the casual charity of their betters. To the faith in “God” or
““Nature,” which issued in a policy of administrative incrtia
! English Poor Law History, Part 11, vol. i, pp. 160-1.
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(Mclbournc’s “letting things shake right”) and a complacent
acceptance of things as they are, he opposed a faith in Government
as a contrivance of the human will, which might be used aggres-
sively to minimise the volume of pain and maximise the volume of
pleasure. Limited as he was in the range of his intelligence and
sympathics, and incpt as he showed himself in the calculation _Of
political expediencies, he stands out as onc of the very few men in
the State departments of his time who held firmly to the belief
that it was the cssential business of Government to take thought for
the welfare of the people—and, having thought, to act.

As he told Sir George Grey in 1847, he had from the first urged
the scgregation for specialised institutional treatment of the
various classes of paupers, the sick, the blind, the idiots, the
Junatics. But these were ““collections of sores” which trecatment
could only alleviate; and “the contemplation of these wrecks of
humanity continually forced upon me the consideration whether
nothing cffectual could be wrought for prevention. At every
opportunity, I have made exertions to explore the various contribu-
tory sources or causes of Pauperism and the practicable means of
prevention. . . . It was frequently only necessary to go a few links or
a few steps back beyond the range of popular discussion and
legislation, when we are brought upon causes which upon due
investigation are found to be preventible and generally with
large pecuniary economy.” With the most notable of these
inquirics, the sanitary investigation, this study deals at length.
But there were others, some fruitful, some—through lack of time,
shortage of money, and the scepticism of the Commissioners—
abortive. He devised a scheme of industrial schools intended to
train pauper children for productive employment. He conducted,
to give a further example, a private investigation into the causes
of the appalling number of deaths and injuries among the
labourers engaged in constructing the new railway system with
which England was cquipping herself in the 1840’s; and, since
George Lewis could not be persuaded that this fell within the
scope of the Poor Law Department, he printed and circulated at
his own expense a report containing his recommendations.

For six more years after his revolt in 1841 Chadwick remained at
Somerset House in this anomalous position, not strong enough to
overthrow the Commissioners, too powerful to be dismissed by
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them. The bulk of the Poor Law work had passed from his hands
into those of the Assistant Sccretary, George Coode. *Your
differences with Mr. Lewis were so notorious in the office,”
commented E. G, Tufnell, one of the Assistant Commissioners,
“that I remember once mentioning to Mr. Coodec that I wondered
why you were not dismisscd or could stay at your post. His reply
was, that though you did next to nothing as Poor Law Sccretary,
you were so uscful to the Government in conducting the Sanitary
inquiry and other matters, that you fully carned your salary, and
were onc of the hardest worked public scrvants that he ever
knew.”t Thus, one good result emerged from that unhappy
tangle of crossed wills—hc was left very much to himself to work

out the principles of his preventive administration. It was:

fortunate indced for the public health movement that Chadwick
did not make his escape in the summer of 1841,

1E. C, Tulnell to L. C., 1847.

- Y
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CHAPTER II

THE “SANITARY IDEA”

'ANNING once obseérved that there was nothing he so much
dreaded as facts and figures; repeating this to Lord Brougham,
Chadwick added that in truth there was nothing which ought to
have been dreaded more than such figures as were then available—
“wretchedly imperfect figures, giving only half facts, leading to
wrong or wild conclusions.””? At the turn of the century there had
been keen debate whether the population of England was in-
creasing or decreasing, and claborate theories about the future of
socicty had been spun with vast ingenuity from the few known
facts. Error and bias werc incvitable where judgment and not
measurement was the guide. Fear of Roman Catholics was
enhanced because their exact strength was unknown; jealousy of
cheap Irish labour could grow because its proportions were not
clearly scen; and—to quote one of Chadwick’s examples—the
pessimistic school of social moralists were encouraged in their
gloom by Patrick Colquhoun’s fantastic estimate that there were
50,000 prostitutes in the capital, which meant one for every
three or four males in the London of his day.2 Political arithmetic
was making a slow progress, however, trimming the outlines of
fluffy generalisations, replacing crude guesswork by verifiable in-
formation, defining the lincaments of society every year in sharper
outline. TFinlaison had taken the first English census in 1801
(fifty years before, Parliament had rejected an idea which infringed
the liberty of the subject and was likely to bring about a plague or

1E. C. to Lord Brougham, 28 February 1856.

2 Constabulary Report, p. 15 (P.P. 1839, vol. xix, p. 1}). Even in 1844 South-
wood Smith could write to Chadwick (19 January 1844): “It is notorious
that during the last year fever has been ravaging many localities in the
provinces and in the large towns, but no onc can form any conjecture as to the
real extent of the cvil, though this is a matier which the public and the
legislature have a deep interest in knowing,”
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other public disaster); actuaries, worried about the validity of
their life tables on which the solvency of the insurance companies
depended, had begun to work out the theory of vital statistics; in
1832 the Board of Trade had set up a Statistical Department,
introducing an outside expert, G. R. Porter, to supcrintend it; in
1833 the Statistical Section of the British Association had been
established, to be followed promptly by the foundation of Statisti-
cal Socicties in London, Manchester, and Bristol. More and more
the appeal to facts and figures strengthened the hand of the
reformers. John Howard, touring the gaols in 1774, had been the
first to use the statistical method as an instrument to diagnosc the
character and assess the gravity of social discase. John Rickman’s
census of 1831, showing the population and wealth of the manu-
facturing districts, had its influence on the Reform Bill debates.!

In this development, which before the century was out was to
make the central departments vast factorics for the production of
blue-books, Chadwick played a dccisive part. He possessed no
mathematical ability, and the subtletics of statistical analysis were
beyond him, ? but he realised that the first step towards controlling
social evils was to measure them. Finding his advance everywhere
blocked by entrenched interests, he soon perccived the blasting
power of fact. His first work of note, the essay on *“Life Assur-
ances” in the Westminster Review (1828), was an cxposure of the
misleading picture of social conditions presented by the out-of-
date life tables of the insurance companies, and a plea for
Government action to institute a complete registration of births,
marriages, and deaths, the ““first stages of the process of forming a
legitimate theory” being “diligent investigation and the sagacious
comparison of a variety of phenomena.”?

Eight years later the Whig Government introduced a Registra-
tion Bill, intended primarily as a measure for the relief of Non-
conformists from that remnant of Anglican privilege, the Church
registration of births, marriages, and deaths. Chadwick seized
upon the Government’s little measure, which lacked any scientific
attributes, either medical or economic, and gave it a new power

1J. Rickman to E. C,, 5 June 1840.
2 See Sir A. Newsholme, Elements of Vital Statistics (1889), p. 112, for examples
of his statistical blunders.

3 Westminster Review, February 1828, vol. ix, p. 417.
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and a new direction. He obtained the provision that when a
death was registered its cause should also be indicated, so
ensuring that the record should furnish not merely the roll-call of
the dead, but the diagnosis by which the communal cfforts of
preventive medicine might be directed.!

In the debate Lord Ellenborough carried a suggestion that the
measure should be put into cffect by the new Poor Law Unions, on
the grounds, as he later explained to Chadwick, that the Govern-
ment’s first proposal would have distributed throughout the
country “a strong Battalion of Whig Attornics to act as Party
Agents at the Public Expense.”? There was “great wailing about
the lost Battalion,”? and the wailers looked on Chadwick as the
cause of their bereavement. He always belicved that Lord
Melbourne’s bearing towards himsclf became less cordial after this
incident. But Ellenborough’s proposal was, in fact, made without
consulting Chadwick.4 Once it was put forward, Chadwick’s one
concern was to insulate the Poor Law Guardians against the
jobbery and intrigue which the creation of new offices always
bred; and at his suggestion the appointment of the local registrars
was made subject to the approval of the Registrar-General. Nor
did the measure increase his popularity with the Church. The
poor curate, with his £70 or £100 a year, looked cagerly for the
“godsends” of the smallest fees; morcover, the clergyman who
recorded the marriages of the middle classes was frequently
invited to the wedding dinner afterwards, and “to a poor clergy-
man a feast is something.”® But it was their baptismal fees which
were hit most of all. ““The labouring classes have a notion that if
their children dic without being properly named the proper
Angels will not know by what names they may be called to
heaven by. But if the child be named and registered by any public
officer that will do as well; the child is named and that is enough:
they don’t see why they should go and pay the parson when they
can get it done for nothing by going to the Registrar, The
inferior clergy have preached various sorts of doctrine against this
belief, but still their baptismal fees have diminished and they

16 & 7 Will, 1V, ¢. 86.

* Lord Ellenborough to E. C., 27 October 1841. 3 Ibid.

4 The Webbs (English Poor Law History, Part 11, vol. i, p. 118) ccho the Whig
rank and file in asserting that the idea was due to Chadwick.

5E, C. to Lord ? (probably Russell), 8 January 1841,
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preach vigorously against the Government from which it eman-

ates”? It was a curious episode, and as a result of it Chadwick’s

reputation suffercd on two counts, as an cnemy of the Church for
sponsoring the Bill, and an cncmy of the Government for de-
priving them of some five hundred appointments.

The new department was established at a time when a large
proportion of Government offices was directed to the outdoor
relief of the upper classes, and granted by Ministers to those
bearing the family name, or, perhaps, merely the family features.
The first Registrar-General was T H. Lister, who was dis-
tinguished as a three-decker novelist, but had the additional
qualification of being Lord John Russcll’'s brother-in-law. He
was succeeded by a cavalry officer, the brother of Sir Jamces
Graham. “Neither gentleman understood anything of medical
and sanitary statistics and never perhaps wrote a linc of the reports
on them.”? But Chadwick succceded in persuading Lister to
appoint as his assistant a young doctor, William Farr, who, in the
course of an unorthodox and unsystematic medical training, had
picked up a knowledge of vital statistics; and Farr st to work,
contentedly and profitably, to introduce order and method into
the facts, and illuminate with their aid some of the darker problems
of society.

There was no personal friendship between the two, and
Chadwick, who at times was as imperious with figurcs as with men,
inevitably came into conflict with the quict clerk at the Register
Office. Farr ventured to question in the Lancet some tables which
Chadwick had drawn up to show that in thosc prisons where the
diet was richest the amount of sickness was greatest, tables of
which he was very proud, and which tended to demonstrate what
was not as obvious as it might be to the queasy stomachs of the
working classes—that the most cconomical feeding was also the
most humanitarian, This piece of perverscness Chadwick over-
looked. But next he found in the Registrar-General’s returns a
number of deaths from starvation. This implicd that there were
people who preferred to die quictly in the street rather than enter
one of the Poor Law Bastilles. Chadwick therefore published an
attack on Farr’s figures, together with animadversions on his

1E. C. to Lord ? (probably Russell), 8 January 1841.
2 E. C. to Duke of Northumberland, 27 Deccember 1878.
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integrity, in the Official Circular, and showed that only two or three
per cent of the cases registercd as deaths from privation were in
fact deaths from lack of food, and those were cither accidental or
suicidal.t This coolness continued between the two men, so
differently constituted and working by so different ways to the
same end., He paid no attention to Farr’s ““animosities or petty
jealousics,” Chadwick told a friend in 1844, “but I am sorry to
say that it is not the only instance in which on looking into some
covert from whence an insidious attack on my labours has
proceeded I have found some one behind to whom I have rendered
some special service,”*?

The article on Life Assurances, which reveals Chadwick’s carly
interest in statistics, shows also that at twenty-cight he had
alrcady formulated the theory which underlies his public health
work, the broad but sufficient principle that the length and
healthiness of life are determined by the circumstances in which
it is lived. He quotes with approval the conclusion of Villermé,
the French medical statistician, that *“the gradations of wealth, or
the means of providing comforts, may almost be taken as the scale
of mortality,” and urges that an investigation into the conditions
of the working classcs would be an “invaluable acquisition to
science, and would direct the public exertions in removing those
circumstances which shorten life, and in promoting those under
which it is found to attain its greatest duration.”® A few years
later, when he was preparing his report on London and Berkshire
for the Royal Commission on the Poor Law, he observed how
some unhealthy neighbourhoods were notorious as sources of
pauperism, The beadles of Newington, for example, being
ordered one very severe winter to pay particular attention to the
sick outdoor poor, had gone at once without the need of any
inquiry to a certain group of courts—just as a gamekeeper might
go to a well-stocked preserve—and had returned with two
coach-loads of fever victims.?

This was the sced which was to bear so plentiful a crop in later
years, but it did not germinatc until 1838, when Chadwick, now

1E. C. to Dr, Laycock, 13 April 1844. 2 Ibid.

3 Westminster Review, February 1828, vol. ix, pp. 413, 385.

$ Extracts from the Information received by H.M.'s Commissioners, as to the Adminis-
tration and Operation of the Poor Laws, 1833, p. 310.
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Secretary of the Poor Law Commission, was permitted to enter
upon a course of inquiry which his superiors thought of little
importance, save in onc respect—that it kept him quict. Through-
out the intervening years he had sat in Somersct House, at the
centre of the Poor Law web, recciving from day to day the
reports of Guardians and relicving officers and  workhouse
surgeons with their constantly reiterated lesson that discasc filled
the workhouses and insanitary conditions bred discase, ““IFor
some reason, which . . . he never understood, the sanitary idea
became dominant in his mind, and he became impressed with the
conviction that if sanitation were carried out in its completencss,
discase, which was the cause of all death before the appointed
time, would itself dic.”’?

To the relieving officer at the parish pay table and the parish
surgeon on his rounds in the lower districts of London the con-
nection between the fever nests and the mounting poor rates was
obvious enough. Reasoning that there could be no end to the
outlay of money in relicving individual cases of fever until the
cause which produced the malady was removed, the Union
authorities in some places indicted the landlords for nuisance,
defraying the expense of prosecution from the poor rates. In
doing so they came into conflict with the auditors, under orders to
strike out and disallow all charges not expressly authorised by
statute. The disputants took their argument to Chadwick, who
saw at once that it offered an opportunity to introduce into the
practice of the Poor Law Commission some of the principles of
preventive administration which he had tried unsuccessfully to
insert into the Act of 1834.

In 1838 the steady annual strcam of typhus cases swelled
suddenly to flood proportions. Altogether 13,972 cases of fever,
1,281 of them fatal, were reported in London during the year,
9,228 being contributed by certain districts, and in particular
Whitechapel, Bethnal Green, Lambeth, St. George the Martyr,
Stepney, Holborn, and St. George in the East. Chadwick called
the attention of the Commissioners to the preventable nature of a
large proportion of the fever cases, and recommended a special
investigation by three well-known medical observers, Drs.

1 Obituary of Chadwick, Lancef, 12 July 18go (the writer is reporting a
conversation with Chadwick).
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Arnott, Kay, and Southwood Smith, No better choice could have
been made. Dr. Neil Arnott, a friend of Bentham and J. S, Mill, at
whose house Chadwick had made his acquaintance, had written a
celebrated work on physics, and was a recogniscd authority on
the warming and ventilation of houses. Dr. Kay (later Kay-
Shuttleworth) brought to the inquiry the experience of a dispen-
sary physician in the Irish quarter of Manchester, which, as he
says, burned into him the conviction that it was futile to look to
charity and medical skill alonc to deal with social cvils.! With an
appetite for work which rivalled that of Chadwick, he possessed
also something of his sclf-confidence and restless energy; and, ex-
crting the same heroic strength of will and purpose, a few years
later, as Sccretary to the Committee of Council on Education,
he was to drive himself into a break-down grappling with difli-
cultics not unlike those which surrounded Chadwick at Somerset
House. It is well to remember that Chadwick was not the only
permanent official of the time to engage in disputes about his
status, to arousc hostility from powerful sections of public opinion,
and to encounter the charge that he was making a department of
State the instrument of his own views and ambitions, With the
third member of the medical inquiry, Chadwick’s career was to be
morc intimately linked. Southwood Smith, physician to the
London Fever Hospital, was another Benthamite (Bentham had
left him his body for dissection and he had pronounced an oration
over the philosopher’s corpse at the Webb Street School of
Anatomy); and as the author of a standard Treatise on Fever was
shortly to become the chief medical thcorist of the sanitary
reformers. The heart of the gentle doctor, however, was a great
deal sounder than his epidemiological views, and the simplicity
and integrity of his character won over for the cause many who were
repelted by Chadwick’s demoniac reputation. All who met him—
including even the cantankerous Toulmin Smith—acknowledged
his love of his fellow men, which warmed the sympathies more
than Chadwick’s hard dry passion for cfficiency. There was need
for both men in the public health movement, which must touch
the conscience as well as persuade the reason if the Peels and
Grahams were to be brought to act.

In May 1838 the three sct off on an exploratory tour, Arnott

1T, Smith, Life of Kay-Shuttleworth (1923), p. 14.
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and Kay to Wapping, Ratcliff Highway, and Stepney, Southwood
Smith to Whitechapel and Bethnal Green. How far, they in-
quired, were the conditions in which the poor lived duc to the
habits of the poor themsclves, how far were they *“voluntary,” to
use the favourite word of the Poor Law theorists? Very little, the
Union medical officers replicd. True, the poor drank too much;
they neglected vaccination; they were reluctant to enter a hospital
when they were attacked by contagious discase; they did not wash
their persons, their clothes, or their houses often enough; they
crowded noisomely together in dwelling-houses and lodging-
houses. But it was not by these ““personal habits’’ of the poor, as
the investigators termed them, that their lives were most power-
fully moulded. They were surrounded by filth, accumulated in
cesspools and privies and stagnant surface drains; they breathed
the exhalations of undrained marsh land, graveyards, and
slaughter-houses; they had no choice but to live in narrow alleys
and close courts. The investigators concluded that there were
some evils which could not be avoided by any excrcise of prudence
on the part of the poor, and which were independent of their
personal habits, They were removable, however, by the intelligent
arrangements of public authorities: by a system of sewers, a
plentiful water supply, an effective service of scavengers, by
control of building, and regulations against overcrowding and
noxious trades. Powers should, therefore, be given to Poor Law
Guardians to cleanse ditches and pools, to inspect lodging-houses,
to indict nuisances, and to carry out generally the functions
of a public health authority—functions for which, as a locally
elected body, charged with duties relating to the poor, and
commanding the services of paid officers, they were particularly
fitted.

It was not the first time that medical men had investigated the
sanitary condition of the towns—Currie at Liverpool, Ferriar at

© Manchester, Haygarth at Chester, had done valuable pioncer

work in this direction at the end of the eighteenth century—but
it was the first time that a Government department had directed
such an inquiry with a view to action. The reports were forwarded
to the Home Secretary, Lord John Russell, on 14 May 1838,
under cover of an official letter from the Commissioners, recom-
mending as a temporary measure that the Guardians should be
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cmpowcrcd to indjct the partics responsible for nuisances.? Thus,
within four years of its establishment the new Poor Law Com-
mission was cxpanding in a way which threatcned to burst its
statutory limits. The underlying theory of the Act of 1834, that
most pauperism was “voluntary,” the rcsult of moral defects such
as idleness, intemperance, and improvidence, was breaking down
before the logic of the facts; and if the diagnosis was incorrect,
it followed that the course of remedy must be altered, A case
might be made out for invoking pains and penalties to scourge
“yoluntary” paupers out of their fecklessness; but once let it
appear that the main causes of pauperism were not personal but
social, that the pauper was usually the end-product of social
processes over which he had no more control than he had over
the weather, then a punitive treatment of paupers was no more
just and scnsible than a punitive treatment of lunatics, whom an
carlier age had considered in some way responsible for their
condition. Deterrence and alleviation, the remedies of 1834, must
give way to an inquiry into causes, and the claboration of wide
schemes of reform aimed at prevention, Under Chadwick’s
influence a department founded to regulate relief to the poor was
assuming, rcluctantly, functions which reached out to embrace
the duties and interests of all classes. It had already given birth
to a Registration Act, under which for the first time the facts of
national ill-health and premature mortality were being assembled.
It was presently? to offer to vaccinate at the public expense the
children, not of paupers only, but of anyone who cared to bring
them to the Union surgeon. If Chadwick had his way it would
also become a department of education and a department of
public health, unless the Government should segregate these
functions before they swamped the Poor Law Commissioners.
The letter to Russell produced no immediate effect. In their
next report the Commissioners underlined its argument by
publishing a description by Southwood Smith of the fever
epidemic in the metropolitan Unions,® The Hill Coolies that year
received from the Whigs attention and abundant sympathy,
Chadwick observed drily, but nothing was done for the helpless

1 Fourth Annual Report, 1838, pp. 93-151.
2 By the Vaccination Acts, § & 4 Vict., c. 29; 4 & 5 Vict,, ¢, 32.
3 Fifth Annual Report, 1839, pp. 160-71.
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population of the great towns,* Eventually, in August 1839, the
Bishop of London, who coupled the experience of a London parish
pricst to his cpiscopal authority and influence, addressed the
Lords on the text of Southwood Smith’s report, and moved that an
inquiry be made into the sanitary conditions of the labouring
classes. No moncy was voted, no arrangements made to facilitiate
the investigation; a curt note communicated the resolution of the
House to the Poor Law Commissioners.® As Chadwick com-
mented, “the inquiry scems to have been barely tolerated.”®
The investigation thus begun in 1839 was not completed until
1842. Shortage of money, the indifference of Chadwick's superiors,
a change of Government, but most of all the intrinsic complexity
of the subject, all combined to drag out the inquiry. “No money
is allowed the Board for the compensation of professional men of
eminence and only honorary service can be asked,” he warned
Dr. Hodgson, Pecl’s physician, requesting him to superintend an
inquiry in Birmingham.* Yet Parliament was considering a
proposal to scttle an annual allowance of £30,000 on the Quecen’s
Consort! “The grant of £30,000 for the purposes of a general
system of education by which several hundreds of thousands of
children in various ways could derive benefit, was ficrcely
resisted,” Chadwick wrote in disgust. *‘The grant of the same sum
of money for the benefit of this one young man will be granted
with adulations of virtues which he has yct had no opportunity of
displaying.”’s The deficiency of means Chadwick made up by his
own untiring activity. A set of inquiries, based on the conclusions
of the Fever Report of 1838, was dirccted to the Assistant Poor Law
Commissioners and the Union medical officers in all parts of
England, Wales, and Scotland.® The replics to these questions
were supplemented by material collected by Chadwick in personal
interview or correspondence with surveyors, builders, prison
governors, lawyers, police officials, with anyone whose position

1 “Notes on Lord Normanby’s speech,” MS., 1844.

2 “Memoranda of answers to the imputations of blame in respect to alleged
delay to adopt sanitary measures,” MS., 13 July 1844.

3 “Notes on Lord Normanby’s speech,” MS., 1844.

4 E. C. to Dr. Hodgson, 13 November 1839.

5“Memoranda. For consideration in respect to the young Prince Albert’s
}R;gposeg allowance to be as considerable as that to the old Princes Royal,”

.y N,

6 The terms of reference were widened to include Scotland in January 1840,
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brought the facts beneath his constant obscrvation.. In ac}ditioq,
i obedience to his own canons of research by which the investi-
gator was adjurcd not to rest content with the testimony of others,
however well informed and intclligent they might be, Chadwick
himself made a number of excursions to the provinces.!

The inquiry had been in progress cighteen months when a well-
intentioned but impatient Member of Parliament, Robert
Aglionby Slancy, obtained a Sclect Committee on the Health of
Towns.? He “must be doing something in it,” snorted Chadwick,
who resented the trespass.® Chadwick had already squecezed dry
Slancy’s principal witnesscs, and he saw nothing in the recom-
mendations but “off hand and casy generalitics, which could be
reduced to little practice.””* The Report of Slaney’s Committee,
however, though of no great valuc in itsclf, prodded the Govern-
ment into a show of action. Casting about for popular measures
as the Home Sccretary of the weak and failing Whig Ministry,
Lord Normanby suddenly seized upon the sanitary question, ax}d
in 1841 introduced three Bills, “for the improvement of cer‘taln
boroughs,” *for regulating buildings in large towns,” and .‘for
the better drainage of large towns and villages.” Chadwick’s
annoyance at this step, though it was sharp?ncd. by aﬂ'ro'ntt:,d
amour propre, is understandable. His own investigation was still in
progress; the results of the local inquirics WCI‘C.Stlll coming in; and
his general report was as yct a serics of massive fragments. The
Home Secrctary now imposed a ban on the continuance of the
inquiry, and when Chadwick got a friend in the Lords to ask for
the production of the local reports the request was refused point
blank. ‘A manifest determination was evinced to give the labours
in the Poor Law department the go by, on this spbjcct. :Thga
government was determined to have the exclusive merit.”’5
However, Normanby’s ill-constructed  Bills, concocteq, as
Chadwick judged, by Home Office lawyers and palace architects,
fell to picces in Committee. The wreckage was bequeathed to
the Tories, in whose hands it remained for three years more an
impending threat to the progress of true reform. Chadwick, while

1See, for example, the description of his inspection, in the company of
Neil Arnott, Sheriff Alison, and a police sup.crintcndt?nt, of the district of
Glasgow lying between Argyll Street and the river (Sanitary Report, p. 24).

2 p.P, 1840, vol. xi, p. 277- ) .

3 “Notes on Lord I’\Yormanby’s spcech,” MS., 1844,  *Ibid. ° Ihid.
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pursuing his own inquiries, fought simultaneously a running battle
against the principles of these Bills, which embodied technical
recommendations out of step with the best contemporary develop-
ments, and revealed a timid anxiety to avoid any large-scale
administrative experiments,

The downfall of the Whigs in September 1841, when Lord
Mclbourne thankfully surrendered the government and the
deficit to Sir Robert Peel, brought a double benefit to the public
health movement. First, out of a robust belief in the virtucs of
the mecasures he had introduced, Lord Normanby discovered in
opposition a fervent enthusiasm for sanitary reform, together with
an immense indignation at Tory tardiness; and he later proved a
valuable ally to Ashley and Southwood Smith in the Health of
Towns Association. Sccondly, Chadwick was given permission to
finish his report, which he was firmly convinced would never have
appeared if the Meclbourne Government had retained office,
Towards the end of 1841 he was instructed to complete it so that it
might be put into circulation bcfore the next meceting of
Parliament,

Another six months clapsed, however, the 1842 session
approached its close, and still the report had not appcared. The
Commissioners concurred cautiously with Chadwick’s draft, but
urged him to prunec some of the stronger passages. The report
was originally printed with the Commissioners’ names appended
but George Lewis opposed its adoption on the ground that it was
calculated to give offence to Commissioners of Sewers and similar
authorities. Before it could appear Chadwick had to undertake
to bear personally any odium it might arouse. ‘It contains a
great deal of good matter,” George Lewis remarked to George
Grote, with an air of giving the devil his due, ‘“‘and, on the whole, 1
prefer it to anything else he has written. We shall present it
shortly as his report, without making ourselves responsible for it.*

‘The elements of the problem which confronted Chadwick in
1842 are simple to grasp. In the years from 1740 to 1820 the age-

!G. G. Lewis to G. Grote, 13 March 1842 (Letters of Sir George Cornewall
Lewis, ed. Sir G. F. Lewis {1870), p. 119).
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long balance between birth rate and death rate, between human
fecundity and the adversitics and accidents of human environ-
ment, had been upset decisively by a steep fall in the death rate.
Humanitarian activity, advances in empirical medical knowledge,
a more abundant food supply, the rising level of urban wages,
the work of Improvement Commissioners and joint stock com-
panics, all these together had brought down the death rate of
Londoners in 1811 to 26 per thousand—little more than half
the estimated figure for 1750, But after 1820 there was no great
fall in the death rate till the seventics; and the difference between
a crude death rate of 23 per thousand in the middle decades
of the century and one of 18 per thousand at its end is a rough
measure of the toll of slum housing, ineflicient sewerage, and
impure water supplics in the raw industrial towns. Year by year
the great towns continucd to grow, partly by a natural increase,
but even more by the influx of immigrant workers whom the
expanding industrics attracted across the St. George’s Channel
and from the rural arcas of England and Wales, till by 1851 half
the population was urban, To the administrative .c‘lifﬁculties
raised by this unprecedented growth and concentration of the
population very little hard thinking had been derC.th by the
departments of State before the publication of the Samta:y.Repart;
and the engincers who had produced the railway locomotive and
the stcamship had neglected to apply the same technical sl'ull. to
the complex problems of human aggregation. The building
encyclopadias of the time could be scarched in vain for the word
“‘ventilation.” Great modern mansions in Belgravia recked with
exhalations from defective house drains. Perhaps not one home
in a whole street of middle-class residences possessed a bath.!
When Lyon Playfair examined the condition of Buckingham
Palace, he found it so bad that the Government did not dare to
publish his report.2 While the middle and upper classes lived. in
such splendid squalor, the lower classes seemed in danger of being
engulfed and poisoned by their own excretions.

The localising of ““zymotic” or infectious diseases in the nar-
row courts and alleys of the poor had been frequently noted by
those eightcenth-century physicians whose broad sympathies or

1E. C. to F. O. Ward, 7 October 1849. .
* Memoirs and Correspondence of Lyon Playfair, ed. W. Reid (1899), p. 94
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straitened means drove them to practise in the lower quarters of
the towns. This obscrvation—that outbreaks of fever were corre-
lated with insanitary conditions—gave risc to the characteristic
medical theory of the public health reformers, According to this
“pythogenic™ theory, discase was causcd by an “‘unknown some-
thing in the atmosphere” acting upon the gascs from animal and
vegetable decomposition, given off, for cxample, by a midden, a
stagnant sewer, an overcrowded churchyard, a slaughter-house or
a tanner’s yard. Any of these, in combination with the epidemic
influence, might produce, by a kind of spontancous generation,
an outbreak of typhus, or perhaps—since this promiscuity of filth
brought forth an uncertain progeny—of typhoid or cholera.
Certain corollarics followed from the theory. First, the trans-
mission of discase by contagion was a fallacy, and quarantine
therefore an archaic survival from less cnlightened days;
Southwood Smith showed his faith in this conclusion by taking his
granddaughter with him when he walked the fever wards,?
Secondly, impure air and the reck of filth, not the privations of
poverty, formed the predisposing circumstances which favoured

the spread of discase, the chief sufferers being not paupers but

independent labourers, artisans, and small shopkeepers, who were

not destitute of food and clothing, Nor was it usually the weak

and sickly who fell victims, for a large proportion were in the

prime of life, at the height of their productive powers, and with

dependent families, who, on the death of their parents, must be

cast upon the rates. The comfortable belicf was thus discredited

that the unfit and superfluous, the paupers and the weaklings,

were beneficently cut off by nature; and if the political economist

was wrong, so was the philanthropist, who thought that fever was

caused by destitution, and could be combated by grants of
money, fuel, and blankets.

That disease was traccable to specific infections had been
demonstrated clearly enough during the cighteenth century, and
the pythogenic theory could be sustained only by ignoring some
very obstinate facts, to which Chadwick closed his eyes to the end
of his life. -At the time of the *“ Great Stink”’ of 1858, for example,
when the stench of the polluted Thames closed the law courts,
emptied the river stcamers, and assumed the proportions of a

1 C. L. Lewes, Dr. Southwood Smith (189g), p. 77.
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national calamity sccond only to the Indian Mutiny, the sani-
tarians gloomily prophesied pestilence on an enormous scale; the
death rate for the year was, in fact, below the average, and there
was a notable diminution in the amount of fever, diarrhcea, and
dysentery. To counter a discase, however, it is not essential to
know its causal agent, Leprosy, the “sweating sickness,” plague,
typhus, cholera, and typhoid, were all uprooted from England
before their generating bacteria were detected. They retreated
because the environmental conditions which favourcd their
advance were vanishing, for, from the point of view of preventive
action, the soil in which a discase flourishes is no less important
than the sced from which it springs. For a movement which
aimed at clearing up the dark corners of the towns it was the
soundest of doctrine to teach that man could make himself secure
from pestilence only by directing intelligence and determination
to the removal of its localising conditions. Thus, radically wrong
as the pythogenic theory proved to be, it was given plausibility by
its demonstrable effectiveness in practice; and it may well serve as
an instance of those “fruitful errors” which in the history of
thought, as Vaihinger reminds us, have so firequently produced
sound practicc out of falsc theory.?

In the light of this medical doctrine Chadwick turned to the
cxamination of the returns from the local Registrars which by the
end of 1839 were pouring in from 553 districts, giving for the first
time in history a reliable and comprehensive picture of the causes
of national ill-health and mortality. In the first year, 1838, for
which returns were made, he found that the deaths in Englanf:l
and Wales from zymotic diseascs numbered 56,461. It was as if
the whole county of Westmorland or Huntingdon “were entirely
depopulated annually, and were only occupied again by the
growth of a new and feeble population living under the fears of a
similar visitation.”® From typhus alone the yearly slaughter was
double the casualtics suffered by the allied armies at Waterloo.
The “Fever Bill” footed every year by the nation, in the form of
charges for medical attendance, for the support of widows and

1 For a description of this historic stink sce William Budd, Typhoid Fever

(1874), pp. 141-2.
*H. V aihinger, The Philosophy of *“ As If,” (2nd ed. 1935), pp. 45-6.

3 Sanitary Report, p. 3; P.P. 1842, vol. xxvi, p. 1 (House of Lords).
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orphans, for labour lost by sickness, for the shortening of the
average working life by premature mortality, was an immense
and growing burden,

The lesson of Chadwick’s report was that the great mass of this
mortality and sickness was preventable. He demonstrated this by
a simple but conclusive device, which came as near as practicable
to experimental verification in a ficld where laboratory methods
of control and obscrvation were out of the question. He took the
average age at death for various classes of the community,
inhabiting different quarters of the towns, so revealing at a glance
the disparities concealed bencath the gencral averages for the
country.!

Gentry and
District professional |  Tradesmen Labourers
classes
Derby 49 38 21
Bolton 34 23 18
Leeds 44 27 19
Truro 40 33 28
Bethnal Green 45 26 16
Whitechapel 45 27 22
Strand Union 43 33 24
Kensington 44 29 26

The age at death of the individual was thus shown to bear a direct
relation to his rank in socicty. Now the circumstances of the
labouring classes differed in two main respects from those of the
gentry; they enjoyed a smaller income, and they inhabited dirtier
districts, dirtier streets, and dirtier houses. 'Which of thesc two
factors, income or environment, was responsible for the different
expectation of life of the two classes? It was proved—to
Chadwick’s satisfaction—that the labouring classes received on the
average a real income sufficient to keep them well above the level
of starvation ;2 the greater mortality from which they suffered must
therefore be ascribed to the physical conditions amongst which

1 Sanitary Report, pp. 154-61. 2 See below, p. 65.
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they lived, and he illustrated this conclusion by “Sanitary Maps”
of Bethnal Green and Liverpool, which showed the black crosses
of death crowding thickly in the foulest and most overcrowded
districts. It followed that if those physical conditions could be
improved, there would be a corrcsponding improvement in the
statistics of sickness and death.

Fever, then, was not the result of destitution; on the contrary,
destitution usually came on the heels of fever, and “the poor’s
rolls were the pedigrees of gencrations of families thus pauperised.”
Of the 112,000 orphans and 43,000 widows receiving poor relief
in 1840, Chadwick cstimated that 100,000 orphans and 27,000
widows had been reduced to dependence by the death of their
breadwinner from some sort of zymotic discase, arising from
causes which were known and removable.? These pauper orphans
and widows were a legitimate concern of the Poor Law Com-
mission. Chadwick, however, looking beyond the walls of the
workhouse, went on to demonstrate that preventable discase had
cconomic and moral cffects upon society at large far more serious
than the additional burden it cast upon the ratepayers. Economi-
cally it represented a heavy annual drain upon the country’s most
valuable capital, its strongest and most experienced workers.
During the Napoleonic wars Bethnal Green and Spitalfields had
raised a regiment of voluntcers, but in 1840 the recruiting officers
would find it difficult to get together a grenadier company from
the same districts; yet the wealth of the nation was ultimately
dependent upon the bodily strength of the British worker, so
superior to that of the foreigner that English navvies had been
imported to build Continental railways.

But the moral effects were the gravest of all. It was often
alleged that the misery of the poor was chiefly the result of their
own intemperate habits. They had few or no pleasures to wean
them from intemperance, replied Chadwick, and gin offered the
readiest release from the depressing conditions which hemmed
them in.2 ““Sceing the apparent uncertainty of the morrow, the

1 Sanitary Reporl., pp. 190-2.

2 In 1834 he had urged the Sclect Committec on Intemperance (P.P. 1834,
vol. viii, p. 315) to consider “ whether sober habits might not be efficiently pro-
moted indirectly by the formation of cricket grounds, of public walks; horti-

cultural gardens in the neighbourhoods of the smaller provincial towns, and
by the institution of zoological repositories in the neighbourhood of the larger
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inhabitants really take no heed of it, and abandon themselves with
the recklessness and avidity of common soldiers in a war to
whatever gross cnjoyment comes within their reach.”! Cleanli-
ness and decency were impossible for the family which occupicd a
single room in a house unprovided with water or a privy, Over-
crowding led to bastardy and incest, and forced the children on
to the streets as thieves, beggars, and prostitutes. The cvidence
was overwhelming “how strongly circumstances that are govern-
able govern the habits of the population,”2 how filth and over-
crowding acted as “physical barriers to improvement” against
which “moral agencies have but a remote chance of success.”’ s

Besides crime and vice, there were other products of the slums
which the statesman and the employer had good reason to fear,
Zymotic disease, which doomed so many workers to premature
death and thinned the ranks of the higher age-groups, left behind
““a population that is young, incxperienced, ignorant, credulous,
irritable, passionate, and dangerous, having a perpetual tendency
to moral as well as physical deterioration.”* It was raw youths
like this who were so casily deccived by *“ anarchical fallacies” and
flocked in thousands to the Manchester torchlight meetings; and
such ““mere boys™ formed the majority at Trade Union meetings,
from which their more responsible elders, with sounder views on
the relationship between capital and labour, tended to stay away
in disgust. Thus, just as fever sometimes broke from its reserva-
tion in the poorer quarters and crept out to ravage the broad
squares and streets of the West End, so the social diseases of
Trade Unionism and Chartism might be born amidst the neglec-
ted inhabitants of the slums, and emerge to threaten the estab-
lished order. Chadwick drew his respectable hearers to the edge
of the pit, and bade them observe the monsters they were breeding
beneath their feet,

This was the first great service of his Report—to dispel by the
hard light of its revelations the darkness of ignorance which hid
from bourgeois eyes the domestic condition of the workers. The

towns; and by the free admission of persons decently dressed to them on
Sunday, after the morning service . . . an over-strict and Judaical observance
of the Sabbath (being) equally prejudicial to true religion and temperance.”

(Q. 325.)

! Sanitary Report, p. 131, 2 Ibid., p. 44. 31bid., p. 134. * Ibid., p. 2(;3.
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lancs and alleys of the poor, “Little Ireland,” the wynds of
Edinburgh and Glasgow, the rookerics of St. Giles’s, Villiers
Square, and Golden Square, were as remote from the experience
and imagination of the great majority of the middle and upper
classes as some Punjab village or South African kraal, After 1842,
however, there could be no excuse for ignorance, though interest
might still continuc to find arguments for inaction. In the
language of cycwitnesses Chadwick gave descriptions of remov-
able causcs of discase, to be found not only in the industrial cities,
but cven in the small country tfowns and villages, which the
sentimental delighted to paint as the homes of rustic comfort and
rude agricultural health. The most damning evidence came from
the Medical Officers of the Poor Law Unions, almost the only
members of the professional or middle classes whose duties
brought them into close contact with the lower classes in their
houscs. Thus, the Medical Officer of the Liverpool Union re-
ported: “In conscquence of finding that not less than 63 cases
of fever had occurred in one year in Union-court Banastre strect
(containing 12 houses), I visited the court in order to ascertain,
if possible, their origin, and I found the whole court inundated
with fluid filth which had oozed through the walls from two
adjoining ash-pits or cesspools, and which had no means of escape
in conscquence of the court being below the level of the street, and
having no drain. The court was owned by two different land-
lords, one of whom had offered to construct a drain provided the
other would join him in the expense; but this offer having been
refused, the court had remained for two or three years in the state
in which I saw it; and I was informed by one of the inhabitants
that the fever was constantly recurring there. The house nearest
the ash-pit had been untenanted for nearly three years in conse-
quence of the filthy matter oozing up through the floor, and the
occupiers of the adjoining houses were unable to take their meals
without previously closing the doors and windows. Another court
in North-street, consisting of only four small houses I found in a
somewhat similar condition, the air being contaminated by the
emanations from two filthy ruinous privies, a large open ash-pit,
and a stratum of semi-fluid abomination covering the whole
surface of the court.”!
Y Sanitary Repori, p. 31.
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Tt was true, as Ashley observed, that “one whiff of Cowyard,
Blue Anchor, or Baker’s Court, outweighs ten pages of letter-
press”;! but all that print could do to shock and shamc was done
by Chadwick in the most powerful assault upon the sensibility of
the ruling classes that had ever been attempted. All pointed to
the same general conclusions: that the health and comfort of
civilised man, urban man, depended upon arrangements for
‘bringing his water supply into the towns and taking his wastes
out, and for ensuring to cach individual his duc share of light and
air; that in ninctcenth-century Britain thosc arrangements werce
grossly inadequate; and that their inadequacy must be ascribed
not so much to lack of knowledge as to a failure to apply such
knowledge as was readily available. It was not the intractability
of brutc physical facts which formed the main obstacle to the
cleansing of the towns, but the plain human stupiditics of in-
difference, sclf-satisfaction, lethargy, and stubborn habit; it was
not that the problem was too difficult, but that the mental cffort
directed towards its solution was too puny.

In drainage, water supply, ventilation, in all the cssentials of
urban life, the existing practice was far below the existing science,
Methods of drainage exhibited the crudest cmpiricism, an
ignorance of elementary hydraulics, and a conservatism which
was blind to the benefits of the simplest improvements. Street
sewers were immense brick caverns, flat-bottomed and flat-sided,
washed only by a fecble trickle of water. Built on the hypothesis
that they would accumulate deposit, they were made of brick so
that they might be the more readily opened; and at intervals of
five or ten years the streets would be excavated and men would
scoop up the deposit in pails, raise it by windlass to the road
surface, and leave it there in noisome heaps to be collected by the
scavenger’s carts, House drains were also made of brick, and in
construction were no better than extended cesspools, fitted rather
to retain deposit than to carry it away; and it was usual to lay
down for a single house a drain with capacity sufficient to remove
the refuse of a thousand. Rarely in the design of sewers and house
drains was there any recognition of the clementary principle of
hydraulics which forms the basis for the modern system of water-
carriage, that by concentrating the flow of water in a smooth

1 E. Hodder, Life and Work of the Seventh Earl of Shaftesbury (1886}, vol. i, p. 361,
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circular channel its scouring power may be incrcased. Onlyina
few middle-class houses had the water-closet replaced the cesspool
or the privy midden; and in London its introduction was obstruc-
ted by the Commissions of Sewers, who imposed an illegal fee on
any houscholder who sought permission to drain his house into the

ublic sewer. Morcover, therc were profits to be made out of
filth which would be threatened if it were removed by the expe-
ditious water-closct, Vast dumps of ashes, night-soil, rotting
vegetables, straw, dung, refuse of all kinds, in thousands of tons
occupying hundreds of cubic yards, the sweepings of the streets,
the offal of the slaughter-houses, and the contents of the public
privics, were built up in the midst of densely populated districts
as the stock-in-trade of dealers who retailed it to farmers by the
cart- and the barge-load.! In London, however, no refuse, except
coal ashes, cinders, and dust, which were used in the making of
bricks, paid half the expensc of cartage, and transport costs
limited the use and deposit of the refuse within a radius of three
miles beyond the line of the district post. The charge for emptying
cesspools averaged £1, and in metropolitan parishes remote from
the agricultural arcas this expense, to people who were usually
in debt at the end of each week, acted as a complete barrier to
cleanliness. Thus, as the great towns expanded and their centres
grew ever more distant from the country districts, as the numbers
of their inhabitants increased and the volume of their wastes
increased in proportion, the burden became too heavy for the
small scavenging contractors, and the traditional methods of
sewage disposal were breaking down. The result was the steady
secretion of filth in basements and backyards.

In strect paving and the arrangements for surface cleansing,
Chadwick found the same waste and the same want of science. A
road-sweeping machine had been invented (by Whitworth), but
the parish authoritics clung to the old methods of hand-labour
which provided employment for their paupers, When paving
was laid down, the primary object was, not to facilitate cleanliness,

1 The famous dunghill of Market Street, Greenock, described in the Sanilary
Report, pp. 46-7, which the Webbs considered “the climax of horrors™
(Statutory Authorities, p. 339), was rivalled in many other towns; cf. the “Ash

Yard” of Gaywood, Norfolk, which was estimated to contain some 2,025 tons
of refuse. (W. Lee, Report to the General Board of Health on Gaywood, April 1850,

PP 9-10).
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but to expedite the flow of cart and carriage traffic, and it was
therefore usually confined to the main strects. Of 687 streets
inspected in Manchester, 248 were unpaved, 112 ill ventilated, and
g52 contained stagnant pools and heaps of refuse and ordure.
Yet the street cleansing of Manchester cost £5,000 a year; for
which sum the first-class strects and the large thoroughfares were
cleansed once a week, the sccond-class once a fortnight, and the
third-class once a month—leaving untouched the courts and alleys
where the poor lived, and where cleansing was required daily.
Against any cxtension of the street cleansing services was raised
the cry of immediate expense, In London an annual bill of
£40,000 was incurred; but, as Chadwick pointed out, two-thirds
of this was accounted for by the cost of cartage, which would
become unnccessary if the sewers were properly adapted to carry
away refuse. So far were local authorities from realising that the
sewers offered the most rapid and cconomical means for the
removal of refuse and mud. from the road surface that in some
towns the use of the sewers for this purposc was expressly for-
bidden under penalties in the local Improvement Act.

But the gravest deficiency of all, since it was the key to most
sanitary improvements, was the shortage of water, not only for
house cleaning and scwerage, but even for drinking, washing, and
cooking. The water companies had got into the habit of inter-
mittent supply at a time when their mains were made of hollowed
elm-trunks, not strong cnough to withstand the pressurc of a
constant supply. Though cast-iron mains werc now in use, they
still clung to their old practices, and, fearing the cxpense of new
plant, were prepared to argue that a constant supply was techni-
cally impossible. In London the companics supplied their
tenants on three days of cach wecek for two or three hours at a
time. With a show of generosity they had erected public fountains
and stand-pipes in the streets and courts, where the poor might help
themselves without charge, and around these, when the water was
running, the inhabitants gathered to catch their supply in pails,
fish-kettles, casks, cans, and even soup-plates. Yet, as Chadwick
showed, every house could have a constant supply for twopence a
week, so that the time of even the lowest paid labourer was
wastefully employed in fetching and carrying water.! An efficient

1 Bven in middle-class districts the register of the cistern was watched with
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sand-filter had been introduced by James Simpson, the engineer
to the Chelsca Water Works, in 1829, but more than half the
metropolitan supply still passed untreated from the river to the
consumer. It was hardly surprising that during the cholera
epidemic of 18312, the poor in some districts were convinced that
the water had been poisoned to destroy them by a Malthusian-
minded Government. In general, throughout the country, the
well, the ditch, the river which served also as the main sewer of
the town, were the sources from which urban populations drew
their water; and few towns had yet had the enterprise to look
further aficld for more abundant and purer supplics, which the
technical advances of the age had made it possible to pipe and
pump to them from upland gathering-grounds,

Finally, Chadwick demonstrated how the immense cxpansion
of the population had offered bounties to the shrewdness of the
speculative builder and the “ignorance, cupidity, or negligence of
landlords.” The census returns gave the impression that the
number of houses had kept pace with the size of the population,
but in actual fact every occupation under the same roof had been
counted as a separate dwelling; and conditions in the growing
towns were illustrated by Blackfriars parish, Glasgow, where in
the years between 1831 and 1841 the population had increased by
40 per cent while the number of houses had remained the same.?
‘The labouring classes, obliged to dwell within convenient distance
of their places of work, must take whatever accommodation they
could get. In the old districts of the towns they crowded, from
cellar to garret, the decayed and superannuated mansions
abandoned by the rich. In the new suburbs no scrap of land
seemed too narrow, too damp, or too close to a public midden, to
be frec from the activities of the jerry-builder. Cellar dwellings,
lacking drains or conveniences of any kind; back-to-back houses,

an anxious cye, and the household amenities expanded or narrowed from day
to day with the fluctuations in supply. Cf. a letter to the Times, 14 July 1851:
“Monday—water six inches. Cook and housemaid on short allowance.
Master’s bath relinquished. Tuesday—water one inch. Boiled vegetables and
teas strictly forbidden. Wednesday—cistern dry; water nowhere. Thursday
—the water on. Hurrah! Listen to that rushing sound. We shall drink—
we shall wash—we shall bathe! Ah, in five minutes the stream ceases, and
all our hopes are blighted.”

1 Sanitary Report, p. 7. 2 Tbid., p. 121.
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without the sweetening draught of through ventilation; closed
courts, with a stand-pipe at onc cnd and a privy at the other—
every obnoxious ingenuity in the cconomy of land and materials
that the self-interest of landlords could devise, and the necessity
of tenants could be obliged to accept, was to be found in London
and the great provincial towns, No attempt had been made by
the Government, apart from Lord Normanby’s ill-considered
Bills, to dcal with these evils. Openings for light and air were
actually penalised by the iniquitous Window Dutics.! The chicf
concern of the legislature, as revealed in the Metropolitan Building
Act, had been to prevent the spread of fires by requiring the con-
struction of party walls of a minimum thickness; and no legal
obstacle existed to bar the speculative builder from running up
houses with walls one brick thick on undrained sites outside the
jurisdiction of that Act. Viewing the chaos of London, sprawling
outwards without plan and without control, Chadwick sighed for
the “great design” of Sir Christopher Wren, the rcjection of
which, he believed, had cost cach succeeding generation a death-
rate too high by onc-third. Christopher Wren and Edwin
Chadwick between them would have made a good job of London,

As he thus surveyed the technical deficiencies in the planning
and construction of essential public services, and the universal
neglect of the lessons of science in solving the problems of the
towns, it became obvious to Chadwick that he must become his
own engincer. No one had yet taken the principles of hydraulics
out of the text-books and applied them to town drainage, nor had
any one yet thought of bringing together all the practical im-
provements in water supply and housing that the inventive genius
of the period was now making readily available. Chadwick
boldly annexed to himself this vast, little-explored region. There
were, indeed, at the beginning few to contest his title. The
Institute of Civil Engineers had been founded as long ago as
1818, but its members were still struggling to establish recognised
standards of professional competence. Before the eyes of the
ablest of the profession, the railway projectors dangled the richest

1By 4 & 5 Will, IV, c. 54, occupiers, if they were duly assessed to Window
Tax in 1835, were permitted to open as many windows as they pleased. This
step was rendered nugatory by the lawyers, who proved that nobody had been
duly assessed to Window Tax in 1835!
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prizes that their talents could command. The engineers of the
water companics were wedded to the restrictive policies of their
cmployers. In rural districts the highway surveyors were often no
more than ““ditch casters” or common labourers, while in the
towns they were frequently unsuccessful builders or tradesmen,
few of whom were capable even of drawing. The surveyors of the
metropolitan Commissions of Sewers were little better; the extent
of their acquirements was suggested when one CGommission
advertised for a surveyor able to use a spirit level.! Those
«“wretched empirics the modern engineers!”? It was Chadwick’s
continual Jament that there were “marvellously few” trustworthy
men amongst them; “a more ignorant, or a more jobbing set of
men, less to be trusted, as the difference of their estimates and
their expenditure will shew, than the common run of men who
dub themselves with the title of engincer and pretend to science 1
have rarcly met with.””3 Nor were the architects any better, he
told the students when he distributed the prizes at the Putney
College for Civil Engincers; the proofs of their incompetence were
displayed in “spectacle after spectacle of the ruins of fallen
bridges, factories, and large buildings, in horrible deaths, and
shocking mutilations occurring again and again from the like
preventable causes.”*  Altogether, “in no profession, perhaps, is
there so large a proportion of bold, rapacious quackery as in the
professions of civil engineering and architecture.”

Here and there, however, he found a shining exception, a man
of practical common sense and an inventive turn of mind, who
had experimented with ideas of his own. Such a man, for ex-
ample, was the surveyor to the Holborn Sewers Commission, John
Roe, “perhaps the only officer having the experience and quali-
fications of a civil engineer,”® who since his appointment in 1820
had succeeded in introducing a number of improvements in the
face of the conservatism and obtuseness of his employers. Roe had
devised a system of flushing which halved the cost of cleansing the
sewers; he had reduced the size of drains for short streets and

1 Sanitary Report, p. 332. 2 “Water Supply. Metropolitan,” MS., n.d.

3 E, C. to John Shuttleworth, g October 1844.

4 The Builder, vol. cxxx; p. 362, 2 August 184s.

5 Papers read before the Statistical Society of Manchester on . . . Labourers engaged in
the Construction and Working of Railways, 1846, p. 23.

& Sanitary Reporl, p. 55.
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courts from 4 ft. 6 in. x 2 ft. 6 in. to 15 in. in diameter; and,
finding that the practicc of joining scwers at angles (frequently
even right angles) caused cddies and the deposit of sediment, and
obstructed the current of water, he had persuaded the Com-
missioners to require that curves should be formed in the scwers
with a radius of not less than twenty feet, Chadwick was dclighted,
and set Roe to work on a serics of experiments to ascertain the
most economical size of pipc for drains and sewers and the best
materials for their construction, The “arterial-venous system” of
town drainage, which he claborated in the next two ycars, owed
much to these suggestive experiments by John Roe. Despite the
scepticism of engineers and Scwers Commissioners, Chadwick
could not scc why—if drains and sewers were formed of glazed
earthenware instead of rough spongy brick, and a regular flow of
water were concentrated in these smooth circular tubes—scwers
of deposit should not cease to exist, and excreta be conveyed away
from the household by the prompt and cleanly water-closet,

The two main objections to the use of the water-closct, apart
from the cost of its installation, were that it must result in the
pollution of the rivers, and that, at the same time and by the same
process, it would permit valuable manure to run to waste, The
key to the understanding of Chadwick’s engineering schemes
which he sketched for the first time in the Sanitary Report, is hi;
effort to show that neither of these results was incvitable. As he
saw it, town and country stood in a reciprocal relation, Only too
often the country, suffering from an excess of moisture and a
shortage of manure, presented a gloomy picture of poor water-
logged land, thin crops, a population few in numbers and afflicted
by }‘heumatism, ague, and other illnesses produced by a damp
environment, The companion picture could be seen in the neigh-
bouring town, its inhabitants ravaged by the zymotic diseases
caused by accumulated filth and a deficient water supply, its
houses and streets foul with the matter nceded by the starved
land outside.r The solution was the “arterial-venous system”
with the public sewers as the arteries pumping out the rich towr;
guano, and the water pipes as the veins returning the excess
moisture of the countryside to the place where it was most needed.
A great annual revenue could be won by the simple expedient of

1 Sanitary Report, p. 97.
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removing the sources of ill-health from London’s back-streets. If
this income were vested in the public authoritics, to whom,
indced, by law and custom it properly belonged, it would go far
towards footing the bill for the other public services which were
now so much neglected. The whole scheme was fascinating in its
simplicity and cconomy.

If he must turn engineer to rescuc the towns from filth, Chadwick
found also that hic must be cqually inventive in his administrative
proposals. No authoritics existed whose functions had for their
conscious object the maintenance and improvement of the public
health, The Privy Council had been charged, under an Act of
George I, to keep watch against the dangers of forcign pestilence,
and an annual sum of £2,000 was voted for the National Vaccina-
tion Board. Beyond this the central Government acknowledged no
responsibility for the health of the subject. Every man had a
Common Law right to “air for his health, light for his profit,
prospect for his pleasure,” and the legal remedies of indictment
might be invoked to suppress any nuisance which endangered the
health or personal safety or conveniences of the citizen. *“ Annoy-
ance jurics,” appointed by the Courts Lect, still perambulated
somec towns in scarch of public nuisances, an inquest of reluctant
and ignorant tradesmen which retained its value only in the
antiquarian affections of a Toulmin Smith. The public continued
to suffer because no funds existed to defray the cost of prosecution
by indictment, while large capital defended the most offensive
nuisances.

Apart from the ancient and incffectual remedies provided by
the Common Law, the state of the public health was the unlooked
for by-product of the activitics of bodies with quite other aims in
view; of Town Councils, for example, not yct quickened by a civic
conscience and concerned mainly with the preservation of the
archaic dignitics and privileges of their members; of Com-
missions of Sewers, whose traditional function was defence against
floods and surface waters, and whose works were ill-designed for
the additional burden thrown upon them by the introduction of
the water-closct; of paving trusts, more concerned to ensure a
smooth flow of traffic than the cleanliness of the streets, Most of
the carly Local Acts, though providing for paving, lighting,
cleansing, and watching, contained no powers for the drainage of
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streets or houscs, being. framed not for sanitary purposes but for
the defence of life and property and the improvement of com-
munications. More rccent Acts, containing drainage provisions,
did not extend to courts which were not thoroughfarcs, these being
looked upon as private property and so not cntitled to benefit.
Though Local Acts contained a multitude of clauscs dirccted
against nuisances and obstructions, these were often of little effcct,
since the most influcntial members of the Corporation or the
Improvement Commission might well be the company dircctors
whose gasworks contaminated the strcams or whose chimney
smoke darkened the atmosphere.

In the new suburbs of the growing towns, lying outside the
jurisdiction of the Town Council or the Improvement Com-
missioners, frequently the only powers for drainage were afforded
by the Highway Act.! These powers were permissive; they were
clearly intended only to provide means for carrying off surface
water which might obstruct the highway; and their enforcecment
depended upon the energy and public spirit of a body of unwilling

householders, annually elected to form a Highway Board, and -

commanding the services of a single paid surveyor, Yet in many
large towns the drains so formed were often the only available
channels for conveying refuse from the houschold.

In the metropolis the natural drainage arca was capriciously
subdivided between the ancient Commissions of Sewers, each of
which sat within its frontiers, jealously guarding its jurisdiction
against the encroachments of the rest, and stubbornly resisting all
attempts to saddle it with the sanitary burdens of a new age.
When the Holborn and Finsbury Commission enlarged its sewers,
the sewers of the City, which lay on a lower level and with which
they communicated, proved insufficient to carry away their
contents, with the result that houses on the river bank were
inundated by sewer water after each fall of rain. Blind to the
absurdity of draining a natural area by unconnected and partial
schemes, the City Surveyor complained in an aggrieved tone that
the waters of the *county” ran into the City jurisdiction, obliging
the Common Council to widen its own sewers. The drainage of
houses was not a function that the Commissions regarded as
falling within the scope of their normal service. Any onc who

15 & 6 Will, IV, c. 50.
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applicd to have a drain laid down from his house to the sewer was
charged a guinea; this fee, which was quitc illegal, was defended by
one surveyor on the ground that *“if they were not to resort to that
measure, the sewers would be destroyed. Every one would make
a hole in the sewer.” When the medical observers of the Poor
Law Commission were conducting their investigation in 1838, the
clerk to the Tower Hamlets Division told Dr. Arnott that he had
heard few reports of fever in his district—yet Baker’s Arms Alley, a
notorious fever nest, was distant only the length of a short street
from his oflice.®

While drainage, which offered no prospect of profit, was thus
left as an incflicient public service in the fumbling hands of local
authoritics, water had become an article of trade, and in all but
three or four towns was distributed by commercial companies.
These- had defects of their own. They directed their supplies
exclusively to those houses which could pay water rates, and took
no account of the important public objects of cleansing streets,
flushing sewers, and fighting fires. Competition, the economists’
recipe for cheap and efficient scrvice, had given no defence to
the inhabitants of the capital. The London water companies,
with whom Chadwick was presently to be at open war, had soon
perceived that it would be more to their profit if instead of cutting
cach other’s throats they got together in a gentleman’s agreement
to cut the throats of their customers. There had been first a period
of wild competition, when two or three sets of pipes were driven
through the wealthier districts, and gangs of rival plpe.layers
fought in the streets. Then followed a reflective interval while the
companies licked their wounds. And finally came a compact
between the nine companies to partition London, and subject
Londoners to a nine-headed monopoly.

One primary public service, water supply, therefore, had been
abandoned to irresponsible and arbitrary private companies, who
confined their activities within the estimated range of easy profit;
two more, drainage and paving, were imperfectly executed by
torpid, amateur authorities, who, in the acid words of Chadwick’s
famous indictment, ““sit still amidst the pollution, with the resigna-
tion of Turkish fatalists, under the supposed destiny of the preva-
lent ignorance, sloth, and filth.”3 In all three services, a new

! Sanitary Report, p. 311. 2 Ibid., p. 313. 8 Ibid., p. 44.
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direction, a new spirit, and a new organisation were urgently
required. It took Chadwick another two years to work out in full
the remedies he proposed to meet the situation, but we may note
briefly here the main points of the preliminary sketch given in the
Sanitary Report. He insisted, in the first place, that all arrangements
for drainage and road construction must for the sake of efficiency
and economy be brought together into a single public service,
These dutics should devolve upon the cxisting machinery of
Commissions of Sewers, extended from the metropolis to all parts
of the country, “revised as to jurisdiction, and amended and
strengthened as to power and responsibility.”? Secondly, the
supply of water should be entrusted to “the most eligible local
administrative body.””® This would generally be the drainage and
cleansing authority, but at any rate it should be a public body—
water supply should be removed from private hands. Chadwick
had been greatly impressed by that most successful of carly essays
in collective regulation and enterprise, the municipal gasworks of
Manchester, established under a Local Act in 1817, and managed
by an elected committce of ratcpayers. Another notable example
of public enterprise was reported to him from Bath, where the
Corporation supplied more than three-quarters of the town,

in competition with four small private companics; their water
rents amounted to £3,233 2s., their expenses to no more than

£449 3s. 3d., leaving a profit of £2,783 18s. gd., which went to the
reduction of the borough rate.® Chadwick had not yet fully

elaborated his theory of public utilitics, but in the Sanitary Report,

with these practical instances from Manchester and Bath before

him, he made his first authoritative pronouncement in support of
public management. He recommended, finally, the appoint-

ment of full-time district medical officers, charged with the duty

of hunting out the physical causes of disease in the houses of the

poor. A “single securely-qualified and well-appointed responsible

officer,” he considered, would be far more effective than the local

Boards of Health recently suggested by the Report of Slaney’s

Select Committee,

Chadwick thus revealed that in local sanitary administration
his ideal was a compact Commission, appointed by the Govern-

! Sanitary Report, p. 339. 2 Ibid., p. 8o.
8 Rev. Whitwell Elvin to E. C,, 11 Januvary 1842. 4 Sanitary Report, p. 356.
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ment, cxecuting or supervising public works through a competent
full-time engincer, and working in co-operation with a qualified
medical officer of health, As he had carlier tried to cnsure that the
relicf of the poor should be in the hands, not of clected Guardians,
but of a paid permancnt official, so he now insisted that the public
health was not a matter to be left to local representative bodies.
Nearly ten years of day-to-day contact with the corruption and
petty intrigue of vestry politicians had taught him a profound and
bitter contempt for the workings of representative government,
From the Poor Law Report down to this latest product of his
inquisitive spirit he had been displaying in countless instances the
incptitude, the stupidity, and the greed of the men who were
thrown up promiscuously by the process of election. Under this
system the public service had come to be regarded principally as
the means of rewarding the clector who ““voted straight”; a tailor
would sell his support for a legal clerkship, or the voice of an
“illiteratc tinman, a leading speaker at parish meetings,” would be
bought for a surveyorship worth f150 a year.! Besides the
corruption it bred, representative government led to a further
mischievous error—the belicf that the public business could best
be conducted by unpaid amateurs, elected to serve their turn as
civic officers, as Highway Surveyors, Paving Trustees, Sewers
Commissioners, or Town Councillors. This implied, first, that
the public business offered no problems which could not be solved
by any gentleman who gave to it a fraction of the attention he
gave to his own affairs; secondly, that any gentleman who served
in such a capacity would look for no reward other than the respect
of his fellow citizens and the approval of his conscience. Both
these assumptions were vigorously denied by Chadwick. Through-
out his carcer he was combating this legacy from a leisurely,
aristocratic tradition, the belief that “unpaid dilettante service is
cheap service,”2and opposing to it the principle of administration
by salaried experts; for these, being paid, could be held account-
able, they possessed special aptitude for the work, and they stood
above local conflicts, viewing the local scene from the impartial
aspect of the wider community.,

1 Sanitary Report, p. 332. ?E. C. to ? (Lord Morpeth), n.d., ¢. May 1848.
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CHAPTER 111

INTERMENTS REPORT, 1843

More copics of the Sanitary Report were sold by the Stationery
Office than of any previous Government publication, to the great
satisfaction of the reformers who believed that ““its good effect
would be (as much almost as by legislation) created by its private
influence on socicty.”” J. S. Mill, to whom Chadwick had sent
the Report in proof, could not find ‘““a single erroncous or
questionable position in it, while there is the strength and large-
ness of practical views which are characteristic of all you do; the
style and arrangement appalled him, however, and he wished
that Chadwick would learn “some of the forms of scientific
exposition of which my fricnd Comte makes such superfluous
use.””? The Home Secretary, Sir James Graham, declined to
present the report to Her Majesty, but his vigilance was circum-
vented by Sir James- Clark, the Queen’s physician, who gave a
copy to Baron Stockmar, ‘“purposcly to get him to read the part
on Windsor”;® (one investigator had described the Royal
Borough as incomparably the worst of all the towns he had
visited). To many the astounding details came with all the force
of a revelation. The medical superintendent of Arkwright’s mill
at Cromford, for example, despite his opportunities for observa-
tion, confessed that he had not previously been aware of the great
mortality of the poor as compared with those in more easy cir-
cumstances.* But others were less impressed, and where they
were not openly incredulous greeted the report with the defensive
reactions of disgust or derision. E. C, Tufnell, one of the Assistant
Poor Law Commissioners, wrote lightly, “your Report reads like
one of Ainsworth’s novels, and will I think furnish some good-hints

1]J. H. Burton to E. C., 29 September 1842.
2J. S. Mill to E. C., April 1842.

3 Sir James Clark to E. C., 21 August 1842.
1T, Poyson to E. C., 2g March 1843.
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for deepening the horrors of his next Jack Sheppard production.’!
In Paris a squeamish editor suppressed a review of the report for
the Sidele because of its dirty subject.? Many others shrugged
their shoulders when it was mentioned to them, Chadwick recalled
later, as much to say, “It is all very fine but you sce the peaple like
dirt and prefer dirt, and you cannot force them to spend money
against their will. 3

By many engincers, however, the practical value of the report
was instantly recognised, At the Putney College Butler Williams
began to usc it at once as a text-book for his classesin civil engineer-
ing; and his students, following up Chadwick’s suggestions,
carricd out cxperimental surveys of Putney and Wandsworth,
and prepared the first contour map of the Gity of London. When
William Lindley was engaged to rcbuild Hamburg after the
disastrous firc of 1842, he proposed to design the city’s sewerage
on Chadwick’s principles of flushing and water carriage. The City
Engineer and City Architect promptly reported against his plan,
basing their objections on passages from the Sanitary Report, which
they were convinced had been written to indict the evil effects of
all sewers upon the health of the population. Not until Chadwick
had sent Lindley written confirmation of his real views would the
Hamburg Senate allow him to proceed with his scheme,?

In political circles some, like Lord Howick, were now learning
with ““astonishment and dismay” of the state of the towns, and
were beginning to ask themselves whether “we have trusted too
much in a case where it does not apply, to the maxim that men
should be left to take care of their own interests,”” whether it would
not have been better if “even at the price of some sacrifice of
productive power and of national wealth, the State had earlier
interfered, and had taken measures which should have opposed
some check to so vast an increase of population, without some
corresponding increase in the machinery for maintaining order
and decency, and diffusing the blessings of education and
religion.” Lord Normanby was already a convert; he had

thought the account in the Fever Report of 1838 exaggerated, till'

1E. C. Tufnell to E. C., 27 April 1842.

2 W, E, Hickson to E. G., 20 January 1843.

3 E, C. to Sir Henry dc la Beche, 25 December 1843.

4 William Lindlcy to E. C., 18 April and 13 June 1843.
& Hansard, vol. lxxiv, p. 647, 3 May 1844.




s ——

[pPeT—

o,

L M e

il o DR T

BT

62 THE PUBLIG HEALTH OAMPAIGN

Southwood Smith conducted him on a tour of Bethnal Green and
Whitechapel.! Ashley also, with the Doctor as guide, had been to
see and smell for himself the houses in Cowyard, Blue Anchor, and
Baker’s Court.2 But the Government, in the person of Sir James
Graham, maintained a wary rescrve. Too many interests must be
disturbed, too many tenacious preconceptions abandoned, too
many innovations in the scope and structure of administration
accepted, for any hasty dccision to be made by a Home Secretary
in 1842, whether he were a Whig or a Tory. The Health of Towns
Commission, described in the next chapter, gave the Government
the breathing space and the strengthened arguments that they
required. Thus, a few individuals, like Ashiey and Normanby,
were already convinced that the State must stretch out its power
to avert the ycarly doom of discase and death in the towns; many
more, like Howick, were uncasily aware that past indifference and
inactivity had produced a problem whose solution could not much
longer be postponed; but by a vast inertia the idcas of most
legislators continued to move in the deep grooves cut by habit and
comfortable thinking. The time for legislation had not yet come.

Ignorance and interest found a colour of theory for their
opposition in the teachings of that complacent school of philo-
sophers who claimed to see in the operations of misery and disease
the workings of beneficent economic laws. “That error of Mr.,
Malthus stands as a wall against measures of sanitary improve-
ment,” cried Chadwick in exasperation.® It met him at the out-
set of his public health campaign as it had met him ten years
carlier when he began his Poor Law investigations, that fatalistic
view that the pressure of population must in the nature of things
lead to a large amount of unavoidable distress, that “undefined
optimism”’ which found ground for inaction in the belief that the
ravages of disease formed a natural or positive check, a “terrible
corrective,” 4 to man’s tendency to multiply beyond the means of
subsistence. Wars and plagues, thought McCulloch, tended to
place an old country in the situation of a colony: they lessened the
number of inhabitants without in most cases lessening the capital
which existed for their maintenance. This assertion Chadwick

1C. L. Lewes, Dr, Southwood Sm.ilh, Pp- 69—70.
21bid., and E. Hodder, op. cit., vol. i, p. 361.
*E, C. to J. H. Burton, 31 July 1844. 4 Sanitary Report, p. 176,
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strenuously denied, in his reports and in discussions at the Political
Economy Club. Such figurcs as he had been able to collect, from
America and Europe as well as Great Britain, showed that dis-
tricts where mortality was greatest had also the highest birth rate,
and that the losses due to pestilence were more than made up by
new births. ““In one of the illdrained and illcleansed and over
crowded courts where there was a heavy mortality I once ob-
served, to one of the women living there: ‘Why the undertaker is
never absent from this place.’ ‘No, nor the midwife cither,” was
the reply and it was then crowded with young and puny
children.” Nor was it true that the “corrective fates” left the
capital of a country unchanged, since they swept away many
workers at the height of their productive powers, diminishing the
proportion of adult workers and increasing the proportion (?f
dependent children and widows, The farmer would soon give h}s
opinion of McCulloch’s “corrective™ if of the colts born on his
farm he could rear only one-half, and if the average working period
of those reared were reduced by discase from ten years to five!?

Let it be granted then, said Chadwick, that the ratios of
Malthus’ hypothesis were as well founded as the theory of gravita-
tion; onc could admit the tendency of all stones to fall to the centre
of the carth, and yect deny that in actual experience any stones
actually did so fall.® The truth was that the belief was quite
fallacious that the cconomic condition of the labouring classes was
depressed. In that Malthusian stronghold, the Political Economy
Club, he was amazed to find the impression that the wages of
cotton workers were continually decreasing under the inexorable
competition of excessive numbers. Another unfounded dcdu(':tion
of the “hypothesists”! Actually, he pointed out, an analysis of
the purchasing power of the wages now paid as compared with

1 MS. notes, n.d. Nearly half a century later Chadwick claimed that he had
told Malthus at the Political Economy Club, just before his death in 1834,
“the fact of the quick reproduction of human life in the high rated districts c:f
death. He was quite astonished that this point had escaped his observation.
(National Health, ed. B. W, Richardson, 1890, p. 313.) _ )

2“Heads of Answer to J. McCulloch’s positions as to pestilence being
corrective of population” (MS, notes of a paper read to the Political Economy
Club in June 1845). Sce also the detailed discussion in Sanifary Report, pp.

182-3, 193-5, 204-5. . '
"“I,{cggssc’)f Answer to J. McCulloch’s positions as to pestilence being

corrective of population.”
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those of an earlicr generation proved cxactly the contrary. In
1792, a Lancashire manufacturer told Chadwick in 1841, his
father paid his spinners 4s. 4d. a week; he himself paid them
8s. 8d. or more—and the price of provisions was as high in 1792,
and of clothing was go or 40 per cent higher.! In Stockport,
Chadwick informed Sir Robert Peel in December 1843, wages had
recently averaged 11, per head for man, woman, and child, twice
the amount paid in the agricultural districts. Such wages for
cotton operatives were “beyond their capacity of frugal applica-
tion.”® Whenever he heard it objected that the working classes
could not afford to pay for improved housing and drainage, he
would point to the amount of their “self-imposcd taxation” as
reflected in the excise returns. On liquor, beer, tobacco, and snuff,
they spent £45 or £50 millions annually, more than the whole
expenditure of the Government on the administration of justice,
the civil service, and the Army and Navy. The town of Bury alone,
with a population of 25,000, spent £54,190 cach year on beer and
spirits, £2 3s. 4d. a head, enough to pay the rent and taxes for
6,770 new cottages at £8 per annum cach.®

Fever was born of distress—so ran the casy generalisation of the
politicians and economists, the corollary being that prosperity was
the onc cure for epidemics. The records of the fever hospitals,
Chadwick replied, showed that the pestilential miasma which
caused disease was governed more by the weather than by the
state of the market. Liverpool and Manchester, the two most
thriving cities in the country, werc also the most unhealthy. It
was true, of course, that the districts where the greatest mortality
occurred were probably the poorest, but not invariably so. It was
the physical circumstances of place which determincd the mor-
tality rate, and in the American citics, New York and Philadelphia
for example, the mortality was greater cven than in Dublin. So
much for the argument that high wages and American democracy
were the best remedies for all social evils!4

1 Sanitary Report, p. 188,

2“Memorandum on present condition of Manufacturing Districts,”
December 1843; Peel Papers, British Museum Add. MSS., vol. 40, 537, . 132~
159.
8 Sanitary Report, p. 227. Also “‘Draft Memoranda on the exposition of the
Budget,” MS. fragment, n.d.

4 E. C. to Lord Francis Egerton, 1 October 1845.
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'The population theory of Malthus was Chadwick’s favourite
cxample of the unverified assumptions on which economists based
their recommendations and statesmen built their policies. He was
on firm ground when he asserted that the risc in average real
incomes, and the concurrent increase in both population and
wealth, showed that the limits of subsistence had not in fact been
reached. He was right to urge against Malthus that in the Britain
of his day the Nemesis of decreasing returns was held at bay by
improvements in agriculture and in the technique of production,
that *“the labourer gocs into the market as a producer, rather than
as a competitor.””? In the face of that loosc complacency which,
from a dread of over-population, saw good in a heavy death rate,
he did right to point out, in terms that economists and indus-
trialists could understand, that every labourer who, over and
above his subsistence, produced a surplus to make it worth
while to employ him, possessed a pecuniary value; thatjust as much
as the destruction of a machine, his death was an economic loss;
and that, simply from an economic point of view, the more there
were of such labourers the better for the community, just as the
community was all the better the more it had of productive
machines in active employment.? Unfortunately, however, while
deriding the smugness which characterised many of Malthus’s
followers, he adopted certain complacent doctrines of his own,
He was led to argue that there was little in the circumstances of the
lower classes that good drains and pure water and improved
housing, combined with intelligent administrative arrangements,
could not cure. Their diet was ample enough; a working woman,
he maintained, to lose children and reproduce them again in such
rapid succession, must be robust and well-nourished, and her
physique could not be reduced and attenuated by starvation.?® .
Their hours of work were not excessive; Chadwick, who drove
himself hard for anything up to sixteen hours a day, probably
never felt the full force of the argument for a ten-hour day; and,
as he told Pecl, while strikes for higher wages were common
enough, he had never heard of one for shorter hours.4 As for their

1%, C. to Archibald Allison, 5 August 1840.
2 Select Commitlee on Railway Labourers, Q. 2208; P.P. 1846 vol, xii, p. 1.

3 E, C. to John Wilson, 5 January 1844.
1%, C. to Sir Robert Peel, 16 May 1846; Pecl Papers, British Museum Add.

MSS., vol. 40,592, {. 6.
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wages, they were actually in many cases excessive, in view of the
recipients’ ignorance and lack of sclf-control; and the cxcess was
too often divided between the publican, the Dissenting minister,
and the Trade Union agitator. It is not surprising then that
between Malthus, who told them they could never be better off,
and Chadwick, who told them that they were better off than they
thought, the working classes could sce little to choose,

The Sanitary Report was presented on g July 1842, and ncarly a
year was to clapsc before Chadwick opened the extended inquiry
under the Health of Towns Commission. The intervening months
were occupied in preparing a Supplementary Report on Inter-
ments in Towns, a subject omitted from the Sanitary Report on
account of its size and special character. A final chapter, and that
the grimmest, remained to be added to his sanitary survey, and
without a break he plunged single-handed into what was to prove
the most disagrecable and thankless of his investigations.

The overcrowding of the graveyards was only a special aspect
of the central problem of civic police which the enormous growth
of the population had thrust into the unready hands of nineteenth-
century administrators. As the housing accommodation of the
metropolis was insufficient for the number of living Londoners, so
the graveyard space was insufficient for the number of the dead.
The channels of habit had been cut deep by the centuries; and
even when the churchyard was hemmed in by buildings on all
sides, and ten parishioners required burial wherc one had been
buried before, the custom maintained its hold of burying in the
holy ground within the walls of “ God’s Acre.” And now, in the
218 acres of London’s burial grounds, 20,000 adults and ncarly
30,000 youths and children were interred each year—a million
and a half bodies within the last generation. In the cemeteries of
German towns—German cxpericnce afforded Chadwick the
standard by which to judge English conditions—the number of
interments to the acre averaged 110 cach year, In the same arca
the London gravedigger had to find room for probably twice that
number of bodies annually, and perhaps for ten, twenty, or even
thirty times as many. Faced by the physical impossibility of
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burying more corpses than could be accommodated by the ground
at his disposal, he had been driven to gross cxpedients, One body
was scarccly laid in the soil before it was rudely disturbed to admit
another. At the burial ground of the Tottenham Court Road
chapel, seven or cight adults and twenty or thirty children were
crowded into cach grave, the whole corrupting mass being
temporarily covered by a light layer of carth after cach new
interment,  When the close-packed earth could hold no more,
bodies were broken and hewn into picces to fit them into a smaller
space. In one corner of the churchyard of St. Olave and St. John
in Toolcy Street a pit sixteen feet deep and twelve feet square was
dug for the reception of bones thrown up by the sexton’s spade.
Church vaults were never filled up, because the older coffins
mysteriously disappeared, the bones being wheeled away in cart-
loads as farm manurc, while the lead was stripped from the
coffins and sold by the gravedigger.

For the sanitary rcformers, believing that decomposing animal
matter was injurious to health, the Grand Guignol horrors of the
churchyards were deepencd by a further fact—that an epidemic
might well be started by exposing a putrid body. London’s two
hundred graveyards gave off incessantly the cxhalations of decay,
and the morbific matter, whose deadliness was shown if it got into
the slightest cut, might be breathed into the lungs when it was
diffused into the atmosphere. Plague, typhus, or cholera might be
generated in this way amongst the overcrowded town populations,

just as ““dissecting-room fever” had been known to strike down

the students and attendants who handled the cadavers in the
medical schools. It was on this deduction from the crude pytho-
genic theory that Dr. G. A, Walker, “ Walker of the Graveyards,”
based the attack on the dangers of intramural interment which he
launched in 1837. In the Commons the campaign was led by
W. A. Mackinnon, another of those parliamentary francs-tireurs
who from time to time ranged themselves at Chadwick’s side,
banging away enthusiastically at some well-loved target—the soap
duties, quarantine, factory smoke, or the window tax—and more
often than not cmbarrassing him with their half-baked schemes
and uncontrollable tendencies to fly off at a tangent. On 8 March
1842 Mackinnon obtained a Select Committee, the Home
Secretary, Sir James Graham, admitting that some legislative




68 THE PUBLIC HEALTH CAMPAIGN

interference was “absolutely necessary.””* By August he was
ready with the draft of a Bill to implement the findings of his
Committee; and Graham, hesitating to move against the religious
and customary prejudices and the strong scctional interests with
which the subject was hedged, turncd for fuller information to
Chadwick.

Mackinnon had been concerned only to abate the dangers and
indecencies of existing burial practices by ensuring that interment
should take placc at a distance from the boundarics of the town,
the arrangements being controlled by a parochial *committce of
health” under the general supervision of the diocesan or of a
Central Board in London. Chadwick at once opened up the
attack on a wider front. In a demonstration of remarkable power,
he confronted the social conscience of the law-making classcs,
numbed as it was by indifference, ignorance, and the anodyne
of interest, with a picture of the working-class family, caught in a
web of custom and economic circumstance which could be broken
only by the benevolent strength of the central Government. The
grossness and muddle of the desecrated graveyards scem to have
touched something deep in Chadwick. Perhaps in no other report
of his is the criticism of unregulated private enterprise so ficree,
and the revelation, how often a man’s sclf-interest shaped his
opinions, so ruthless. We sce him probing his witnesses with sharp
questioning—the gravediggers, prematurely aged, with their
shrunken figures and cadaverous aspect, solemnly swearing to the
healthiness of their occupation; the robust keeper of a dissccting
theatre who had never suffered ill effects (though, to be sure, his
assistants did the most dangerous and dirty work, and cight of

them had died, some being dissected in the very theatre in which

they were employed);? the employers, shrugging away the carly
deaths of their workmen, with “But they drink—they are a
drunken set”3; the cemetery owners adding to their profits by
“working the carth close”; the secretarics of the burial clubs
revealing the fantastic finances of their societics, the undertakers
urging a ‘“‘respectable funeral,” the clergymen pocketing their
fees and perquisites, “a silk scarf of three yards and a half, a silk
hatband, and black kid gloves.”* We can feel his mounting

1 Hansard, vol Ixi, pp. 281-3, 8 March 1842.

2 Report on Interment in Towns, p. 8. 2 Ibid,, p. 9. 4 Ibid., p. 49.
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impatience with their shifts and equivocations, and share some-
thing of the enthusiasm with which he invokes the power of
Government to tidy up the mess,

His first step was to show that in a startlingly high proportion of
cases in London and the industrial towns, on¢ room was the sole
accommodation for the whole family. “Itis their bedroom, their
kitchen, their wash-house, their sitting-room, their dining-room;
and, when they do not follow any outdoor occupation, it is
frcquently their workroom and their shop. In this one room they
arc born, and live, and slecp, and dic amidst the other inmates.’’!
Out of 1,465 families in the inner ward of St. George’s, Hanover
Square, 929 had a single room and 408 others had only two; of the
same familics 623 had one bed cach, another 638 only two. In
Marylcbone conditions were even worse. Out of 608 families, 159
occupied part of a room, 382 had one room, and 61 had two; only
5 familics had three rooms, and only 1 had four. Thus, in St.
George’s about one family in eleven possessed a third room where
a corpse might belaid out;in Marylebone only one in a hundred.?
In the one-roomed homes of the poor the body must await burial,
while the normal life of the family went on around it, the family
cating, sleeping, working, the children playing, in close proximity
to a corpse perhaps still covered with the visible marks of disease.
It might remain there the best part of a fortnight, since for the
working classes Sunday was the one day free on which they could
bury their dead, and if a death took place in the middle of the
week, the body was frequently kept until the Sunday week, while
subscriptions were being collected. Corpses had been retained,
according to one undertaker, even after the coffins had been
tapped to let out the liquid products of decomposition, till maggots
were seen crawling about the floor and over the trestles on which
the tapped coffin was supported, till, as the body was borne away,
cscaping matter ran down the shoulders of the bearers.? When
the cause of death was an infectious disease, the results could be
predicted. The louse, carrier of typhus, deserted the chilling
body for a warmer host, and a victim of typhus had been known
to be followed very shortly to the grave by five of his children
and two or three visitors. Chadwick summed up the inescapable
conclusion: if four out of every five working-class families had only

Y Report on Interment in Towns, p. 31. 2 Ibid., pp. 31—2.  *Ibid,, p. 38.
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one room, cvery one of 20,000 deaths a year in London must be
accompanied by the drecadful incidents his witnesses had des-
cribed; and, furthermore, in the case of every one of the 4,000
deaths from epidemic disease included in that total, the surviving
relatives must be in acute danger of being struck down by the
same infection,?

Why, he asked, picking up the next link in the sordid chain,
why was burial so long delayed amongst the lower classes? The
answer plumbed the depths of human habit and social custom.
In the great majority of cases the reason was the high cost of dying,
the lack of moncy to defray the expenses of interment. The
greatest dread of the poor man was to be buricd as a pauper, to be
carried in a plain parish coffin bornec by pauper bearers to the
“bone-house,” the last resting-place for suicides and those un-
fortunates whom nobody claimed as friend or relative. To avert
that humiliation, and to secure respectable interment, was perhaps
the most powerful motive which drove him. It was estimated that
a third or a fourth of the £24,000,000 in the savings banks was
earmarked for funeral expenses, and cven paupers were sometimes
found at their deaths to have concealed a hoard to pay for their
own decent burial. Much of the business of the small-debt courts
was concerned with the enforcement of undertakers’ bills; and one
undertaker told Chadwick that if they did not give time for pay-
ment to two-thirds of their customers, the poor would not be able
to bury their dead at all, '

This “pride* of the working classes, rooted in long custom and
in the courage of self-respect struggling in adversity, made them
the casy victims of the burial club and the undertaker. In West-
minster, Marylebone, Finsbury, Tower Hamlets, and the City,
there were about two hundred burial societics, organised usually
by one of the small, grubbing undertakers and the publican of the
tavern where the meetings were held. Membership ranged from
100 to 800 and deposits from £go to £1,000; contributors usually
paid 11d. or 2d., and relatives reccived a bencfit of from £5 to £10.
The undertaker president profited by the funeral orders, while the
publican treasurer had the members’ custom (and that of the
undertakers’ mutes, who were notoriously heavy drinkers), and
in addition the handling of the money, which he usually banked

1 Report on Interment in Towns, p. 43
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with his brewer at four or five per cent interest. As a form of
jnsurance, Chadwick demonstrated, this system was completely
unsound. Actuarics showed that the premiums were far too high,
that one Preston socicty was charging 7s. 10d., for example, for a
risk covered for gs. gd. in the tables of an assurance company.
Morcover, since it was to the interest of the undecrtaker president
to admit bad lives, the societies frequently failed. Another weak-
ness was the rule that all members, whatever their age, paid the
same rate; many clubs in conscquence were broken up by the
younger men, in revolt against the excessive demands made upon
them. There was some evidence, too, that multiple insurances on
the lives of children, by placing “interests in opcration against
moral dutics,” acted as bounties on neglect and infanticide. A
child could be buried for £1 or 41 10s.; the clubs allowed from
£3 to L5 for the purpose, and the child might well be in four or
five socicties. Hence the common phrase in Manchester: “Aye,
aye, that child will not live; it is in the burial club,”?

By this time Chadwick was far beyond the range of previous
explorers of the subject, penctrating an uncharted region that
W. A. Mackinnon and “Walker of the Graveyards” had not
dared to enter—and whither Sir James Graham did not attempt
to follow him. He now turned to make a merciless exposure of the
trade in burial. On the mortality returns of the previous three
years the number of deaths in London averaged 114 a day.
Competing for those 114 bodies, according to the Post Office
Directory, there were 275 undertakers. In addition, however,
there were at least a thousand, perhaps as many as three thousand,
lesser tradesmen—drapers, tailors, publicans, carpenters, cabinet-
makers, upholsterers; auctioneers—who displayed the under-
taker’s insignia in the hope of catching one or two orders a year.
All these obtained their funeral supplies from one of the principals
in the trade, and in the last analysis it was some sixty of the
leading undertakers who performed the real service, the inferior
agents merely interposing their unnecessary offices and stepping
up the charges to allow for their own remuneration, An intense
competition between a great and growing number of entre-
prencurs—so the funeral trade appeared; but, in defiance of the
teaching of the economists, the result was heightened prices. The

1 Report on Interment in Towns, p. 64.
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explanation was simple: there was no real competition, because
there was no real freedom of choice by the consumer. In those
hours of anxiety and grief which immediately followed a death,
the relatives of the deccased could scarcely go round from one
undertaker to another, comparing services and haggling over
prices. When a death occurred, thercfore, the burial club bene-
fits were so much “exposed prey”! for the undertaker. His pro-
cedure was to find out the amount of the insurance moncy,
whether the widow was expecting £10, £15, £20 or more, and
then to arrange the funeral accordingly. Once the funeral was
over, the widow could not dispute the bill without laying herself
open to the charge that she begrudged proper respect for the dead.
The estimates therefore never came under close scrutiny, The
total cost of funerals in England and Wales in one year Chadwick
calculated to be not far short of five million pounds; in London
alone probably ncarly a million pounds was “annually thrown
into the grave.”? The cvidence showed that that figure could be
cut by at least a half,

The Commons Committee of 1842, under the influence of its
chief witness, the Bishop of London, had been strongly in favour
of the continuance of parochial control, and Mackinnon in his
Bill® had provided for the establishment of extramural cemeteries
under the management of a parochial commitice of health.
Chadwick, however, expressed a lively disbelief that reform was
likely from the very agency under which.the present abuses had
developed, and which still maintained them in the face of all
protests, In Government circles it was felt that, if the parish
administration had failed, the solution was to trust to the operation
of natural economic forces, to that pursuit of individual profit
which, as a by-product, brought about the benefit of society.
Already the majority of Dissenters, who could not be admitted
into consecrated ground, together with many Anglicans who werce
appalled by the state of the churchyards, were burying their dead
in cemeteries owned by individual entrepreneurs or joint stock
companies, Unfortunately, Chadwick bluntly revealed, the
arrangements of the capitalists showed as little regard for health
and decency as those of the parish gravediggers. More crowded

1 Report on Interment in Towns, p. 52. 2 Ibid., p. y0.

3 P,P., 1842, vol. ii, p. 603.
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even than the churchyards were the private cemeteries, usually
the property of an undertaker, where, as onc Congregational
minister described, the soil was “saturated and blackened with
human remains and fragments of the dead,” and “the splash of
waler is heard from the graves, as the coffins descend, producing
a shudder in every mourner.”* Nor were the cight joint stock
cemeterics, more recently established under Private Acts, so
superior as their sharcholders claimed. All but onc were on sites
unfitted by the clayey nature of the soil or lack of drainage for
interment purposcs; and to squecze out the maximum profit the
companies were burying in every acre 11,000 bodics in common
graves, The main effect of the Cemetery Acts, in which neither
the promoters nor the Commons Committecs had thought to
insert the improvements suggested by the best foreign experience,
had been merely to transfer the evils from the centre of London
to the periphery.

In the disposal of the dead the planless operations of English
capitalists and parochial authoritics lagged far behind the
achicvements of the benevolent absolutisms of the Continent.
In English political circles, however, the administrative devices
of the foreigner, if referred to at all, were usually mentioned not
as examples to be emulated but as awful warnings to be avoided.
It was a prejudice not shared by Chadwick, who based his
recommendations for reform on a close study of Continental
models, and in particular the municipal cemeteries of Frankfort
and Munich and the Parisian Service des Pompes Funébres. With a
severe logic, conceding nothing to the vested interests in burial,
he sketched a radical and comprehensive scheme, which met in
turn with a well-designed remedy cvery abusc that he had
uncovered. All interments in towns, without exception, must be
prohibited. The joint stock cemeteries and the private grounds
must be bought out. The churchyards must be closed, their sites
being kept as open spaces for the public use. In their place
national cemeterics should be established, on ground selected
according to scientific principles, with suitable decorations and
vegetation chosen on the best artistic advice; and these publicly
owned cemeteries should be managed by officers possessing
appropriate qualifications. The danger and indecency arising

Y Report on Interment in Towns, p. 135
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from the prolonged retention of the corpse in the onc-roomed
homes of the poor should be averted by providing “reception
houses” (sc. mortuarics), such as thosc at Frankfort and Munich,
to which the body was removed by the municipal authoritics on
the notification of death, and where it was kept under medical
inspection for three days before burial. 'The officers in charge of
the public cemeteries should be empowered to enter into contracts
for the supply of funeral services and materials, the aim being the
eventual extinction of the private unregulated undertaker. By
such large-scale contracts the funcral expenses of the upper and
middle classes might be cut by at least two-thirds, while artisans
could be buried at half the present cost; the total saving in
London alone would be about £350,000 a year. Apart from the
cemetery owners who were to be dispossessed, the interests of
three groups were aflected by the scheme—the clergy, the Dis-
senters, and the undertakers. The clergy should be compensated
for the loss of their burial fees; the Dissenting congregations who
lost their graveyards should receive an cquivalent space in the
public cemetery. But Chadwick could sce no reason to hold out
promises to the hundreds of inferior tradesmen who gave them-
selves the title of undertaker.

It is the most couragcous, the most clear-cut, the most coherent
of all his schemes; but it bears on its face the prophecy of the
failure which dogged it for the eight unhappy years of its history.
Chadwick had forgotten nothing. He belicved that he had
answered by anticipation all objections, conciliating those bodies
which had legitimate intercsts, exposing and rebutting those
whose claims could not be justified. He was soon to find that to
answer an argument was not to silence an opponent. He had
shown that abroad the various parts of his plan were at that very
moment working cffectively and to the satisfaction of the people,
The problem remained of convincing English statesmen that idcas
which thrived under German despotism or French centralisation
could bear transplanting to the freer soil of England. He con-
cluded his report with the appeal that the Government “should
only set hands to this great work, when invested with full powers
to effect it completely: for at present there appears to be no
alternative between doing it well or ill.””* A Tory Home Secretary

Y Report on Interments in Towns, p. 201,
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of the cighteen-fortics, called upon to interfere with large masses
of capital, to arbitrate between the Church and the Dissenters, to
lay on Government a delicate and unaccustomed burden, might
well hesitate and consider that between the two absolutes of “all
or nothing,” “well or ill,” that Chadwick presented there
stretched an infinite possible series of piccemeal improvements.

There remains to be discussed what Chadwick regarded as
the pivot of the whole scheme, a proposal, however, which had
an independent life of its own, and so may be considered apart
from the intcrments problem with which it was at first in-
scparably linked by Chadwick. This was his suggestion that
local authoritics should appoint medical officers of health, to
perform certain necessary duties connected with the public burial
scrvice, and in addition to carry out other measures of medical
police. Here was once of the most scrious gaps in the defences of
the public health. TFor the cure of discase by tending and dosing
the sick Liverpool, for example, had 50 physicians and 250
surgeons, apothecaries, and druggists; for its prevention, by
investigating and removing its causes, the city employed not one
medical officer. Nor did the City of London—though it spent
£72,000 a year on hospitals and medical charities.

There were, it was true, the 2,327 medical officers in the Poor
Law service.! But these were cramped and starved in their
activitics by the parsimony of Somerset House; they were sub-
jected to unwholesome influences from property owners amongst
the Guardians; and their miscrable pay did not free them from
the necessity of attending private patients, so that, as Chadwick
testificd, many of them “hold offlice merely to keep out rivals or
interlopers from their field of private practice; they serve very
unwillingly and are in perpctual hostility with the Boards of
Guardians.”?

1 Chadwick’s figure in a letter to Normanby, 3 February 1841. In a memor-
andum for Sir James Graham, G. C. Lewis put the figure for 1844 at 2,825;
these were paid £130,198 in salaries and £21,244 in midwifery and surgical
fees, a total of £151,442. (10 January 1846; Peel Papers, British Museum Add.
MSS., vol. 40,582, f. 202).

2 < Coltege of Physicians reply to. Controversy with the College of Physicians
agd i)tsjcalousy of the first General Board of Health,” MS., n.d. (¢. Oct.-Dec,
1848).
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In the England of the eighteen-forties, indeed, the medical
profession as a whole had great need to put its house in order, Of
1,830 medical men who presented themselves to fill offices under
the Poor Law Commission in 1834, 327 had not been examined
in surgery, 323 had not been examined in medicine; and 233 had
not been examined by any medical body at all.! ‘The twin
oligarchies of the Physicians and the Surgcons were less concerned
to advance medical science and raise professional standards, than
to assert the supcriority of their members in the face of com-
petition from “Scotch doctors,” the lowly Apothcecaries, and the
“gencral practitioners” who were now being turncd out in
increasing numbers by the Hospital Schools. The profession was
expanding rapidly, and in the absence of a public criterion of
competency and a recogniscd course of training it abounded with
opportunitics for quackery, abuscs of practice, and the toleration
of the unqualificd and the ineflicient. It is little to be wondered
at that in the social controversies of the time the spokesmen of
medicine sometimes cut a very poor figure; that one Sclect Com-
mittee should severely comment on “the ignorance of some who
set up for surgical practitioners”;® and that a Minister should be
able to find, when he wanted them, 43 doctors out of 48 in favour
of a measure to enable children over twelve years of age to work
a full day in the factories—so reversing the findings of a Royal
Commission two years carlicr, before which only one doctor out
of 31 supported the same proposal.> Nevertheless, as Ashley bore
witness, in the factory agitation he received more help from the
medical men than from the clergy, who only too often were
“cowed by capital and power.”* And from the first, when
Chadwick sent Arnott, Kay, and Southwood Smith on their tour
of investigation in 1838, the doctors were the strongest supporters
of the sanitary movement, from the Queen’s physician, Sir James
Clark, and the University professor, W. A. Guy, down to the
dispensary and hospital physicians, Joseph Toynbec, Thomas
Laycock, William Duncan, and the unnamed rank and file of the

1 Speech by Sir Benjamin Hawes on Second Reading of Medical Reform
Bill; Hansard, vol. Wii, pp. 329-33, 17 March 1841, .

% Select Commiliee on the Factory Act, P.P., 1841, vol. ix, p. 8.

3 Hansard, vol. xxiii, pp. 739, ‘746, 9 May 1836.

A E. Hodder. Life and Work of the Seventh Earl of Shaftesbury, vol. ii, p. 20g;
vol. i, p. 346.
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Union surgcons and general practitioners, “Ofall the professions,
the members of the medical profession are the shortest lived and
the poorest,” said Southwood Smith, speaking at a public meeting
to raisc a subscription for the family of Dr. J. R, Lynch, a brilliant
young surgcon whose life had been cut short by a fever con-
tracted in the slums.! Visiting paticnts in their one-roomed
homes, and cncountering someof thesame hazards and discomforts,
they saw the obverse of that splendid picture of power and wealth
which dazzled the eyes of the majority of the ruling classes.?
While welcoming these allics, Chadwick was watchful of their
pretensions. Medicine had its part to play in the defence of the
public health, but it was not the pre-eminent role that most
doctors would claim for it. The doctor’s efforts must be strictly
subordinated to those of the engineer and the administrator; and
in proportion as the sanitarians were successful in eliminating the
causes of discase from the environment, they would render less
necessary the traditional ministrations of the medical man, In
1843 the public medical service was represented only by the
Union surgecons, whose cheapness and servility were despised and
resented by their fellow practitioners, Yet the publicly employed
medical officers, if their status and qualifications were improved
and the scope of their dutics widened, could perform more
valuable services to society than the private dealers in physic,
concerned as these were with the effects of disease, not its causes.
Alrcady in the Sanitary Report Chadwick had urged the appoint-
ment of a full-time district medical officer with superior qualifica-
tions. If burial were to become a public service, such an
appointment would be essential. It would be the duty of the
officer of health to inspect the corpse and note the cause of death,
to give instructions where necessary for its removal to the

Y Health of Towns: Report of the Speeches of Edwin Chadwick, Fsq., Dr. South-
wood Smith, Richard Taylor, Esq., James Anderton, Esq., and others (pamphlet),
1847, p. 10.

2 “QOfien the family doctor mingles in the crowd of mill-people as they leave
al night and grects them again in the early morning as they congregate to their
toils without his having, meanwhile, pressed his pillow, By the way it is a
curious sight—the swarming streets at a quarter past five of a cold stormy
winter morning. Who but this poor drudge sees it? Most educated people who
live on the spot don’t know that the labourers, men, women, and children, rise
at five, be the weather fine or foul at the sound of the bell to their work. . .."”
(Dr. John Roberton to Mrs. Chadwick, 14 February 1845.)
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reception house, and supply the relatives with a tariff of the prices
of burial. ““The ordinary service of such an officer would consist
of the verification of the fact and cause of death, and its due civic
registration.”? This would appcar to be a very oblique entry upon
the duties of a Medical Officer of Health, as the term is now
understood, but there were very strong reasons why Chadwick
should stress this and other functions which in modern socicty are
performed by the general practitioner, the registrar, and the
undertaker. It was a great disappointment to Chadwick to find
that the Registration Act of 1836 was failing to produce all the
Iegal and scientific benefits he had expected. The data afforded
by the existing system of recording dcaths were of little value to
the lawyer in determining titles to succession, to the actuary in
constructing life tables, or to the doctor and administrator in
sceking to ascertain the effect of occupation and locality on
health and mortality. The only qualifications stipulated for the
local registrars were that they should be resident in the district,
solvent, and frce from clashing dutics. Many of them were
political appointees, and so notoriously unsuited to their functions
that, as Chadwick declared, it would have been better even from
the party point of view to have given them *“expensive outfits and
to have sent them for example as justices to Sierra Leonc or to the
West India Islands, to any part of the Empire cxcept to the towns
where they were known.”? Furthermore, it was not required of
them to visit the house of the deccased and enter the details on the
spot. The only securitics against foul play lay in the suspicions of
neighbours and the alertness of the parish beadle or constable.
Most of the local registrars could tell of doubtful cases which had
eluded these flimsy safeguards. How many children perished from
overdoses of “quietness”? Chadwick wondered. How many
died after being treated for croup and penumonia by unqualificd
practitioners, such as druggists, who were in attendance at the
death of one infant out of every four? How many were murdered
for the burial money? How easy, again, it was to commit a fraud,
when, as at present, any person might go to the registrar’s office
to record a death, and when, for all the registrar knew, there might
be no such death, no such body, and even no such house!

Y Report on Interment in Towns, p. 159.
2E, C. to ? (probably Lord John Russell), 8 January 1841.
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Let it be insisted, however, that the registration of death should
take place on the spot and on view of the body by a qualified
medical officer, and all these opportunites for fraud and secret
murder would disappear. It was a sound argument, but the
problem was to be solved along different lines when the attendance
of the “family doctor” ceased to be a luxury out of reach of most
working-class homes, Greater interest attaches to Chadwick’s
sccond main argument. A public medical officer would occupy a
vantage point from which he could bring under one informed view
all the causcs of discasc in his locality and the possible means of
cradicating them. It had long been recognised that the military
or naval surgcon, such as William Lind or Gilbert Blane, spoke
with peculiar authority; this was because his opinions were the
fruit of constant observation of the behaviour of large bodies of
men, living in uniform conditions, which could be changed at will
and compared for purposcs of experiment. In the great towns the
same opportunity occurred for observing large populations living
under similar circumstances, and studying their response to a
changed environment. An officer of health, assembling and
scrutinising the statistics of mortality and sickness, would furnish
the accurate diagnosis on which the preventive action of the
administrator could be based. Briefly Chadwick sketched the
essential qualitics of such an officer, He would need to possess
special technical qualifications; the only safe proof of a candidate’s
fitness, Chadwick suggested, would be evidence that he had
already conducted some picce of successful research in the field of
preventive medicine. His freedom of action and opinion must be
protected by two essential safeguards, First, he must exercise his
functions in independence of the local administrative body, since
this would probably contain the chief employers, connection with
whom would expose him to suspicion of partiality and undermine
his influence with the lower classes. It was necessary, secondly,
that he should devote the whole of his time to his public duties,
since in a conflict between the demands of a private practice and
of a public office, it would incvitably be the latter which would
suffer.

In the Report on Interments the officer of health appears
chiefly in the unusual character of a recorder of deaths and a
superintendent of burials. Within less than twelve months, how-
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ever, Chadwick was submitting to the Health of Towns Com-
mission an interesting memorandum, worthy of more attention
than it received, in which the appointment takes on the linca-
ments with which a later generation became familiar.? In this
paper the functions of the medical officer are greatly widened and
enriched. He is required to inspeet his district periodically,
tracing the signs of sickness among the population to their source
in homes and places of work, and cnforcing the law against those
responsible for removable nuisances and wanton neglect. On the
outbreak of an cpidemic, he is to control all measures to combat
it, issuing instructions to Union surgcons and relicving officers,
surveyors, scavengers, police, and other public scrvants, He
should undertake the analysis of matters sold as food or drink,
taking measures to stop the sale of dangerous and unwholesome
adulterations. He is to direct the arrangements for vaccination,
and inspect all children who apply for certificates of age, strength,
and bodily ability for labour in mines and factories. He is re-
quired, finally, to present an annual report, giving the statistics of
sickness and mortality for his district, comparing it in these respects
with other places, analysing the causes of cach class of cases, and
specifying those causes which he considered removable or pre-
ventable for the future,

In all this Chadwick anticipates intelligently the later cmer-
gence and development of the Medical Officer of Health, but it
was to take nearly seventy years to establish the conditions in
which that most valuable of all local officials could function, as
Chadwick desired, as an impartial adviser and guardian of the
public, independent of local influences, and shiclded against the
intimidation of threatened interests. When the proposal was first
made, the leaders of the medical profession were slow to recognise
its importance; and the politicians at once objected that it would
be “unpopular.” As one critic wrote, the powers such an officer
would wield were “far too vague and arbitrary; and would be
considered an infringement of the liberty of the subject, intoler-
able in a free country. A man’s home would no longer be his
castle, into which no one must penetrate without a special

1 %Health of Towns Improvements. Draft Clauses for consideration in
respect to the appointment and duties of Officers of Health,” MS., n.d. (c.
December 1844).
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warrant,” In the swarming tenements of Whitechapel and
Bethnal Green this talk of inviolate “castles” must have sounded
strange, but the argument that the poor would resent having
“little inquests” held in their homes weighed heavily with the
sentimental middle classes, and diverted attention from the less
questionable dutics of the officer of health. It was unfortunate
that the appointment should have first been presented as part of
Chadwick’s scheme for national cemeterics and a public burial
service, and so shared the disfavour with which that scheme was
generally regarded in Government circles, Not till 1846 did
Chadwick’s suggestions bear fruit, when Liverpool appointed the
first Mcdical Officer of Health, William Duncan, under the terms
of its new Local Act. And Duncan was engaged on conditions
which ran completely counter to the principles laid down by
Chadwick. The Corporation paid him £300 a year only, and
allowed him to continue in private practice. For a year he acted
merely as a weekly registrar of deaths; when it was urged that he
might make reports on conditions in the city, the Corporation
refused their consent, “‘and the reason given was that if Dr.
Duncan recommended any step it would be needful for the Committee to take
i.”2 Fearing that this bad example might be followed by other
towns, Chadwick protested energetically to the Home Secretary,
and as a result in 1848 Duncan’s salary was raised to £750 and he
was ecmployed on full-time health duties.

The Interments Report, containing in its sombre pages the most
powerful of Chadwick’s exposures of social evil and the most
revolutionary of his administrative proposals, was a strange
volume to emerge from a Government department in 1843.
Throughout the summer its fate was in balance. In December
Chadwick submitted a revised draft to Sir James Graham,
assuring him that any investigator who followed the path he had
trodden would find his description if anything an understatement
of the evil.? He sent the report out at last as a Christmas and
New Year gift to his friends, ““It was the most difficult and the
most painful of the painful investigations which I have been
called upon to conduct,” he told Ashley, “and unless it be

1 Thomas Stewart Traill to Dr. W. P. Alison, 25 April 1845.
2 Dr. J. Sutherland to E. C., 17 February 1848.
3, C. to Sir James Graham, 4 December 1843.
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followed by some better and more complete adoption of the
measurcs than is usual, I intend that so far as T am concerned it
shall be the last that I conduct,”* The published report was not
so strong as he would have wished, but—as he told Lord
Lovelace—e"I am as yet only a slave of the lamp (by Lord
Althorp’s breach of engagement with me).” “My report, your
Lordship should remember,” he continued, “had to undergo a
jealous official ordeal before permission to print was obtained,
I rejoice at having obtained leave to print so much.”®

As Chadwick had foreseen, the report drew upon itself the

" hatred of the Dissenters, the cemetery companics, the undertakers,

and churchmen like the Rev. Mr. Tyler, who looked like losing
£8o0 a year if his churchyard were closed. ‘It warms onc into
impatience to sce the grand plan adopted,” Professor Owen had
written, after secing the first draft. “IThope you will live to sceitin
full operation: yours will then be—or ought to be—the most
conspicuous Mausoleum in the chicf National Cemetery, and a
grateful people, who will only know the evils you have remedied
by your descriptions in the effort to banish them, will point it out
first to their children.”® But public monuments and a nation’s
thanks were far from Graham’s mind, when he turned over this
plan which coolly proposed to swecp away important profit-
making interests, which trenched upon the traditional preroga-
tives of the Church, and threatened to stir up a buzz of sectarian
jealousies. It was soon clear that he would take no step except on
the heels of a strong public opinion. But one important supportcr
could be counted upon; the Bishop of London favourcd a scheme
which would rescue the clergy from the compctition of the
cemetery companies with their unqualified chaplains, and his
influence offered the main hope of stirring the Home Secretary

into activity.
1E. C. to Lord Ashley, 13 December 1843.

2 E, C. to Lord Lovelace, 1 January 1844.
3 R. Qwen to E. C., 12 February 1843.

CHAPTER 1V
HEALTH OF TOWNS COMMISSION, 1843-1845

Sk James Granawm, the Tory Home Sccretary, had inherited
!“rom Lord Normanby three Bills for the drainage of towns, the
improvement of boroughs, and the regulation of buildings, but
he had not inherited with them also that nobleman’s cnthus,iasm
for sanitary reform. The status guo has rarely had a more devoted
spokesman or a more skilful stonewaller than Sir James Graham.
chrbcaring in his manner, with a hard, limited mind, massively
impenctrable to argument, he opposed all the resources of his
powerful will to the social reforms of his time. He had done his
best to hold back the report on the employment of women and
children in the coal mines. He had—says Ashley—so terrified the
'Factory Inspectors that, though they shared Ashley’s views on the
I'en Hours Bill, they did not dare to say so.! But, if he resisted
Ashley’s *“ Jack Cade legislation,” it was not out of a perverse
obstl*gctionism, but because, when confronted by the great social
questions of the age, Graham, like Peel, was often at a genuine loss
toseca ]?racticablc solution. As a deputation from the Lancashire
Ehort Time Committees discovered in November 1841, he had

dl‘un.k too deeply at the fount of Malthusian philosophy.”?2
For lnm. the iron laws of the economic order—perpetual and
unchan.gmg since they were the expression of the ineradicable
concupiscence of man—bound the working classes to a life which
he summarised as “but eating, drinking, working, and dying.”
He walked in blinkers, sceing everywhere the limits set by his own
preconceptions as the inescapable decrees of nature. It is, there-
fore, a measure of the effect of Chadwick’s reports and of the
advance made by the public health campaign that early in 1843
the Home Secretary decided to refer the question to a Royal

1 E. Hodder, Life and Work of the Seventh Earl of Sha i
J lesbu L i, pp. .
® Manchester and Salford Advertiser, 8 and 15 J{nuﬁfw 1832’.V ol 1 pp- 499, 418

83




Y.

it a1 b bns

e Tar e v e 22 s et 8 et 7 A e AS e

84 THE PUBLIC HEALTH CAMPAIGN

Commission. The sanitary question was moving into the sphere of
practical politics, Reluctantly, impelled more by the pressure of
opinion from behind and without than by the drive of inner
conviction, a Tory Home Secrctary was consenting to explore the
ground with a view to ultimate legislation,

Graham’s first move was to halt the progress of Normanby's
Bills, which had twice passed the Lords and had reached their
Second Reading in the Commons. T his action, though it dis-
mayed Ashley, met with Chadwick’s hearticst approval, for the
Whig measures, drafted by the experts of the Woods and Forests
department without reference to the evidence collected by the
sanitary inquiry, scemed more objcctionable to him with cvery
appearance they made.! He was cqually pleased with Graham’s
next decision. From vestries and board rooms in cvery Scwers
division of London the Government had heard rumblings of
alarm and anger, and something weightier than the report of a
single civil servant would be needed to batter down their
defences. The Sewer Commissioners were, therefore, to be given
a second hearing before a Royal Commission. Chadwick, having
10 fears for their verdict, welcomed the idea; an inquiry whether
his principles of drainage were applicable to the Westminster
sewers would in effect be an inquiry whether in Westminster
there was any exception to the law of gravity! He intended,
however, that the Royal Commission should do much more than
listen to protesting surveyors. He was well aware of the limitations
of the sanitary inquest on Great Britain he had conducted
brilliantly through three laborious years. To those who, like

‘Ashley and Normanby, pressed for immediate action on the

conclusions of his report he replied that, while he had established
the. general principles which must guide legislation, he had not
indicated the particular measures in which they were to be
embodied.2 The syllabus he drew up sct a threcfold task before
the Royal Commission. It must devisc the legal instruments
which would ensure the efficiency of works of drainage and water

11t is clear from Chadwick’s numerous memoranda on the subject that the

‘Hammonds® description of these Bills as “drastic and revolutionary” (Age of

the Chartists, p. 293) greatly overvalues their technical and administrative

significance.
2 ¢ Memoranda of answers to the imputations of blame in respect to alleged

delays to adopt sanitary measures,” MS., 13 July 1844.

HEALTH OF TOWNS COMMISSION 85

supply—for the necessary sccuritics were so far outside the range
of the old-style Local Acts that no legal draftsman could lay
his hands at once upon a suitable form of clause. It must demons-
trate by actual trial the practicability of the various improvements
he had suggested, in particular the advantages of circular drains
of tilc over square drains of porous brick; and pronounce judgment
on the wider questions of municipal cngincering, such as the
feasibility of a constant water supply. And finally, what was
cqually important—for it was useless to demonstrate improve-
ments without showing how they could be paid for—it must show
how, by spreading the costs over a long enough period, the burden
could be fitted to the means of small property owners and working-
class occupicrs.! '

It was not, on paper, an unpromising list of Commissioners,
Southwood Smith was not there, though he of all men next to
Chadwick had the right to be heard. But it included Neil Arnott,
Lyon Playfair, the chemist, Sir Henry de la Beche, the geologist,
James Smith of Deanston, the famous authority on land drainage,
and the zealous Professor Owen, who once declared, “I would
rather achieve the effectual trapping of the sewer-vents of London
than resuscitate graphically in Natural History records the
strangest of the old monsters which it has pleased God to blot out
of his Creation.”? The sanitary causc was safe with these men.
Two of the engincers Chadwick had. suggested, Captain Denison
of the Royal Engineers, and the younger Stephenson, were also
included, together with William Cubitt, the leading building
contractor in the country. Chadwick had asked for a lawyer or
two; these were denied him, but in their stead Graham intro-
duced a leavening of Parliamentary members, a Scottish Duke,
Buccleuch, to act as chairman, Lord Lincoln from the Woods and
Forests, and the mover of the 1840 Committee, R. A. Slaney.

By some strange whim of Graham’s Chadwick himself was
omitted, but he discovered at once that the chief burden of the
Commission rested on his shoulders. Some of the medical and
engincer Commissioners drifted off into their professional aflairs,
while the others, willing as they were, lacked his experience and
powers of investigation, So Chadwick took full command at

1 K. C. to Sir James Graham, 15 March 1843.
2 Professor Richard Owen to E. C., g September 1844.
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Gwydyr House, when the Commission began its meetings there on
1 Junc 1843; he marshalled the witnesses, he took the notes of
evidence, he prepared the resolutions, and he drafted the reports.
And at the same time he was confronting jealousy and mis-
management at the Poor Law office, completing his Interments
Report, replying to the cross fire of four of the metropolitan Scwers
Commissions, and bombarding the Home Office with memoranda
on a ncw Buildings Regulations Bill “most preposterously devised
by the palace architects.”! He had probably never been busicr
nor more happy in his life,

Under Chadwick’s directions, the Commission first despatched
a letter with an appendix of 62 questions to the fifty towns with the
highest death rates; these included the largest manufacturing
towns and the principal ports, comprising a population of three
" millions.2 But he would not let them rest content with paper
evidence. The towns were divided into six districts; and in the
middle of July 1843 the active Commissioners sct off in ones or
twos on an itinerary he had drawn up for them,with a paper of
his instructions in their hands, to sec for themselves the conditions
in the most populous areas.?

At the same time, at a number of provincial towns, at Liverpool,
Preston, Nottingham, York, and Chorlton-upon-Medlock, where
he was acquainted with encrgetic friends of the cause, Chadwick
put them to work to rcport on the state of their districts.?
Encouraging them with notes of approval, dirccting their attention
to fruitful lines of investigation, occasionally making a sortic
himself to inspect some well designed cemetery or the working of a
constant supply system, Chadwick drove forward his tcam of
doctors and engineers and politicians. When dc la Beche retired
discomfited from an argument at Windsor, he wrotc with an
unusual sprightliness to ask, ““ Into what geological hole have you
got to hide your head? Come out and lct us hear the rights of

1E. C. to A. G. Escher, 24 December 1843.
® First Report of Health of Towns Commission, vol. i, p. xi; P.P., 1844, vol. xvii,
. 1.
3 “Minutes of Proceedings of the Commissioners for inquiring into the
state of large Towns,” MS. {(at P.R.0O.), 18 July 1843.

1 Dr. W. H. Duncan at Liverpool, the Rev, J. Clay at Preston, Thomas
Hawkesley at Nottingham, Dr. T. Laycock at York, Dr. P. H. Holland at
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it To Dr. Laycock, who was preparing a rcport on York, he
suggested that an estimate should be, made of the number of
medical practitioners whose income was derived from attending
cascs of zymotic discasc amongst sclf-supporting labourers, “]?o
not flinch,” he added, “at cstimating how many would be dis-
pensed with from York or cnabled to transfer their labours to the
colonics or to productive industry if all sanitary measures within
view were adopted! It will look impartial and be popular at the
same time.”2 Of the hazards and horrors of the inquiry he gives a
glimpse in a letter to the Registrar-General, ““My vacation has
been absorbed in visiting with Mr. Smith and Dr, Playfair the
worst parts of some of the worst towns. Dr. Playf:air has been
knocked up by it and has been seriously ill. Mr. Smith has' had a
little dysentery; Sir Henry de la Beche was obliged at Br1§tol to
stand up at the end of alleys and vomit while Dr. Playfair was
investigating overflowing privies. Sir Henry was obllgcd to give
it up. . . .”% Usually, however, Chadwick rc'mamcd in Londpn,
cxamining witnesses at Gwydyr House, testing strect sweeping
machines and jets d’cau, collecting specimens of carthenware pipes
from Glasgow and Zurich to compare with the products of the
Southwark potters, and arranging experiments to 'determmc the
engincering formule for the construction of scientlﬁ.c water and
drainage systems, Over the reports of the Commissioners apd
other cxpert correspondents he exercised a watchful censorship,
for error crept in by the most unlikely ways. A paper on French
cemeteries by W. E. Hickson, the editor of the Wes{mmster, was
quictly discarded after Chadwick had objected to its excessive
praisc of French municipalities.* When thc_ great Robert
Stephenson, “who is recognised as the real inventor .of the
locomotive engine brought forward by his father,” submltted.a
report on water supply, Chadwick condemned it at once for its
shocking ignorance of correct principles, and prevailed upon the
Commissioners to reject it unanimously.®

To Chadwick’s immense relicf (“the continued labour of

1E. C. to Sir Henry de la Beche, 22 December 1843.
2 B, C. to Dr. Laycock, 6 June 1844.

3. C. to Major Graham, 7 December 1843.

s E, C. to J. H. Burton, 3 February 1844.

Chorlton-upon-Medlock. 5. C. 1o Lord Morpcth, 18 September 1848,
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examining witnesses was becoming very severe”?) the First Report
of the Commission was published in July 1844. Hc had written
two-thirds of it, he told his friends.,? However, the octavo
volumes looked very well, and he felt satisficd that his trouble
with them had been well expended.® The Government apparently
considered that this satisfaction should be his only reward, for he
received no acknowledgment of his services and no recompense for
the additional labour which had lengthened his hours of work from
six to sixteen. If he had employed the same time in writing for

“reviews, he complained later to the Duke of Buccleuch, as Cabinct

Ministers had been known to do while in office, he would have
made more money.*

The First Report was brief, mercly outlining in general terms the
conclusions suggested by the evidence, and apart from a few
striking passages about the state of drainage and water supply in
the provincial towns (passages which have served historians well
ever since) it made little impact upon the public consciousness.
It gained hardly a notice in the newspapers, their columns being
filled with the case of a boy who had been flogged by an Irish
magistrate.® The jolt given by the Sanitary Report to the conscience
of the ruling classes was not to be casily repeated.

There was a strong impression, voiced by Normanby in the
Lords, that nothing new had been brought out by the inquiry.
It was true, Chadwick agreed, that the medical witnesses did little
more than corroborate the earlier testimony;® but the evidence on

water supply, the key to all sanitary improvements, he believed— -

with some justice—would revolutionise that branch of engincering,
and he counted his examination of Thomas Hawksley, the
engineer of the Trent Water Works, as the most important he had
ever taken.” Many of the conclusions on technical and administra-
tive matters had in fact been glanced at in the Sanitary Report; but
these were precisely the parts of the report which had made least

1 E. C. to Thomas Hawksley, 9 July 1844.

2 E. C. to J. H. Burton, 31 July 1844; to Macvey Napicr, 12 October 1844
(Macvey Napier Papers, B.M. Add. MSS., 34, 624, [. 629).

8 E. C. to Thomas Hawksley, 1 September 1844.

4 E. C. to Duke of Buccleuch, 17 and 19 December 1845,

5 E. C. to Lord Normanby, 17 August 1844,

8 E. C. to Dr, Southwood Smith, 22 July 1844,

7E, C. to Woollett Wilmot, 7 October 1844,
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impression, and where repetition, reinforcement, and a closer dis-
cussion were most required. If the main strands of Chadwick’s
argument arc disentangled from the mass of the cvidence, it
becomes clear that the foundations for reform had been laid more
decply and firmly, and that some of his propositions had advanced
from the stage of suggestion to that of demonstration.

The first step had been to sweep away the complaints and
denials of the ruffled Sewers Commissioners, They were answered
out of their own mouths. In Richard Kelsey, surveyor to the City
Commission, for example, Chadwick found a perfect spokesman
for their ignorance and complacency.?

Asked if he possessed a plan of his district, he replied triumph-
antly that he had; he admitted, however, that it did not show the
levels, though he kept a private memorandum of this essential
information. “Can you tell, on inspecting the map, which way
the water falls in all the drains represented?”” Chadwick asked
him. “I could tell, because I know,” was the reply, “but no
stranger could tell.”? He confessed indeed that the district might
contain some sewers of which he possessed no record. “The
maxim of the Commissioners,” he declared, “is never to make any
sewer so small as that a man cannot get into it easily’;? so that
even for courts and alleys a sewer g ft. x 2 ft. 2 in,, sometimes
4 ft. x 2 ft. 4 in., with brickwork 14 in. thick, was laid down.
Sewers of this size, he admitted, presupposed accumulations,
which were removed at a contract price of 6s. per yard, the brick-
work of the sewer being torn open where no manholes existed.
These brickwork caverns, rarcly inspected and irregularly
cleansed, had sometimes been put to strange uses. In one parish,
Kelsey revealed, the beadle had been buried in a sewer. In
another a sewer had been surreptitiously used as a burial-ground,
cxploration revealing two flat tombstones and six or seven coffins.*

! First Report of Health of Towns Commission, vol. il, pp. 203-31.

3 Ibid., vol. ii, p. 208. 3 Ibid., vol. ii, p. 211,

4 But these immense sewers might have better uses, as Chadwick pointed out
to Colonel Rowan of Scotland Yard in April 1848, when the loyal middle class
were preparing to deal with a Chartist attempt to seize the metropolis. The
Chartists might throw up barricades in the streets, from which it would be
difficult to dislodge them, But, suggested Chadwick, a band of two or three
hundred sewer men might be sworn in as special constables, to creep un-
suspected along the sewers and emerge at manholes in the rear of the startled
revolutionarics, (E. C, to Col, Rowan, 8 April 1848.) Three months later one
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House drains, he considered, should not be less than 15 in. in
diameter; for a small house they should be even bigger, as they
were more likely to be blocked. Asked his opinion about the
possibility of replacing the existing brick drains with pipes four or
five inches in diameter, he replied scornfully, “half a brick would
stop it”; ““in poor houses you can never keep them free from coals,
cinders, bottles, broken pots, and all kinds of old rubbish”—and
if a grating were inserted to prevent the entry of such dejecta, it
would of coursc bec wrenched away by the feckless tenants.!
Main streets in the City were cleansed cvery day, all others two or
three times a week; courts and alleys “ought to be cleansed”
twice a week, but Kelsey was not certain that this was done, He
could only account for the filthy places in his district, he said, by
the filthiness of the people.?

It was against this background of ignorance and crude
empiricism that Chadwick brought forward his technical experts,
Dr. Dyce Guthrie, S. O. Foden the architect, and John Roe, the
surveyor of the Holborn and Finsbury Commission,? to show that
brick sewers costing £2 10s. a yard might be replaced by terra
cotta tubes at one-third the cost or by pipes of common clay which
were manufactured in Glasgow for no more than 2s. a yard. To
put in a cesspool cost about £5, and to clean it £1 a year; yet for
£4 a house could be fitted with water-closet, sink, water-pipe and
improved housc-drains. For an addition of 23d. a week to their
rent the working classes could enjoy the combined bencfits of a
water-closet and a constant supply of water.

Without a constant supply of water to every house, however,
it was useless to think of water-closets and sclf-cleansing scwers,
Could such a constant supply be provided? To Chadwick at
Gwydyr House camec the engincers of the London water com-
panics to explode this fantastic hypothesis, Thomas Wicksteed,
engineer of the East London Waterworks Company,* was con-

of the men engaged on the subterrancan survey then being conducted by the
Metropolitan Sewers Commission was found to be a confederate in a plot to
blow up Parliament and the Government offices, the explosive to be laid in the
sewers, which were five feet high and offered casy means of access to the
conspirators. (E. C. to Sir Henry de la Beche, 29 July 1848.)

1 First Report of Health of Towns Commission, vol. ii, p. 223. #Ibid., p. 220.

3 Thid., vol. ii, pp. 241-63 (Dyce Guthrie) ; pp. 315-24 (Foden); pp. 154-180
(Roc). 1 Ibid., vol. ii, pp. 11-27.
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vinced that it was theoretically impossible to keep water at
pressurc in all the mains and service pipes at the same time, and
that the Company’s method of intermittent supplics on alternate
days was therefore the only practicable onc. Moreover, *“if he
[the landlord] was to put a separate supply to thosc houses by a
lcad pipe, the lead pipe would be there in. the evening, but it
would be gone in the morning.””! He advised therefore that the
poor should continue to draw their supplics from cast-iron stand-
cocks, which offered less temptation—and of which, in his dis-
trict, there was one to every hundred houses. Wicksteed’s com-
pany obtained its water from the River Lea; the supplies were not
filtered, but the more obvious impuritics were removed by passing
the water through scttling reservoirs; and in fourteen years, he
claimed, therc had not been six complaints of bad water from the
company’s 50,000 tenants. The Southwark Water Company,
according to its engincer, Joseph Quick,? supplied 18,000 houses,
2,000 of the lower-class tenements being served by 250stand-cocks.
In this district 5,000 houses had no supply at all, and their 30,000
inhabitants depended on pumps and such rain-water as they
could catch. Water-carriers were still to be seen in Clapham and
Rotherhithe, charging a halfpenny for two pails, though the
company’s pipes ran closc to the houses; two objections were
raised by the landlords to laying on a supply for their tenants: the
lack of drains to carry away the waste, and the immediate outlay
required for the service pipes.

To controvert the evidence of the London engineers Chadwick
brought forward Thomas Hawksley of Nottingham, who had
designed and constructed the Trent Water Works fourteen years
before.3 This company supplied 8,000 houses in Nottingham,
with g5,000 inhabitants, and charged no more than a penny a
wecek for an unlimited supply to working-class tenements. Hawks-
ley was as firm as Chadwick that such a service should be com-
mercially remunerative, not a form of charity, and he revealed
that, despite its low charges, his company paid five per cent on
its capital-outlay, and its £ro shares sold at £70 to £73. He
rejected with scorn the London engincers’ thesis that larger mains

Y First Report of Healih of Towns Commission, vol. ii, p. 23.
2 Ibid,, vol. ii, pp. 114-36.
8 Ibid., vol. ii, pp. 27-97.
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would be required for a constant supply, pointing out that in
practice he had been using smaller mains and service pipes than
was customary. Lead service pipes in his experience were rarcly
stolen, the task of cutting them being highly inconvenicent when
they were filled with water at high pressure. “T'enants, who had
previously been obliged to pay water-carricrs a farthing a bucket,
cheerfully paid the extra penny a week on their rent for an
unlimited and constant supply. Hawksley foresaw a Utopian
future—streets cleansed by jets; constant water supply, water-
closets, and glazed carthenware housc-drains in cach house at a
total cost of less than £5; warm baths in public bath-houses at
3d. a head; even “baths introduced into the houscs of labouring
men for the use of themselves and families.”!

Chadwick had an instinct for selecting the right experience and
the right advisers, and for combining the partial solutions of the
practical men into a working whole which was at once logical in
its theoretical foundations and technically sound in its practical
application. He perceived at once that Hawksley’s evidence
was complementary to that of the Holborn surveyor, John Roc.
Hawksley showed the way to cheap domestic supplics of water, as
Roe had revealed the possibility of cheap and cfficient removal of
domestic waste and excreta, If the two were combined in a
unified system, the solution of the main problems of urban
sanitation was in sight.

There remained the question of the town refuse. The position
as described by William Thorn, a member of the oldest firm of
scavenging contractors in London, was far from encouraging.?
Two years before a contractor had given the parish authorities in
Marylebone £1,850 for the refuse, but the bottom had since
dropped out of the market, and in 1844 the parish had been
obliged to pay the contractor for his services. Some portions of the
refuse paid for the cost of removal; ashes and brecze were in
demand for brick-making, “hard core” was used on the roads,
rags werc wanted for paper-making, horsc-dung and cow-dung
were sent out by barge as far as eighty or ninety miles from the
capital, But night-soil was almost a complete loss. Some was
baked and exported to the West Indies; the remainder accumu-

1 First Report of Health of Towns Commission, vol. i, p. 31.
2 Thid., vol. ii, pp. 369-B2.
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lated in laystalls, for which there was increasing difficulty in
finding suitable sites.

Now it was preciscly in the night-soil, which in London was the
least valued portion of the refuse, that Chadwick saw the possi-
bilitics of the greatest profits, Captain Vetch!, when consulted
about the improvement of Leeds, had assured the Town Council
that, if his plans were carried out, in ten years the sale of the
sewage to local farmers would bring in £10,000 a year. Examples
were numerous of the profitable utilisation of sewage as manure,
At Ashburton liquid sewage had been applicd to the land for the
last forty years. Three hundred acres near Holyrood Castle were
irrigated by the Foul Burn, into which one-third of the sinks,
drains, and privics of Edinburgh empticd, and the annual value of
the land, which produced four or five crops a year, was estimated
to be £15,000 or £20,000. Abroad, irrigation by liquid sewage
was employed by the farmers of New Spain, Barbary, Andalusia,
and Milan. Reflecting on these examples, Chadwick asked him-
sclf, if a water company, giving the excellent service Hawksley
described at so moderate a cost, could return a profit of five per
cent, what might be expected of an enterprise which undertook
not only the water supply but also the removal of the town refuse,
and drew additional profit from the sale of sewage manure to the
ncighbouring agriculturists? In that calculation was born the
delusive project of his Towns Improvement Company.?

In the minutes of evidence of the First Report Chadwick,
selecting his witnesses and pointing his questions with a barrister’s
skill, thus confronted the defenders of the old order with the
quthoritative denials of men who had themselves originated im-
provements or had observed them in action. Ready to hand, he
proved, in the successful experience of Hawksley, Roe, Foden,
Vetch, Dean, were the makings of a scientific system of municipal
engincering, in which the three aspects of urban sanitation,
drainage, water supply, and sewage disposal, might be integrated
into an organic whole,

It was intended that the Second Report should outline the
Commissioners’ proposals for future legislation. On 13 December
1844 Chadwick laid beforc the Duke of Buccleuch the draft

! First Report of Health of Towns Commission, vol. ii, pp. 432-43.
2 Sce below, pp. 118-22.
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of a Public Health Bill, together with a lengthy memorandum
in which he explained and defended his main recommenda-
tions.! It is in these papers, and not in the reports of the
Commission nor in the Act of 1848, that Chadwick’s vicws on
public health policy are most truly reflected; and they call,
thercfore, for consideration in some detail.

Was not the best solution, as Lord Normanby urged, to confer
cnabling powers upon the cxisting local authoritics? ‘There was
one short and conclusive answer to this proposal: the cxisting
local authoritics had in general mismanaged all such powers as
they did possess. Of the fifty towns examined, the Commissioners
were unanimously of the opinion *“ that in scarccly onc place can
the drainage or scwerage be pronounced to be complete and good,
while in 7 it is indifferent, and in 42 dccidedly bad as
regards the districts inhabited by the poorer classes” ;2 as for the
supply of water, “only in six instances could the arrangements and
the supplics be deemed in any comprehensive sense good; while in
13 they appear to be indifferent, and in g1 so deficient as
to be pronounced bad, and, so far as yet examined, frequently
inferior in purity.”® There were four good reasors, in Chadwick’s
view, why municipalities were unfitted for the task of administer-
ing public health mcasures. In the first place, their boundarics
usually did not take in the suburbs, erccted subscquent to the
granting of their charters; yet it was in the suburbs that the best
outfalls for the town drainage were commonly to be found.
Secondly, the structure of municipal government was permeated
with influences opposed to sanitary reform, the interest-begotten
hostility of small property owners, the jealousics and suspicions
generated by party feuds, the enveloping atmosphere of patronage
and jobbery. Thirdly, the municipalitics were too ignorant to
understand the engineering problems involved, as was proved by
the defective provisions of all the Improvement Acts promoted by

1“Health of Towns Improvements. Proposed outline clauses of a Bill for
the issue of amended Commissions of Sewers, Drainage, Water Supply, Paving,
and Health of Towns Improvements,” MS., 13 December 1844.

“Health of Towns Improvements. Draft Report of Observations and
Recommendations on a Bill for the Drainage, Better Supply of Water, and
Improvement by other means of Health of Towns,” MS., 13 December 1844.

t A quotation from the First Report, v.1.1 p. xv.

3 Ibid., vol. i, p. xviii.
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theminrecent years,! Finally, there was scarcely a town of any size
where the main public health functions were not shared out bet-
ween clashing and uncoordinated authoritics, a trading company
supplying the water, the Corporation draining the borough, a
body of Commissioners under a Local Act performing the same
service for the suburbs, a road trust doing the cleansing and
paving.?

The lesson was clear. For geological and engincering reasons,
special districts for drainage and towns improvement must be
cstablished, For cconomic, political, and social reasons, those
special districts must have a special administrative authority,
comprechending in its scope the whole of the public works in the
arca. Chadwick proposed in fact to refurbish the ancient

_machinery of Crown-appointed Commissions of Sewers, as he had -

carlicr suggested in the Sanitary Report, giving them wider powers
and a new dircction, and putting them under the tutelage of a.
department of the central Government, which would guard
against improper appointments and cnsure the cflicient cxccution
of their dutics.

The composition and functions of the central department
Chadwick described as he explained his arrangements for
financing the vast new schemes of local works. He proposed to
lay the charge for improvements upon the parties immediately
benefited, the occupiers, in proportion to their terms of enjoy-
ment; and to cnsure that they would pay no more than their fair
share for the benefit they received, he suggested that the charge,
principal and interest, should be spread over a period of thirty
years. This rccommendation involved two further proposals—

1 The Birkenhead Act (6 & 7 Vict., ¢, 13 Local), for example, “from the
habit of not looking beyond the immediate local experience,” recognised all
the old evils of working class housing, blind alleys, cellar dwellings, cesspools,
cte. Chadwick had written severcly-to one of its promoters: 1 shall feel it my
duty to ask the attention of the Commissioners . . . to the regulations set forth
in the sanitary report on Birkenhead—in proof of the necessity of some extra-
ncous security other than the builders’ own interests, for the protection (it
might be said of those very interests) of the health of the population: in other
words to ensure that the experience already obtained, as to the causes of
discase and the practical means of prevention, shall be properly consulted and
applied.” (E. C. to John Laird, 22 October 1844.)

2 Sce, for cxample, Chadwick’s analysis of the Liverpool Local Acts, Second
Report, vol. i, p. 42, footnote: ““Table showing want of consolidation and incon-
sistent powers of various authorities under Local Acts in Liverpool.”
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that local authorities should be empowered, with the consent of
the central Government, to raise loans on the sccurity of the rates,
and to exccute the domestic works under contract, with all the
consequent cconomics of large-scale business; and, sccondly, that
there should be a compulsory rate for drainage purposcs, its
collection being consolidated with that of the water rates and
other local charges.

In this financial machinery of public loans and compulsory
rates Chadwick saw yet another argument against the grant of
self-acting powers to local authoritics. For it was not only the
interests of the present tenants which must be considered, but also
the interests of those who would be occupying the premises in
thirty years’ time; and there must be some sccurity that the works
were of a quality to last so long and be of benefit to thosc
reversioners and absent partics in proportion to the share of the
cost which would fall upon them. Now this was a responsibility
which the local authorities could not be trusted to shoulder alone.
It was only too likely that they would fall under the influence of
building speculators, who would push them into extravagant jobs,
the cost being passed on to future occupiers,

Here then was the main ground upon which Chadwick based
the supervisory powers of the central department. Before granting
to the local authority the privilege of distributing charges, the
central department must satisfy itsclf, on behalf of the rever-
sioners, that the works had been efficiently planned and executed.
The procedure should be—first, a survey of the district conducted
by the Board of Ordnance; then an examination by a competent
engineer, who would produce plans, together with estimates of
the outlay involved; and finally the preparation of a report, to be
distributed in the locality. After this preliminary inquiry, which
would condition local opinion for the reception of the coming
changes, the case would come for consideration by the central
department. What should be the character of that department?
It should be, thought Chadwick, a judicial committee of the Privy
Council ; for essentially the functions it was called upon to perform
were judicial in their nature—“the lcgal distribution of the
charges, and the protection of reversioners and the pockets of the
absent, the determination of the principles, and the settlement of
the amounts of compensation.” But the judicial committec should
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act upon the advice of “one responsible properly qualified legal
officer,” It was this man who would occupy the key position at
the centre. He would dircct the local inquiries and prepare a
report upon their findings. The commissions, which the Privy
Council would issue to constitute the new public health authori-
tics, would be addressed to persons nominated on his recom-
mendation.

Such a procedure offered many advantages. It would present a
small target to the anti-centralisation party. There would be the
minimum of new machinery at the centre, Moreover, no whole-
sale powers of initiation were to be conferred on the central
Government, The Privy Council might direct an inquiry to be
made on receipt of a petition from the locality; but failing such an
appeal, they should take action only if the death rate from
zymotic discases cxceeded a certain fixed proportion. Many
towns would thus be able to maintain their freedom from inter-
ference by Whitehall on the ground that their bad drains and
contaminated water did not kill sufficient numbers to justify the
intervention of the Privy Council. A further advantage was its
great cheapness. Liverpool had spent £2,600 not long before in
obtaining Local Acts for water supply and towns improvement,
Under the arrangement Chadwick proposed, the cost would have
probably not been more than £200 or £300, to cover the expenses
of a competent engincer while hic examined the town and prepared
a plan of works; and such a plan would have saved the Corpora-
tion from wasting £50,000 on an erroncous and inefficient scheme.
Finally, it was a flexible procedure, by which “the plaister may
(to usc a homely illustration) be cut and fitted to the sore place
to which it is applied.”” The preliminary inquiry would enable
the public health machinery to be adapted to the needs and
resources of each individual locality, whether it were a village or a
city, a town in Scotland or in Ireland, or for that matter a town in
the colonies. '

Though Town Councils found no place in Chadwick’s ad-
ministrative scheme, he was less severe on water companies.
Reproved for the restrictive practices and wasteful competition of
their unregenerate past, they might yet be integrated into the
framework of local government, In the past proprietary rights in
town water supplics had been inadvertently conceded by Parlia-
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ment to private and irresponsible water companies; those rights
should now be resumed, and converted into an cxpress public
trust. The motive of private profit and the cnergy of private
enterprise, thought Chadwick, could be harnessed to the public
interest by contracts between the local Commission and the local
water company, which would protect consumers against com-
mercial rapacity and guarantce universal supplies at constant
pressure, while giving the public at the same time the bcncﬁtlof
the superior efficiency of capitalist management. Companics
would be prepared to construct and maintain waterworks, he
belicved, for a guaranteed profit of 6 per cent—that is, 13 to 2
per cent above the common rate of intcrest on money borrowed,
“Not 6 per cent additional interest, not even 10 per cent additional
interest, would fairly insurc the ratepayers for the risks of an
additional expenditure by any probable local body, cven with the
proposed sccuritics of a previous cxamination of their plans of
works.”

It has been necessary to consider at some length this memoran-
dum by Chadwick, since it reveals strikingly the strength and
weakness of his views on public health policy, and indicates the
main points around which the sanitary debate was to revolve for
the next few ycars. What was to be the nature of the exccutive
body in the locality and of the controlling body at the centre?
These were the two main administrative questions to be scttled;
and to both questions, in his advice to Buccleuch, Chadwick gave
the wrong answers, His suspicion of local representative bodics
issued in the recommendation that public health measures should
not be entrusted to the inefficient and party-ridden municipalities,
but should devolve upon a body of ad hoc commissioners, ap-
pointed by the Crown on the basis of their fitness for the work. But
who is “the Crown” in this context? A committee of the Privy
Council—who are to act on the advice of a single responsible legal
officer.” There is no doubt whom Chadwick had in mind for the
post, for who but Edwin Chadwick possessed the necessary
knowledge, experience, and cnergy to grapple with the problems
presented by this vast new field of administration? The whole
broad province of sanitary engineering and sanitary legislation
Chadwick had now taken for his own, and, surveying Whitchall
and Downing Street, he could see no one else—certainly no
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Minister of the Crown—to whom he was prepared to leasc his
proprictary rights. It should be noted that at no time did
Chadwick press for a Government Board on the lines of the Poor
Law Commission. A few days before he presented his memoran-
dum he had told Buccleuth, *“Colonel Colby [of the Board of
Ordnance] who has had much plague with Boards, ventures as an
axiom that for doing busincss almost the worst individual appoint-
ment is better than the best possible Board. I do not go so far
but having been the scapegoat of proceedings against which I have
remonstrated shall have onc day some large revelations on Board
management,”!  His model was not the “Three Kings,” with
their unhappy associations of divided authority and frustrated
efTort, but Kay-Shuttleworth’s position of quiet power as sccretary
to a Privy Council Committce.

It appears strange that a man who had helped Bentham to write
the Constitutional Code should not have seen that only by the
establishment of a separate State department under a Minister of
Health could sanitary measurcs claim the attention and attain
the prestige as objects of government that they deserved. Chadwick
had not learned—and never would learn—the lesson of the Poor
Law Commission, and he continued to deplore the system which
entrusted the direction of administration to the temporary
masters of a shifting Parliamentary majority. It must be recog-
nised, however, that in 1845, in the existing state of Government
opinion on the subject, the case was strong for any arrangement
which would afford Chadwick the chance to guide and shape
public health policy. At the Privy Council office he would be
under the protecting wing of Lord Lansdowne, a good friend to
himself and to the sanitary cause. There was the further advan-
tage that the arrangement was ‘‘small, simple, tentative, and
casily altered and extended, as circumstances might require, and
. .. comparatively inexpensive.” The department would be small
at first, but could be made as big as the task it had to handle;
the single appointment of counsel to the Privy Council could be
made as big as the man who filled it. There was much to be said
for it as an interim solution for the experimental period when what
was primarily needed was a rcady adaptability, a capacity for the
rapid assimilation of new ideas and new functions; when the new

1 F. C. to Duke of Buccleuch, 2-5 December 1844.




A . s AL oG A AN O L

S il 2 v, AT

100 THE PUBLIC HEALTH CAMPAIGN

department must win its ground against the vigilant hostility of
the interested minoritics who hated its intervention, and the larger
body of critics who opposed on principle any extension of Govern-
ment activity.

The Royal Commission on the Health of Towns was a con-
tinuation of the inquest on municipal government opened in 1835;
and Chadwick’s team of engincers and doctors probed more
decply than the bright young lawyers who had drawn up the
indictment of the closed corporation, In Chadwick’s vicw the
transference of municipal authority from a Tory oligarchy to a
ratepaying democracy of shopkeepers and Dissenters had not made
the Town Council in any respect a more fit instrument for local
government, The investigation had presented him with only too
many examples of Town Councils sitting contentedly amidst their
filth, exhibiting neither the desire nor the ability to introduce
improvements. The municipalitics were cramped in their areas,
destitute of the most important functions of government or sharing
them with intrusive bodies of ad hoc commissioners, torn by party
strife and dominated by the petty interests of landlords and shop-
keepers; so handicapped they faced the problems of a society
passing through an industrial revolution with the inhibitions of
the ratcpayer and the confident ignorance of the * practical” man
of business. That was the picture as Chadwick saw it. And, in-
deed, there was little in the cighteen-fortics to suggest how far the
municipalitics were destined to become the chosen instrument of
the modern State for realising the good life for its citizens.

On one question, therefore, the memorandum reveals that
Chadwick had changed his mind since 1842. In the Sanitary Report
he had spoken with approval of public management, and had
urged that the example of the Manchester Gas Works might be
profitably followed in the supply of water. Now, however, though
he insisted vigorously that the unchecked individualism of early
buccaneering capitalism must cease, he was convinced that only
the motive of private gain could ensure efficient and economic
service, and that, indeed, “the evidence almost goes so far as to
establish this that the worst company would almost be better than

~ the best corporate municipality,”* This was a very crude over-

statcment of his position, less an induction from the evidence
1E. C. to J. Hodson, 10 April 1845.

erdmbn s s bt e S D s g

HEALTH OF TOWNS COMMISSION 101

taken before the Commission than an expression of Chadwick’s
roscatc hopes for his Towns Improvement Company. The
testimony of his witnesses wes, in fact, morc balanced on this
point than the conclusions he had drawn from them, Thomas
Wroc, manager of the Manchester Gas Works, had shown that
they supplied 1,000 cubic feet for less than 6s., the charge in other
towns, where the supply was in the hands of companies, being
usually 8s.; and the Gas Works had already returned to the town a
profit of £370,000, which had been spent on the cerection of a
Town Hall and other improvements.! On the other hand, however,
Thomas Hawksley, on whose cvidence Chadwick leaned so
heavily, threw his influcnce on the side of private enterprise; and
the brilliant success of Hawksley’s company in Nottingham out-
shone the few examples of publicly managed water supplies which
Chadwick discovered in operation at Huddersfield, Brecon,
Halifax, Hull, and Bath.2 He was quite convinced, he told
Buccleuch, of the “general utter incompetency of the municipal
corporations in England to carry out such works.” Hull Corpora-
tion, for example, had spent £55,000 in giving an intermittent
supply to 8,000 houses; fourteen years before, when the price of
iron was higher, it had cost the Nottingham Company only
£32,000 to lay on a constant supply to the same number of houses;
and while the Nottingham Company made a satisfactory profit by
charging the lower class of tenements a penny a week, the Hull
Corporation was obliged to charge double this sum. The differ-
ence was not duc to jobbery on the part of the Corporation: *it is
only such a result as must always be expected where people have
not an interest in comparing pecuniary results with pecuniary
expenditure in the erection and management of works.”?

There is much to criticise in the form in which Chadwick cast
his local and central machinery; but in his conception of the
proper relationship between the centre and the localitics there is
much besides that is admirable. In the preliminary inquiry—
the prototype of the modern procedure of local inquiry by

1 First Report, vol. ii, p. 343.

2 At Bath, for example, which Chadwick had previously looked upon as a
favourable instance of public management, he found that the Corporation
charged 10s. per annum for 40 gallons a day, as compared with the Nottingham

charge of 4s. 4d. (Second Report, vol. i, p. 88.)
3 I, C. to Duke of Buccleuch, 23 May 1845,
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inspectors of the Ministry of Health and the Ministry of ‘Town and
Country Planning—he had devised an adaptable instrument of
infinite flexibility, which, while paying duc respect to local
idiosyncrasies, would bring the local authority firmly into linc
with the policy of the central department. It was to prove its
value a few years later at the General Board of Health,

The proposal to distribute the cost of new works over a period
coincident with the benefit derived from them wears so simple
and commonsensc an air that its importance may casily be
overlooked. In Chadwick’s hands it becomes an argument for
the most powcrful weapon wiclded by the General Board of
Health: the scrutiny by the central department of all local
improvement schemes, and the loans by which they were to be
financed. It has, however, a further significance, which was
presently to be exploited to the full by the propaganda of the
Health of Towns Association. The bitterest objections to sanitary
reform were raised by property owners who feared that drains and
water meant heavy additional burdens upon themselves. Thomas
Cubitt, the building contractor, spoke for this class when he
declared that “the public” were not prepared tc go to the extent
of putting a water-closet in every house: “I think that if people
were obliged to put them, it would be considered a very severe tax
upon them.”! Chadwick’s reply was to demonstrate that, if the
charge werc spread over thirty years, the cost of fitting new house-
drains, closets, and water pipes would dwindle to a weekly
payment of 13d., which was within the means of cven the poorest
tenants, and was considerably cheaper than the cost of the
existing privies, cesspools and stand-cocks. It was good arith-
metic and good economics; but it fought a slow battle with the
“landlord fallacy” that stinks and damp formed part of the
tenant’s risk, and the equally powerful ratepayers’ fallacy that
fever nests were cheaper than public works.

How the Duke of Buccleuch reccived Chadwick’s draft Bill and
the accompanying memorandum there is no evidence, but
Chadwick records that throughout December and January he
was kept busy ‘“endeavouring to stop mischief.”’2 It is clear,
however, that the Commissioners were not willing to act up to the

1 First Report of Health of Towns Commission, vol. ii, p. 265.
2E. C. to T. Bamfield, 26 January 184s5.
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strength of the arguments he directed at them, and the thirty
recommendations into which they expanded the general con-
clusions of the First Report departed in several important respects
from the advice contained in the papers he had laid before Buc-
cleuch. Nevertheless, ¢ the main propositions are I expect sccured,”
he told a friend, “but very slenderly supported by reasons.”?

“We therefore recommend,” ran the first proposal, ““that in all
cases the local administrative body appointed for the purpose
have the special charge and direction of all the works required for
sanatory purposcs, but that the Crown possess a gencral power of
supcrvision.””2 Whether the “local administrative body appointed
for the purpose” should be the Town Council or an ad hoc body
established under royal commission, whether it should be elective
or nominated by the Crown, were questions lcft open for further
debate, and Chadwick’s suggestion that the Privy Council
should be indicated as the supervisory authority was equally
rejected. For the next three years the nature of the local authority
and of the controlling department at the centre was to be dis-
cussed in Parliament, with Chadwick working continually, in
letters and memoranda and personal interviews, for his local
Commission of Crown nominees, acting under the guidance of a
judicial committee of Council. There was another significant
omission. The Report recommended that, on appeal from the
local authority or a certain number of the inhabitants, the Grown
should direct an inquiry into the sanitary condition of any district,
and should be empowered to enforce the execution of the law;?
but Chadwick’s proposal that the inquiry should be conducted
automatically on the evidence of the excessive mortality as shown
in the Registrar-General’s returns, contemplated the gift of more
aggressive powers to the central Government than the Com-
mission were prepared to advise. Similarly they found no place
for the flexible, powerful instrument of the local inquiry. A plan
and survey must precede any scheme for works of town drainage;
the Crown should have power to define and enlarge from time to
time the arca for drainage included within the jurisdiction of the
local authority—these principles were recognised, as. they must be
in the face of the overwhelming technical evidence. But the local

1E. C. to T. Bamfield, 26 January 1845. ]
2 Second Report, vol. i, p, 25. 8 Ibid., vol. i, p. 39,
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inquiry by a Government inspector, with the scope and intention
that Chadwick would have given it, reached beyond this, fumbling
towards a conscious perception of social purposc which a Royal
Commission of 1845 could not but regard as unsafe. Even more
disappointing to Chadwick’s hopes was the casual mention of the
Officer of Health. Almost as an afterthought the twenty-ninth
recommendation proposed that the local administrative body
should have the power to appoint, subject to the approval of the
Crown, a properly qualificd medical officer to inspect and report
upon the sanitary condition of the district.! A few lines dealt with
the functions of an official to whose importance Chadwick had
devoted cightcen months of agitation and thousands of words of
argument.

On the other main points he carried the Commission with him,
The local authority should have wider powers in sanitary matters
than had hitherto been granted cither under Local Acts or by the
Statute of Sewers. It should be responsible for the paving of all
streets, courts, and alleys, and for the construction of housc drains
as well as the sewers. It should be invested with the rights to all
the dust, ashes, and street refuse. It should have powers, subject
to approval, to buy out mill-owners and others whosc property
rights were an obstruction to proper drainage, and to purchase
property for the purpose of opening thoroughfares, improving
ventilation, and increasing the general convenicnce of traffic.?

But of the greatest importance were the resolutions on water
supply. The Commission recommended that it be obligatory on
the local administrative body to procure a supply of water in
sufficient quantity not only for the domestic needs of the inhabi-
tants, but for cleansing the streets, scouring the sewers and drains,
and extinguishing fires. Where a company controlled the supply
it should be required to comply with the demands of the local
authority on equitable terms; and the latter should be empowered
to purchase the waterworks, with the approval of the Crown, if
the proprietors were willing to dispose of them. Competition
between water companics should be discouraged as far as practi-
cable, The three recommendations which followed made it clear
that the service should be extended to all dwelling-houses, and
that the supply in all cases should be constant, and at as high a

1 Second Report, vol. i, p. 122, .® Ibid., pp. 52, 65; 72; 44, 107.
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ressure as circumstances permitted. Unqualified approval was
given to Chadwick’s proposal that the waterworks should be
exccuted, maintained, and kept in good repair by public com-
panics, as lessces or contractors for terms of years, with liberty of
redemption by the public upon conditions previously settled. In
phrases which echoed his memorandum to Buccleuch the Report
declared that companies would consider a return of six per cent an
adcquate inducement, this being 1 to 1} per cent above the usual
market rate for such investments, This would be cheap *‘as
compared with the risk of mismanagement by local boards,
composed of persons having no professional skill, and liable to be
misled as to the materials and magnitude of the proposed works, as
well as to the numbers of officers requisite to maintain them. It
might be difficult to ensure that a local body should be so con-
stituted as to give the same constant attention to economy in the
expenditure of other people’s money that contractors would do in
the expenditure and management of their own.”

The financial machinery outlined by the Commission was also
substantially that proposed by Chadwick. Loans for constructing
public works might be raiscd by the local administrative body on
the sccurity of the rates, the approval of the Crown being first
obtained. The expense of the works would then be charged upon
the properties benefited, in the form of a special rate upon the
occupiers, the whole sum with interest being recovered by annual
instalments within a certain number of years.?

With the publication of the Reports of the Health of Towns
Commission, the second phase of the public health movement was
concluded. The first phase, to expose the evil, had been the
primary task of the Sanitary Report. That report had also contained
a sketch of Chadwick’s ideas on the course legislation should take.
But it was the revelations, not the recommendations, of the
Sanitary Report, which had attracted attention. Now the technical
and administrative possibilities had been explored by an authori-
tative body of Commissioners, whose advice came with more
weight that that of a single civil servant of equivocal reputation.
The third phase, to translate those recommendations into legisla-
tion, was now opened.

1 Second Report, vol. i, pp. 95, 99-104. # Ibid., pp. 6o-1.




CHAPTER V

SANITARY PROFITS AND PROPAGANDA

TuroucHnour these busy months of 1843 and 1844, while
Chadwick had borne at Gwydyr Housc the main burden of the
Health of Towns investigation, two further anxictics had weighed
upon him. The first was the behaviour of the Marquis of Nor-
manby. As Lord Licutenant in Ircland Normanby had
antagonised the Anglo-Irish community by his friendship with
Catholics and his clemency in political cases, thus revealing that
beneath a somewhat flippant and flamboyant exterior he con-
cealed an unexpected strength of principle. As Home Sccretary
he had becn converted to the cause of sanitary reform in the back-
streets of Whitechapel; with the best of intentions he had spon-
sored a sct of remedial measures which Chadwick, from a fuller
knowledge, could only judge to be incomplete and ill-designed
and now from the opposition benches he directed a jealous cye
upon Sir James Graham’s leisurely handling of public health
questions. At the beginning of the 1844 session Lord Normanby
rose to inquire what the Tories had done with his three sanitary
Bills. When the Whig Government fell, Graham had promised to
take the Drainage Bill under his own special care; nothing more
had been heard of it. After an unaccountable dclay of twelve
months, Graham had appointed a Commission of Inquiry,
though Chadwick’s Report of 1842 proved the necessity for
immediate legislation, and *‘the result of its perusal must be to
convince any onc that morc information was not what was
required upon the subject.” The remedies were simple enough.
‘““Centralisation” was not nccessary; it would have been sufli-
cient, as in his own Bills, to confer more powers upon existing
local authorities.,! In May, Normanby resumed his attack,
presenting a petition from a public meeting of 3,000 Edinburgh
1 Hansard, vol, Ixxii, pp. 22;-8, 5 February 1844,
10
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working-men, the first petition on such a subject that had ever
been received from the lower classes, Four years had passed since
the nced for a general measure had been considered, said
Normanby, two ycars since the Sanitary Report had appeared, and
another ycar was now clapsing without anything being done.?
Chadwick resented the imputation that the months devoted to
maturing his engineering and administrative plans for the Health
of Towns Commission constituted a quitc unjustified delay. To
avoid superficial legislation, time was well spent in designing
measurcs, and, what was cqually important, in cultivating opinion
for their reception.  As he told R. A. Slaney, who shared Norman-
by’s impaticnce, ““the cause is progressing, the evidence is telling,
and in duc time a fullness of opinion will be manifested to carry the
measures which can only be carried with the strength of a strong
opinion. What I am most afraid of is separate and ineffectual
measures.”? In the virtuous indignation of a Minister out of
office at the tardiness of his rivals in power, Chadwick saw a
further danger—that sanitary measures might be dragged into the
arena of party politics, where they would lose the cool detach-
ment of a scientific investigation in the heated atmosphere of a
faction fight; and where, morcover, they were likely to escape
from his control, Thus he wrote to James Simpson, who at his
suggestion had drawn up the petition from the Edinburgh
workers which Normanby presented to the Lords: I should have
deprecated the giving the proposed petition to Lord Normanby or
doing anything which would give the proceeding a party com-
plexion as I fear that will do. The fact is Lord Normanby’s
measures against which Dr. Southwood Smith and others were
strongly remonstrant would, if they could have been carried out,
have spread bad drains throughout the country at an enormous
cxpense, and not have mitigated and in all probability have
aggravated the cvils intended to be remedied. He stopped all
proceedings in the getting up of local sanatory reports and under
his influence the sanatory report itsclf was stopped and never
probably would have appeared but for his removal from power.
Now that it has appeared he is very complimentary. Still, how-
ever, the objection to such a presentation is its party complexion.

1 Hansard, vol, Ixxiv, pp. 541-5, 2 May 1844.
2E, C. to R, A, Slaney, 23 November 1844.
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Why could not Lord Dunfermline who may be said to be the
natural representative of Edinburgh attend and present the
petition?’?

In a long and effective spcech Normanby closed his 1844
campaign on 26 July with an address to the Crown, hoping that
in the coming session the specific attention of Parliament would
be called to the sanitary question, In the past few days he had
revisited the eastern districts of London, and had come away with
the impression that no such miscry existed in any other civilised
country. He warned the House that there was danger in further
delay; ““the sick bed is the place in which there is most time to
brood over neglect, or to feel gratitude for sympathy.”? The Duke
of Buccleuch, armed with a memorandum from Chadwick,? had
no difliculty in demonstrating that when they were in office the
Whigs had been as dilatory as the Tories, and he suggested that a
large part of Normanby’s enthusiasm for sanitary reform sprang
from a desire to score off the Government.

Chadwick’s second great anxicty at this period was the apathy
of the public at large. “I am crying out Pestilence! and for the
relief of the masses,” he wrote to Thomas Carlyle, “‘but can get no
one to hear of means which will affect the pockets of small owners
in small corporations who have votes for the clection of members
of parliament and who set up the cry of self-government, as
against any regulations which may lead to immediate expenditure
for putting in better condition the houses for which they exact
cxorbitant rents.””¢ In particular he was keenly disappointed
with the reception of his Report on Interments, While he was
writing it, feeling had risen to a pitch of healthy indignation; the
Officer of Health, the central proposition, had been welcomed by
all the clergy he had met; ‘“and yet soon after the appearance of
the report that which had previously been a storm, almost, of
agitation subsided.”® In a stream of letters in December 1843 and
January 1844 Chadwick had urged his friends—Dr, Holland in
Manchester, Dr. Laycock in York, James Simpson in Edinburgh,

1E. C. to James Simpson, 25 April 1844.

 Hansard, vol, bxvi, pp. 1460-80, 26 July 1844.

3 ““ Memoranda of answers to the imputations of blame in respect to alleged
delay to adopt sanitary measures,” MS., 13 July 1844.

2 E. C. to Thomas Carlyle, 20 June 1844.
5 E. G, to Dr. P, H, Holland, 3 August 1844,
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Southwood Smith in London—to get petitions signed by the
working-men in all large factorics. If Scotland did not agitate, he
warned his Scottish friends, Scotland would go without the
Officer of Health, as it had gone without the Vaccination Acts;!
while Dr. Laycock was exhorted to sound the alarm in the Lancel
against the danger of leaving the cause of death to be verified by
the present registrars instcad of by a qualified medical prac-
titioner.? “I can get petitions pretty smartly poured in from
Lancashire,” Lyon Playfair had promiscd, adding that Bury was
about to send a memorial calling for Officers of Health, and he
would see that Preston and Ashton did the same,® But six months
later Chadwick had to confess to Dr. Holland, “I have /eard
of two or three petitions, your own is the only one I have
seen.”’d

“] must own my disgust at the carelessness and selfishness of our
public men,” he confided to a German economist. ““An excess of
sclfishness or of what Bentham calls the ‘self-regarding virtues’
without any compensating power of the ‘extra-regarding
virtucs’ is perhaps characteristic of our people. It is, however,
to this cxcess, to strong stomachs and appetites that our manu-
facturing and commercial energy is to be ascribed.”s The problem
was that before the Government could be brought to act, hard-
headed business men in the Commons—fully endowed with the
“self-regarding virtues” and the self-satisfied possessors of those
“strong stomachs and appetites*—had first to be convinced that
they were not being stampeded into rash and expensive action by
the exaggerations of cranks and sentimentalists. Gentlemen,
walking round their mills or their cstates, had spoken to sturdy
workmen, who had lived half a century and raised a numerous
progeny in districts which were now (surely extravagantly)
described as ““fever nests.” They felt it was being overdone, this
danger from stinks and the propinquity of filth., After all, many
themselves lived in houses of fashionable but insanitary design,
with cesspool odours rising dankly from the servants’ basements,
and crawling nameless things in the water. At the Westminster

1E, C. to J. H. Burton, 7 Dccember 1843.

2 E. C. to Dr. T. Laycock, 13 January 1844.

3 Lyon Playfair to E.G,, 15 January 1844,

4E. C. to Dr, P. H. Holland, 3 August 1844.
5 R, C, to T, Garnier, 19 September 1844.




e T h e A
T e Sl AL T SR AT T AL 2

*

IT10 THE PUBLIC HEALTH CAMPAIGN

School, where some educated their sons, cesspools were strategi-
cally sited on either side of the entrance to the dormitory. ‘The
drains beneath the very building in which they sat, deliberating
the welfare of their humbler countrymen, were so bad that a
daring surveyor, who had once ventured into them, had declared
that it was a relief to get back into the public sewer. So, only too
often, Chadwick’s political fiiends listened to him and scemed
impressed; they went away vowing that something must and
should be done; but once they were beyond the range of that
earnest and importunate eye, the warning lost its urgency, and
the firm outlincs of their resolve softenced into polite generalitics of
goodwill. His kecnest arguments were turned by the tough inter-
twined fibre of the opposition—the inertia of the localitics, “the
laissez faire of evil people,”! the indifference of Ministers, the
ignorance and complacency of powerful men about the un-
cleanliness of the towns,

Hence, in May 1844, Chadwick wrote to Lord Ashley:

“There is certainly a very large class of questions affecting the
condition of the labouring classes on which external aid will be of
much service if it be powerful and not merely a small buzz that
gocs on unheeded. There are many small interests adverse to the
condition of the labouring classes that might by such aid be usc-
fully kept in check by the representations of a body that would be
properly attended to if well dirccted. . . .

“Your Lordship has seen how frequently interested partics are
seated at Boards of Guardians, who are ready to stop anything
which may lead to expenditure for the proper rcpair of the
dwellings of the labouring classes.

“Where measures of drainage are proposed, and the works
carried out by Commissioners of Sewers are found to be defective a

~cry is raised nothing must be done for fear of offending the

Commissioners, and the active Commissioners in several instances
are found to be precisely the same sort of persons as those of whom
you have heard as Guardians,

““When additional supplies of water are called for, for the salu-
brity and cleanliness of the dwellings of the working-class popula-
tion one cry raised is ‘Oh the interests of the companies is too
powerful to be touched.’

1E, C. to the Rev. Theobald Mathew, 26 April 1845.
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“ An associated voice should surely be raised on the other side.””!

What was nceded was some hearty and persistent campaigning,
with lectures and pamphlets and letters to The Times, public
meetings to pass resolutions, and deputations to the Home
Sceretary headed by noble well-wishers, to convince Ministers
that, if only for their own peace of mind, something must be done,
But a civil servant could hardly appear as the leader of a move-
ment to bring the pressure of external opinion to bear upon Her
Majesty’s Government ; and, even if he had not been disqualified
by rcason of his office, this was work for which he was con-
stitutionally unfitted. 'When James Simpson, in an address to a
mecting of Edinburgh workmen, told them that Edwin Chadwick
had counsclled the labouring classes to join in petitions to the
authorities, he was annoyed at this indiscrect mention of his name
in conncction with a public agitation.? He preferred to exert his
influence from the official anonymity of Somerset House.
Chadwick, indeed, was no platform agitator. In private con-
versation he could use with effect his inexhaustible stores of
information, his closc argument, his intimacy with detail, the
authority of his personal knowledge which caused men to listen to
him with respect. But a public speaker required other qualities,
qualitics which, as his unsuccessful Parliamentary candidatures in
later life showed conclusively, Chadwick conspicuously lacked.
His public utterances were lame and dull, tied down to notes,
bristling with statistical minutiz, and sounding like extracts from
onc of his own blue-books.

So the formation of a Health of Towns Association was left to
other men, to Ashley, Normanby, Ebrington, and above all to Dr.
Southwood Smith, who had revealed a flair for propaganda in the
illustrations he had caused to be drawn for the Report of the
Children’s Employment Commission. When, in December 1844,
Chadwick heard that Southwood Smith was organising a meeting
at Lxeter Hall, he expressed his hearty approval; but he wrote
warningly to the Doctor, “I must beg of you to be careful not to
mix me up with the meeting. It will do no good and may hinder
much my power of being useful.”’3

1L, C. to Lord Ashley, 11 May 1844.
2 L5, C. to James Simpson, 3 February 1844.
8 i, C. to Southwood Smith, g December 1844.
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The meeting, which took place on 11 December 1844, was

presided over by Lord Normanby; and it may be supposcd that

not the least of the benefits Chadwick expected from the cam-
paign was that it diverted his Lordship’s cnergies into the safer
channels of a non-political agitation. He had visited the huts of
hundreds of negro slaves in the West Indics and the cabins of
Irish cotticrs, he told his audience, but “he would rather pass his
life in any onc of the first, or in most of the last, than he would
inhabit one of those dens or ccllars too often used as dwellings of
the industrious poor of this country.” Dismissing the Health of
Towns Commission as “but a bad substitute for action,” he hoped
that “they would scparate this day with a firm dectermination to
do all that in them lay to prevent the seasons again revolving still
to find so dreadful a contrast existing between an increasing
national prosperity and a deepening miscry of the masses.””! As a
result of the meeting a Health of Towns Association was founded,
with Southwood Smith and Professor W. A. Guy as sccretarics;
and in the following months branches were cstablished in LEdin-
burgh, Liverpool, Manchester, York, Halifax, Derby, Bath,
Rugby, Marlborough, Walsall, Plymouth, and Worcester.?

In the next few years the Association, in lectures and pamphlets
and petitions, hammered away at Southwood Smith’s proposition
that “the heaviest municipal tax is the fever tax,” Its lecturers,
Lord Ebrington, the lawyer James Simpson, the clergyman the
Rev. C. Girdlestone, the doctors W. A, Guy, R. D. Grainger, J.
Toynbee, instructed audiences of both the working and middle
classes in the elementary principles of ventilation, drainage, and
civic and domestic clcanliness. In Liverpool a Health of Towns
Advocate was started by Dr. John Sutherland, fifteen hundred
copies of the first number being distributed gratuitously. In
January 1847, on the eve of the introduction of Lord Morpeth’s
first Health of Towns Bill, the Metropolitan Association began the
publication of a Weekly Sheet of Facls and Figures.® Joseph Toynbee
organised in London an ancillary Metropolitan Working Classes’
Association for Improving the Public Health, which adopted

1 Abstract of Proceedings of Public Meeling at Exeler Hall, December 11, 1844
(pamphlet), pp. 5, 12, 13-

® Health of Town Association: Report February 24. 1847 (pamphlet), pp. 7, 9.

% Ibid., p. 10.

et L Bt s 5 bt i St i ol b A 1| e e 0

o ] i

SANITARY PROFITS AND PROPAGANDA 113

the motto, “We can be useful no longer than we are well”’; the
example was followed at Newcastle and Gateshead where a
Working Men’s Association, which included thirty “foremen and
other influential workers,” was formed in friendly alliance with
the local Sanitary Association,! In many other towns the working
classcs, under middle-class guidance, set up associations, which
were prolific in advice to their fellow workers and in memorials
to the Government. But not everywhere was there this docile
acceptance of middle-class tutorship; and Chadwick heard that at
Glasgow “some noisy, brawling, turbulent Chartists had got
mixed up with the agitation,” and that “their way of doing
business had disgusted the more discreet,”? )

It was all a bit vulgar and demagogic, thought some of
Chadwick’s fricnds. He was rather apologetic himself. *‘Needs
must,”” he told the Bishop of London, “where the opposing
interests are so strong as they are . . . and so influential with
Members of Parliament.”® But though he refused to have his
name connected openly with the Association, he took full advan-
tage of this powerful instrument of propaganda which lay so ready
to his hand, and, by a kind of ventriloquism, its publications
incorporated the memoranda he supplicd to them, and its
deputations spokc arguments he had suggested. Thus, on
3 November 1846, he sent Ashley a review of progress since
1837, together with the mortality bill for the quarter, which
showed some 15,000 deaths above the average, proving that “if
we are idle death is not,”” It was a ‘“‘singularly important” paper,
thought Ashley. ‘I made usc of it today at a meeting of the Health
of Towns Association, which I hope may at last produce some
movement on the part of the Government. It is almost the boldest
document ever published by a subordinate department.”*

It was, taking the country as a whole, a sprawling, loosely knit
campaign, much less a pitched battle fought to a general’s plan
than an affair of local skirmishes under guerrilla leaders. In the
years of the cholera cspecially, little agitations, auxiliary to the

1 First Annual Report of the Newcastle and Gateshead Sanitary Association, 1848,
PP. 14-15.
? Thomas Beggs to E. C., 11 April 1846,
*E. C. to Bishop Blomficld, 18 November 1847. :
8‘&3. C. to Lord Ashley, 3 November 1846; Lord Ashley to E. C., 6 November
1846.
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national movement though often quite independent in their origin
and development, were ignited in many places by the energy of
some public-spirited individual or group, to blaze ficrcely for a
few months or a yecar or two, perhaps, and then to flicker out as
the enthusiasm or the wholesome fear departed. In 1849, for
instance, the Christian Socialists were busy in the slums of
Bermondsey, and had a wild scheme for waylaying the Prince
Consort with a memorial against the sanitary condition of the
district.! Chadwick scems to have known nothing of their
activity—or, it may be, he studiously ignored “Parson Lot” and
his Chartist fricnds. There must have been many calightened
clergymen like Charles Kingsley who asked their parishioners,
“Who Causcs Pestilence?” and whose sermons attacked the
Deus ex machina theory of judgments and visitations,”# There must
have been even more sturdy doctors like Kingsley’s Tom Thurnall,
pitting their science and blunt commonsense against the dirt and
prejudice which surrounded them, devoted allies of Chadwick
and the General Board of Health against “that ‘local government,’
which signifies, in plain English, the lcaving the few to destroy
themsclves and the many, by the unchecked exercise of the
virtues of pride and ignorance, stupidity and stinginess.”? As a
propagandist movement, however, the public health agitation did
not approach the power of the Anti-Corn-Law League. Middle-
class opinion never organised itsclf so formidably behind Ashley
and Normanby and Southwood Smith as it organised itself behind
Cobden and Bright, and the Weekly Sheet of Facts and Figures
never exerted anything like the influence of the Anfi-Bread-Tax
Circular, The Anti-Corn-Law League put beforc the public a
single, casily comprehended aim, the repeal of a sct of laws which
possessed the ideal quality for the propagandist’s purposcs that
they could be shown to be taxes on the people’s food. The Health
of Towns Association faced a complex of problems, often of a
technical nature, about whose solution there was frequently a
division of opinion even in their own ranks, Both professed to be
dealing with the same disease, the “Condition of England

1 G. Kendall, Charles Kingsley and his Ideas (1947), p. 76.
2 Ibid,, pp. 75, 77. ‘“Who Causes Pestilence?”” was the title of a scries of

sermons delivered by Kingsley at the end of 1848.
8 C. Kingsley, Two Years Ago (3rd cd., 1860), p. 213.
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Question”; but the Leaguers prescribed a specific, while the
sanitarians could recommend only a prolonged and cxacting
course of therapeutics. The extraordinary success of Cobden and
Bright was won because they combined the appeal ad misericordiam
of the farm labourer’s “I be protected and I be starving™ with a
cogent cconomic cxposition that Repeal would bring increased
trade, higher wages, and even a better market for the farmer.
'The weapons of the Anti-Corn-Law League, though they were
sharpencd and given their cutting edge by the miscry of the lower
classes, were forged out of the solid core of middle-class interests.
But was there any profit in sanitation? Maybe there was, if you
carcd to go into the figures of Chadwick’s Towns Improvement
Company, or if you accepted his thesis that the labourer, as much
as any productive machinery, repaid care and money spent. But
how could sewers compete with railways as fields for investment?
Projects for bringing drains and water into the homes of the people
were looked upon as too *philanthropic,” “humanitarian,” and
“patriotic” to be good business, The capitalist contributed to
schemes for improving the condition of the labouring classes in
much the same spirit as he put money on the plate at church,
expecting to draw his return not in hard cash but in the trans-
cendental currency of Butler’s “Musical Banks.”

It was this feeling which Chadwick had set himself to combat
since the carliest of his social investigations. Nothing disgusted
him more than the attitude of those who looked complacently on
the poor as objects of charity, and who found an ecasy discharge
from the labour and responsibility of seeking a solution to the
problems of human misery by means which sapped the inde-
pendence of the workers. He believed that charities created much
of the misery they were intended to relieve and could not relieve
all that they created. It might even be said, he thought, that if the
trustee of a fund for the distribution of alms ate and drank the
money himself, or if the man appointed to administer a charity
for the sustenance of foundlings kept a mistress instead with the
proceeds, they would have performed a work of public benefit;
the corruption being confined to one rather than being diffused
amongst a multitude. Morcover, charity of this kind was
directed only towards the visible and pitiful effects, and failed to
come to grips with the physical causes which produced them.
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Lady Bountiful was well-meaning but muddle-headed. She was
touched by the sight of the sick labourer, lying untended in his
damp, cold room, surrounded by the circle of his pale, ill-fed
children; but she sent him medicines, blankets, and fuel, instead
of removing by drainage the dampness and pestilential miasma
which caused the discase; she sent him money and food, instcad of
eliminating the depressing factors in his environment which led
him to spend at the beershop the wages which would have
sufficed to feed and clothe his family, She would have done better
to have followed the example of the benevolent lady of St.
Margaret’s parish, who, instead of distributing alms amongst her
tenants, spent a hundred pounds on the drainage of their houses.

Chadwick regarded mistrustfully, thercfore, the activity of
those whom the world called *philanthropists*—Dr., Southwood
Smith, for cxample, “who is a man of benevolence mercly
and who has mismanaged the Sanatorium.”* Not benevolence
but self-interest was the motive which should be invoked by the
social reformer. The logic of Chadwick’s argument runs simply
enough. More and more he looked to the great capitalists, whose
crude creative energy was equipping Britain with an expensive,
ill-planned, but modern system of communications, to furnish the
brains and the money to rebuild the towns. Such men would
move only if they were guarantced a safe six or seven per cent on
their outlay. Now all Chadwick’s inquirics and cxpcriments
tended to prove that profits as high as this could be made on the
construction of sanitary works; and that the capitalists were over-
looking an immense untapped market right under their noses—
the millions of the working class, dirty, ill-clad and miserably
housed, the supply of whose needs would form the basis of a score
of new industries. It followed, if this were a true picture of the
situation, that it was a grave error in tactics to let it be put about
that model houses and reconstructed sewers could return no more
than four per cent. Thus, when Southwood Smith outlined to him
in July 1844 the plans of the Society for Improving the Dwellings
of the Industrious Classes, he was quick to offer his advice and

1E. C. to Lord Lansdowne, 31 July 1844. A forerunner of the modern
nursing home, the “Sanatorium® was opened in 1842 at Devonshire House,
Regent’s Park, as a “home in sickness” for members of the middle classes.

(C. L. Lewes, op. cit., pp. 80-4.)
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sympathy, but he firmly declined to allow his name to appear as
one of the Committece, He was confident, he explained, that if
large capital were engaged a profit of six or seven per cent could
be obtained from a superior dwelling let at the same rents now
charged for wretched hovels; but the Doctor based the institution
on charity and bencvolence and proposed to restrict the profits
to four per cent, so discarding the powerful stimulus of com-
mercial success. He urged on Southwood Smith, therefore, that
the Board of Trade should be asked to reconsider the limitation of
interest which had been inserted in the Society’s charter, and “to
place the proccedings on a commercial principle simply, as being
rcally the most benevolent in its ultimate operation to the working
classes,”!

By the end of 1844 Chadwick was telling his friends that there
was little chance of introducing comprehensive mcasures of
sanitary improvement with the speed and vigour he desired,
unless they were carried out by commercial bodies. Water supply,
he assured one, would everywhere be best entrusted to “a private
Company on proper conditions and with new securilies for the public:
making the Company lessees instead of proprietors.”? Adminis-
trators, he informed another, could not have the same vital
interest in success, or the same motives to vigilance and cconomy
in the expenditure of the public money as capitalists had in
spending their own.® This excessive enthusiasm for private
enterprise (but, be it noted, under strong sccurities for the public
interest) was out of character, and was soon to wilt. It had its
origins in a complex of considerations: his scorn for local adminis-
trative ability, his anxicty to get sanitary reform under way
without waiting on the slow pace of a reluctant Government, the
influence of the engineer, Thomas Hawksley, whose Nottingham
Water Company secemed a model of efficiency and economy.
Possibly his marriage in 1839 to Rachel Dawson Kennedy, fifth
daughter of John Kennedy, the cotton manufacturer, had left him
more open to the arguments of Manchester. Certainly he had
lately made the personal acquaintance of some of the great
railway capitalists, and had imbibed from them something of the

1 E. C. to Southwood Smith, 1 July 1844.
2 E. C.10]. Hodson, 10 April 1845.
3 E. C. to Raikes Currie, 26 October 1844.
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romantic theory of capitalism, the hero of which was the sclf-made
man, who, by cnergy, thrift, and a strict attention to “sound
cconomic principles of trade,” forged upwards from the bottom
of the social pyramid to become the chairman of a company.
Such a man, for example, was James Morrison, the railway
director, who had come up to London with all his worldly goods
in a cotton pocket handkerchief, had prospered, marricd a
partner’s daughter, and was now worth three millions, There
scemed no reason why Edwin Chadwick also, if he turncd his
abilities to commerce, should not in duc time become a
millionaire.

On these twin postulates, therefore—that municipalities were
incompetent to manage such services as gas and water supply;
and that, of all motives to appeal to, sclf-interest was the steadiest
and most powerful—was based Chadwick’s grand scheme for a
Towns Improvement Company. His interrogation of witnesses
before the Health of Towns Commission had left him, as we have
seen, with the conviction that there was moncy to be made not
only out of the supply of water but also out of the disposal of
sewage. The figures of practical engincers and farmers could be
shown to prove it. For a penny a wecek supplies of water, constant
and at high pressure, could be extended to lower-class houses;
for another penny those houses could be drained; for another
pavements and roadways could be washed and swept. A com-
pany could safely contract to perform these services at a fair ratc of
profit, and in addition it could count on an immense return from
the sale of rich town manure to progressive farmers. Threc points
were essential to the scheme, The company must have a monopoly
of the field of supply. It must contract for all three of the inter-
dependent services of water supply, drainage, and scwage disposal.
And, finally, the service must be universal, to all classes of the
community, and paid for by a compulsory rate. For, as he
explained to Thomas Hawksley, *the best sccuritics for a fair and
liberal and permanent profit will be in the close consultation of
the wants conveniences comforts and means of the greatest number
of the poorest classes of the consumers and in moderate profits on
extended supplies, rather than very high profits on narrow
supplies.”!

1L, C. to T, Hawksley, 25 November 1844,

et e

O el LN PO

SANITARY PROFITS AND PROPAGANDA 119

The ficld of operations open to such a company seemed bound-
less. In Britain, in the colonics, in cvery country in Europe, there
were scores of towns which nceded water and sewers, Carlisle,
Durham, Frome, Kidderminster, Salisbury, Merthyr Tydfil,
Stourbridge, Walsall, Wednesbury, West Bromwich, Wrexham,
Wolverhampton—these were only a few of the places without an
adcquate water supply. Berlin had already asked Ghadwick’s
advice, and he had heard that he was a greater prophet in
Germany than in England. Paris, again, would make the best
enterprise in Europe; if only Guizot would take his mind off
Algicrs and draw his head for a moment out of the clouds of high
politics, Chadwick could show him how the highest rooms in
Paris could be supplied with filtered water for three sous a ton, as
compared with the nine francs at present paid to the porteurs
d’eau. Turning over these possibilitics, Chadwick was flushed
with the vision of himself as managing director of a vast public
utility company with ramifications in every country, which would
be the instrument for carrying out his sanitary schemes and would
serve at the same time as a “golden bridge for cscape” from the
insults to which he felt himself cxposed at Somerset House.?

The scheme began promisingly. Sir John Easthope, the first
chairman of the London and Southampton Railway, gave his
“very hearty concurrence,” and declared his willingness to invest
£50,000 or more.® Other capitalists of European reputation,
among them Raikes Currie, Sir George de Larpent, James
Matheson, James Morrison, John Moss, Edward and Anthony
Strutt, J. L. Ricardo, Rowland Hill, Nassau Senior, fell under
the spell of Chadwick’s tale of gold from sewage. “Such a
conjunction, such an Assembly of Eagles on the same perch had
perhaps never before been scen,” he exclaimed in delight.® The
company was registered on 7 August 1845, with Lord Francis
Egerton as its chairman, three millionaires amongst its backers,
and a team of technical consultants chosen by Chadwick for their
known sympathy with the most advanced ideas in sanitary
engincering—Thomas Hawksley and Chadwell Mylne for water

1E, C. to T. Hawksley, 11 August 1844; to Sir John Easthope, 28 November,
31 October 1844.

2 R, C. to T, Hawksley, 8 August 1845.
18.44.

1 13, C. to Sir John Easthope, 2 October 1845,

3 E. C. to T'. Hawksley, 22 October
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supply, John Roe and Butler Williams for drainage, Smith of
Deanston and Captain Vetch for sewage disposal. It was proposed
to raise £1,000,000, on which a return of at least six per cent, and
perhaps nine or ten per cent, was promised, In a tour of the
provinces Chadwick expounded to local capitalists the advantages
of investing in a venturc which offered double the return of the
average railway speculation, and combated everywhere the heresy
of a water supply divorced from drainage and sewage disposal.
At Bristol the Merchant Venturers showed a disposition to co-
operate; at Leicester, Lancaster, and Exeter, he sccured in-
fluential converts; at Manchester he addressecd members of the
Corporation for an hour, and made an impression on Cobden.
He returned in high hopes to London with engagements to the
extent of £700,000. From Lyons, too, came an attractive offer;
the Paris ncgotiations scemed hopeful; and inquiries were reccived
from Athens, Berlin, Frankfort, and Munich.

But good will and promises and five competent engincering
reports remained the extent of the company’s achicvement,
Chadwick’s prospectus was swamped in a sca of railway adver-
tisements; his engincers were lured away by offers of seven and a
half guineas a day as railway surveyors; and his millionaires
succumbed one by one to the madness of the great railway boom,
At Leicester, after six months of negotiation with local capitalists,
who were reluctant to see the control of the town’s water supply
pass to a London company, only £7,000 of the £70,000 required
could be raised. At Manchester and Bristol Chadwick’s company
found itself opposed by separate water schemes, which drew away
support because their offers scemed less speculative, The optimis-
tic prospectus was founded largely on the experience of Thomas
Hawksley, and it was a severe blow to Chadwick when this
expert of his own choice began to exhibit heretical tendencies.
He was bewildered when Hawksley accepted a retainer from the
Lancashire Water Company in Scptember 1845. How could
Hawkesley square advocacy of a new company with his pub-
lished views which condemned the intrusion of sccond capitals
into the same field? Such a scene would rejoice the old-style
water engineers, the Simpsons and the Wicksteeds exceedingly It
When Hawksley began to cast doubts on the accuracy of

1E. C. to T. Hawksley, 31 August 1845.
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Chadwick’s figures for the returns from scwage irrigation, the
break became complete. It was certainly strange, if Hawksley
was so dubious of the soundness of the scheme, that he waited
cighteen months, and until Chadwick was having difficulty in
raising capital, to reveal it.

But thc most fundamental weakness of all was the impression
which had spread in business circles that the company had
philanthropic objects. *“‘One of our Capitalists had objected to
me! as tending to taint the list with benevolence and philan-
thropy,” Chadwick told the chairman with uncasy heartiness.?
“So good a commercial man as Mr, Bates,” he wrote urgently to
Nassau Senior, “should not be allowed to labour under the
delusion that there is any more patriotism in the objects of the
proposed Company than there is in the every day operations of
his own counting house in supplying the wants of the needy in all
parts of the world with goods, or money, and receiving in tale,
and measure, in a solid and tangible shape the expression of their
sense of gratitude for the amount of service rendered to them. . . .
He owes some apology to the gentlemen whose names are on the
prospectus for so injurious a supposition.”? But it was in vain
that Chadwick pointed to the adhesion of John Moss, the chair-
man of the Grand Junction Company, “a firm minded man who
would not let his feelings get the better of his pecuniary judg-
ment”’;3 in vain that he declared that for the sake of humanity the
percentage should be looked to with the eye of a Shylock.* It was
whispered that a company to furnish the houses of the poor with
water and drains must be humanitarian and patriotic, and as
such offensive to the business conscience.

Some £600 had been spent on the prospectuses, advertisements,
and reports of the Towns Improvement Company, of which nearly
£500 had come out of Chadwick’s pocket. The money had not
been entirely wasted. For a moderate outlay the company had
examined seven towns, Manchester, Salford, Bolton, Leicester,
Bristol, Exeter, and Derby, and had produced exploratory
reports on the first five of these, indicating how between two and

1E, C. to Lord Francis Egerton, 1 November 1845.
2 £, C. to Nassau Senior, 11 April 1845.

3 E, G, to Lord Francis Egerton, 1 November 1845.
1 E. G. to the Earl of Lovelace, 8 March 1845.
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three million pounds might be profitably spent on their improve-
ment. A surgeon of Manchester, Dr. P. H. Holland, had pro-
duced a report on that city which was adjudged by Chadwick
to be the best of its kind that had yet appeared.! Altogether this
ficld-work in the service of the company undoubtedly stood
Chadwick in good stead when he came to direct the activitics of
his Inspectors at the Board of Health.

After 1846 the Towns Improvement Company fell into a state
of suspended animation from which Chadwick never succeeded in
awakening it, But to its curious history there was a still more
curious appendix. By a flash of characteristic ingenuity, Chadwick
had conceived the idea of distributing sewer manure by pumps
mounted on canal boats, and now, with three other sanguine
spirits, Dr. P, H. Holland, Robert Rawlinson the engincer, and
Joseph Whitworth the inventor, he formed an association to con-
duct an cxperiment on the Bridgewater canal. His hopes—as
usual—were high. Farmers were shaking their heads over the
shortage of manure, yct the sewers of the towns were veritable
guano mines. The rich refuse of the towns might be ferricd down
in boats to the barren and starving farm land, and the produce
would float back to feed the workers in the factories, * Chadwick’s
Elixir” would make the banks of every canal green and fertile,

The idea found little favour, however, with the rugged farmers
of South Lancashire, and they listened with a canny scepticism to
these plausible strangers, with their pumps and jets and hundreds
of yards of canvas hose, who promised them agricultural miracles,
and offered to manure their ficlds in return for half the extra crop
obtained. Where Dr. Holland, who had been put in charge of the
experiment, did find employment for his floating pump, few of his
hopeful clients noticed that remarkable transformation of their
produce which he had led them to expect. Part of the misfortune
Chadwick attributed to the unhappy Dr. Holland, who was not
the man to cope with “this plaguy irrigation.” But the failure was
due chiefly, he felt, to the farmers of the old *‘round frock* school,
who could not be convinced that they might pay an additional
rent by saving the manure which they now wasted. It was a
psychological phenomenon, this bucolic resistance to new ideas.
As an example of ““agricultural logic,” Chadwick would tell how

1 E. C. to Dr. P, . Holland, 28 December 1845.
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the Duke of Bedford attempted to prove to one of his tenants that
a certain picce of ploughing could be done as well by two horses
as by the four at present used by the farmer. Words failing to
carry conviction, the Duke gave an actual demonstration, *“The
only response which his Grace obtained was that way might be
all very well to be worked by a Duke but he as a farmer could not
afford i1.**

Chadwick continued the experiment till the end of 1849, paying
cxpenses out of his own pocket, despite Holland’s continually more
depressing reports and the prudent secession of his allies. It wasa
courageous act of faith, and when defeat could no longer be
hidden, he was keenly disappointed. The successful application
of sewer manure to agriculture, he believed, would do more than
anything clsc to encourage the adoption of a better system of
drainage and water supply and the universal introduction of the
water-closct. And to the end of his life the productive powers of
liquid sewage remained his “King Charles’ Head,” the fascina-
tion of a fortunc from town guano drawing him back time and
again to the idea ‘of a Towns Improvement Company.

1 ““Notes on Agricultural Logic,” MS,, n.d.
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CHAPTER VI

STRUGGLE WITH THE SPECULATORS

THE Qucen’s Speech at the opening of the 1845 session referred to
the Health of Towns Report, and voiced the hope that it would
form the basis of a mcasure for “promoting the Health and
Comfort of the poorer Classes of My Subjects.””® So, for the first
time in history, a British Government announced that its legisla-
tive programme included a Public Health Bill. The period of
inquiry, begun in 1838, was cnded; and Chadwick’s seven years of
ccaseless investigation and argument had brought the Govern-
ment to the point of action. The question remained whether that
action would be as bold and as comprehensive as he had planned,
He had wished—as the memoranda he had laid before Buccleuch
show clearly—that the Commissioners would embody their
recommendations in the actual clauses of a Bill, dictated by him-
self, and so strongly butiressed by the evidence and the authority
of a Royal Commission that it must pass without substantial
alteration by the legislature. The Government had other inten-
tions, however, and a couple of months before the Health of
"Towns Commission presented their Second Report the preparation
of a Public Health Bill was entrusted to the Earl of Lincoln, First
Commissioner of Woods and Forests, The decision made two
things plain: that the Government looked upon the Bill as the
minor measure of a minor department, and that they felt them-
selves in no way bound by the conclusions of an inquiry dominated
by Edwin Chadwick.

Lord Lincoln immediately turned his back on the Health of
Towns Commission, and sought his authorities among the builders
and architects of the Woods and Forests—whose “working men
are entirely of the old school.”2 The success or failure of the

! Hansard, vol. Ixxvii, p. 4, 4 February 1845,
2E. C. to Lyon Play’fair, 14 Decembr(!:';' lBﬁ.
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Towns Improvement Company depended very largely upon the
provisions of Lincoln’s Bill; and it was the future of this, his
“golden bridge for cscape,” which was Chadwick’s chief anxicty
throughout 1845. If the recommendations of the Commission
were adopted, companies of the old style, with their separate
water schemes and restrictive policies, would be handicapped, and
facilities would be granted to a company prepared to carry out
combined works by a contract under public regulation. As the
1845 scssion advanced his hopes rose that Lincoln might be
persuaded to ignore the ‘“prejudices of various pestilential
interests,”! and give his backing to a well-drawn Bill; in which
cvent the Towns Improvement Company might at once take the
ficld, examining places and recruiting local capitalists, in readi-
ness for a sweeping campaign on the collapse of the railway boom,
Lincoln’s Bill made a momentary appearance in July 1845, and
was then withdrawn for consideration and amendment during the
recess.2 Another year’s delay! And there was nothing to attract
Chadwick’s capitalists in Lincoln’s proposal to establish elective
boards in the localitics, “ which would hold out inducements only
to the petty tradesmen of a country town, who alone will serve
under the orders or humour the caprices of the other petty
tradesmen of country towns.”’3

While Chadwick thus watched anxiously the delaying and
possible crippling of his main measure, on the interments question
he faced complete deadlock., Throughout 1845 Sir James
Graham maintained an imperturbable front. When a newspaper
rcport was brought to his attention, describing the practice in the
Clerkenwell churchyard of disinterring bodies after a few days,
chopping them with a spade, and burning the pieces in a bone-
house, he consented to make inquiries—but thought there would
be some difficulty in removing the cause of the evil.4 A week later
he observed that he feared that to prohibit burial within the
walls of a city “would not be in harmony with the feelings of a
great body of the people.”s Chadwick exploded into protest.
Who were these people who were so attached to the practice?

1L, C. to Lord Ebrington, 25 June 1845.

® Hansard, vol. Ixxxii, p. 1077, 25 July 1845.

8 E. C. to R. A, Slaney, 8 July 1845.

4 Hansard, vol. Ixxvii, p. 1234, 26 February 1845.
& Ibid., vol. Ixxviii, p. 325, 5 March 1845.
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Was it the working classes, the poor, the uncasy, the heavily
laden, who dwelt with complacency upon burial in the over-
gorged charnels of the metropolis, where newly buried corpses
were hacked and hewn by the sexton’s shovel to make way for
others? Was it the middle and higher classes, who were abandon-
ing family vaults in the graveyards, preferring to pay heavily for
interment in Kensal Green cemetery? Since it was clearly none of
these, then who constituted this *“great body?” A portion of the
clergy! “Are we to endure to have it held up before this country
and before all Europe that respect for the dead and the health of
the living are to be prostrated for the maintenance of clerical
domination, or rapacity for fces or for the lowest traders’ pelf? . .,
Is it to be allowed to go forth that the moral courage of our leading
public men is so low, or their perceptions so obtuse, or their
capacity so feeble that administrative measures which have been
carricd out in Austria, Prussia, Russia, Wecimar, nay cven in

Spain, and are scen to clevate the feelings of the population are:

beyond the capacity of our parliament or our Government!™!
On 8 April 1845 W. A, Mackinnon challenged the Govern-
ment with a resolution condemning intramural intecrment, Faced
with an incscapable decision, Graham came out openly in support
of the existing system. Waving aside the ‘“‘cxaggerated views
entertained on the subject,” he declared that it would not be casy
to stop people being buried in the places where their kindred
lay; if they adopted Chadwick’s suggestion, and prohibited
absolutely interments in towns, public fecling would be greatly
excited, if not grossly violated. He refused to admit that the public
health was cndangered; there was no metropolis in the world
where health was so well preserved. Were the Government to
undertake the arrangements for burial, it would be intruding in a
field where private companies were beginning to enter; so they
should take carc “lest, by a compulsory enactment, they inter-
rupted that course of fecling, which, if left to itself, would remedy
the evil” Graham was decisively beaten in the debate, and
Mackinnon’s resolution was carried by 66 votes to 49.2 Chadwick,
who judged that the vested interests in burial fees had prevailed
with the Home Secretary, was delighted, but the victory brought
no change in the attitude of the Government, now clearly resolved

1E. C., MS. fragment, n.d. 2 Hansard, vol. Ixxix, pp. 330-59, 8 April 1845.
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to belittle the nuisance because of the trouble they would be put to
in applying a remedy.

The Corn Laws dominated the Parliamentary scene in 1846, and
it was soon cvident that until the manufacturer and the landlord
had played out their parts in the drama of the session, the public
health reformers must possess themselves in patience. But the
year showed some notable advances, and the fact that not all of
them originated directly with Chadwick proved that the *“Sani-
tary Idea” was pushing out roots into many influential quarters.
An Act was passcd to authorise Town Councils to establish public
baths and washhouses, defraying the cost out of the rates (g & 10
Vict. ¢. 74). A Nuisances Removal Act (9 & 10 Vict. c. g6)
empowered Boards of Guardians in the rural arcas to indict
nuisances before the Justices of the Peace, and, where the order for
removal was met by recalcitrance or continued neglect, to take
sicps to cxccute it at the expense of the person responsible.
Sanitary legislation thus made its first tentative step into the
country districts; and for the narrow purposes of the Act the
parish was replaced as the responsible authority by the Poor Law
Union, with its superior cfficiency, its paid medical staff, and its
responsivencss to control and instruction from the centre. Another
clause of the same Act authorised the Privy Council to issue
emergency Orders if any place should be threatened by ““for-
midable contagious or epidemic disease.” This measure was, in
fact, the first payment made by fear on an insurance policy
against the cholera, which even then was advancing on the south-
castern fronticrs of Burope.

To balance these small gains there was another check on the
interments question, and a further delay in the introduction of a
Public Health Bill. In April, W. A. Mackinnon brought in a Bill
drafted by Chadwick on the conclusions of the Interments
Report,t  “Sir James Graham has become so unpopular,”
Chadwick wrote hopefully to the Bishop of London, “that it is
more than probable that his opposition would contribute to the
successs of Mr. Mackinnon, who will receive support from both
sides of the house.”? Graham unbent so far as to allow him to
circulate privately amongst the Bishops the provisions of the Bill;
but with the collapse of the Tory Government, it disappeared once

1P.P,, 1846, vol. i, p. 255. 2 E, C. to Bishop Blomfield, g March 1846,
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more from view. Not until the General Board of Health was
installed at Gwydyr House did Chadwick get the opportunity to
carry out his interments scheme,

Lord Lincoln’s Bill reappeared, unchanged, at the beginning
of the session,! and Chadwick promptly joined with Southwood
Smith to draw up a detailed report on its provisions for publication
by the London branch of the Health of Towns Association. ‘T his
interesting pamphlet illuminates not only the defects of the
Government measure, but also certain peculiar limitations in the
view-point of the sanitary reformers themselves.? On the whole,
the rcport conceded, the Bill was a great improvement on carlier
attempts. It rccognised the principle that the whole of the
natural drainage area, and the public works therein, should be
under a single authority. It protected the interests of the com-
munity by the supervision of an impartial Government Inspector;
it provided for local surveys by competent engincers; it permitted
local authoritics to enter into contracts for the maintenance and
execution of combined works, under the supervision of a paid
surveyor; it stipulated that an inspector of nuisances and a medical
officer of health should be appointed. All these things were new,
and all were steps in the right dircction. The tone changed
sharply from satisfaction to criticism, however, when the report
went on to consider the administrative machinery. This novel and
complicated subject was to be entrusted to a man whose every
moment of time was already in incessant demand from the vast
and undifferentiated functions of an unwieldy department: the
Home Secretary—Cabinet Minister and party leader, occupied
with Irish affairs, the regulation of factories and prisons, the
supervision of Poor Law Unions, the control of the magistracy and
the Metropolitan Police. Even Sir James Graham, with his
“ athletic strength and powerful intellect,” exhibited plain signs of
overwork, and—Southwood Smith charitably suggested—the
failure of measure after measure in his hands was due in large part
to the inadequate attention he could afford to give them. The
_practical result must be to abandon public health to the chance
zeal of a clerk or some other unknown and irresponsible sub-

1p.P., 1845, vol. v, p. 363.
2 Report of the Commitiee to the Members of the Association, on Lord - Lincoln’s
Bill, 1846; written by Southwood Smith, in consultation with Chadwick.
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ordinate. It would be far better to charge the duties on the Privy
Council, who might dclegate onc or more of their number to give
constant attention to sanitary questions; and where, the report
omitted to add, Edwin Chadwick might secure in public health
the key position that Kay-Shuttleworth now occupied in educa-
tion. The reformers were no better pleased with the proposal to
establish local Boards, which committed the cardinal error,
illustrated time afier time in the shady history of the Sewers
Commissions, of making a numerous local authority an executive
instecad of a supervisory body. Responsibility for planning the
public works should be concentrated on the local surveyor, a
qualificd civil engincer; the local Board, while empowered to
determine the expediency and efficiency of the works, should not
be allowed to interfere in technical matters on which they were
incompetent to form a sound judgment. Moreover, they should
be completely barred from exccuting the works by themselves.
The merely permissive authority to enter into contracts should be
made peremptory—and it was therefore regrettable that the Bill
offered no facilitics to induce joint stock companies to tender for
contracts. Nor was this the only departure from the recommenda-
tions of the Health of Towns Commission. The Bill was limited to
England and Wales, and London was omitted. The essential
point had been missed that the loan for defraying the cost of local
works should be spread over a period coincident with the benefit
derived from them. There was no stipulation that water com-
panies should furnish a constant supply of filtered water at high
pressure; and phrases in the Bill clearly envisaged the continuance
of the cesspool and the privy,

Great advance though the Bill was on Lord Normanby’s
measurcs of four years earlier, therefore, its provisions showed that
the reformers had a long way yet to travel. It was soon clear,
however, that there was no chance of the Bill passing into law in
the 1846 scssion. Chadwick resigned himself to another twelve
months’ delay, until the new Whig Government should recast the
measure bequeathed to them by Lord Lincoln. Perhaps, he
consoled himself, the change of Government might justify a year’s
postponement. Lord Morpeth, who succeeded at the Woods and
Forests, was certainly more amenable than Lord Lincoln, and no
Home Secretary could be less sympathetic than Sir James

K
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Graham. When Lord John Russell made an address to his con-
stituents in July 1846, he announced his intention of taking up this
gricvously neglected ficld of legislation.!  Chadwick was checred;
public opinion was advancing on sanitary questions, he felt, and
they were being officially thought of at last.? Mcanwhile the
London and provincial branches of the Health of Towns Associa-
tion passed their resolutions and circulated their Icaflets; South-
wood Smith and Dr. Holland wrote their articles; and Chadwick
still dreamed and planned for the conquests of his joint stock
company.

1846 is the year of the Andover Committee, and of Chadwick’s
final break with the Poor Law Commissioners, which will be
described in the next chapter. The defence of his reputation
against his official superiors was not the only heavy burden which
the events of the session threw upon him. During the lull in the
main battle for a Public Health Bill, he engaged in two brisk
campaigns against the over-mighty capitalists of water and
railways: For to Chadwick the sclf-government of capitalists was
no better than the sel-government of local authoritics. He had
great faith in self-interest. He commended it as the spring of
individual vigour and efficiency; and it figurcd prominently in his
thought as the most persistent and calculable element in human
character. But he saw no cvidence at all that social bencfits
resulted of necessity from its pursuit, and much which persuaded
him that without the barriers erected by the law its undirected
energies might disrupt society. He put his trust, therefore, not in
the rule of some “invisible hand,” blending the interests of the
individual and society in a mystic reconciliation, but in the secular
authority of the State which, abandoning the superstitions of
laissez faire, should intervene to guide the activities of individuals
towards the desirable goals of communal welfare. In this spirit he
made a notable attempt to bridle the irresponsible power of the
railway companies, which in this intoxicating boom year he saw
thrusting recklessly forward with their plans at the cost of the
moral and physical health of the great body of workers in their
employment. He aired the scandals of railway gang-labour
indicating how they could be removed by Government inspection

1E, C. to Dr. P. H. Holland, 4 July 1846.
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and the recognition of employers’ liability for accidents, and
forced a reluctant Government to set up a Committee of Inquiry.
This is not the place to tell that now almost forgotten story, but
his contest with the water companies was fought on similar issues
and illustrates the same point.

‘The publication in the previous year of the Second Report of
the Health of Towns Commission, foreshadowing public control
of water supplics in the not too distant future, had been followed
by a sudden rush of water companics to seize the most eligible
sources for the supply of towns, In this Chadwick saw a double
danger, At the very moment when lcgislation was under con-
sicleration for combining water and drainage in every town, and for
extending to all classes constant supplies of pure water, separate
water companies on the old model, with their intermittent service
and restrictive policics, were establishing themselves in positions of
vantage; in some places, indeed, rival companies were being
formed, threatening to develop a type of competition condemned
by the Royal Commission only a few weeks before. Once estab-
lished, such companies would be obstacles to the introduction of
the new principles; they would be able to demand large compensa-
tion if they were disturbed ; and Chadwick had no doubt that their
promoters were, in fact, spcculating on forcing the inhabitants
to pay heavily when a Public Health Act had been adopted.? In
the second place, these separate schemes endangered the Towns
Improvement Company, his chosen instrument for the execution of
sanitary works. Investors knew there were dividends in water, but
they were not so easily persuaded of the profit to be derived from
drainage; if, therefore, Chadwick’s company were denied control
of the water supply, it would lose the “ commercial force, which is
so salutary in overcoming the vis inertie of the towns themselves.”?

Hence Chadwick condemned ‘“this hurrying and grabbing of
water sources,”* and instructed his friends that the Press should

Y Papers read before the Statistical Society of Manchester on . . . labourers engaged in
the construction and working of railways, 1846; Report of the Select Commitlee on
Railway Labourers, P.P., 1846, vol. xiii, p. 411; and my paper on “Edwin
Chadwick and the Railway Labourers’’ in the Economic History Review, Second
Series, vol. i1, No. 1, pp. 107-18, 1950.

2E. C. to R. Monckton Milnes, 23 February 1846.

3 .. C. to Lord Francis Egerton, 2 April 1846,

2E. C. to J. Whitworth, 28 Scptember 1846. 1 E. C, to Thomas Hawksley, 3 November 1845.
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open fire at once on all separate water schemes, for “all those
which gain ground will take it from us, from better measures.”!
Early in 1845 he had drawn up a sct of conditions, and had urged
on the Government that the promoters of Private Bills for water
supply should be informed that they must inscrt them or lose their
Bills.2 These proposals, however, in which benefits to the con-
sumer were nicely balanced against privileges to the company, had
proved too strong for the Government to accept. The only result
of his representations was the insertion into some Bills of a clause
subjecting the promoters to any gencral regulations that might
later be approved; and this, as he complained, was too fecble a
safeguard to deter the speculators, Failing to sccure allics among
the Tory Ministers, he declared a private war against the water
companies in the summer of 1845, employing Thomas Hawksley,
the Nottingham engincer, as his champion before the Select Com-
mittees. A few incidents of this obscure struggle may be picced
together from the fugitive notes and memoranda he directed to his
friends on the Committees, and to supporters who were conducting
parallcl campaigns in the localitics. There was a keen contest over
the Manchester Waterworks Bill, which proposed to raise
£600,000 for cxtension of plant which Hawksley calculated
could be laid down de novo for £250,000. The company put for-
ward James Simpson, a London engincer of the old school, as
their expert to testify that a constant and universal supply would
cost them another £100,000. Hawksley in rebuttal stated that
if the Manchester company was not prepared to give a constant
supply of filtered water at a penny a weck to labouring-class
tenements, the Towns Improvement Company would; and he
went on to combat the company’s assertion that filtration was
unnecessary, and their demand that they should be paid extra for
the supply to water-closets.® Chadwick appeared in person to
protest against a Bill promoted by the Shefficld Waterworks
Company for leave to raise fresh capital, twice as much as he
estimated the company should require to give a superior supply—
and he had the unusual humiliation of being routed by James

1 E. C. to Dr. P. H. Holland, 1 November 1845.
2 ““Health of Towns. Points for consideration in respect to Contracts for the
execution and maintenance of Works of Water Supply, Drainage and Cleansing

by Companies, under Private, Local, or General Acts,” MS., n.d.
3 K. C. to Dr. P. H. Holland, 29 May 1845.
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Simpson.! But he and Hawksley scored one notable success.
The enlightened provisions of the Nottingham Inclosure Act?
owed much to their strenuous intervention, in the teeth of bitter
opposition from the Corporation. The truth was, Chadwick
heard from Hawksley, thc Corporation was in fear of the
“Cowocracy,” the Freeman’s Rights Committee, “an interest 1
am sorry to say of the most ignorant corrupt and degraded kind—
an interest which has been the curse of Nottingham as respects its
Social Sanatory and Commercial prosperity for many years past.”?
The contention of the Nottingham Councillors, despite the statis-
tics, that Nottingham was the healthiest of all the large towns,
their corruption (Hawksley told him that since 1800 a quarter ofa
million had been spent in direct bribery in the city),* and their
resistance to the proposal to replace cesspools by water-closets—
all confirmed Chadwick in his view that the defence of the public
health could not safely be entrusted to municipal authoritics.

In 1846 forty-five drainage and waterworks Bills were intro-
duced, twice the number for a normal year. Two rival companies
were racing to secure water sources for Bristol, both of which the
engincers of the Towns Improvement Company had examined
and rcjected as too hard. For Manchester, Liverpool, and
Edinburgh also there were two competing water Bills.? While the
Health of Towns Association debated with Lord Lincoln, and the
Government moved slow-footed in the direction of control, the
speculators were strengthening their grip on the necessities of the
public. At this critical moment Chadwick lost his champion.
Hawksley was seduced from the cause by an offer from the
Lancashire Waterworks Company, onc of the companies whose
principles he had been engaged in attacking. Chadwick regarded
his defection as an act of treachery, personal communication
between the two men broke off completely, and Hawksley was
to be reckoned a few years later amongst the bitterest enemies of
the General Board of Health, To fill his place Chadwick chose
Joseph Hume, the leading Radical advocate of retrenchment,

1E, C. to Thomas Hawksley, 18 July 1845; to J. Parker, 1 June 1845.

18 & g Vict. ¢, 7 (Private).

3 Thomas Hawksley to E. C., g February 1845.

4 Thomas Hawksley to E.C., 22 Scptember 1844.

6 Memoranda on the mode of passing local acts,” MS, fragment, n.d.,

¢. April 1846.
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whose voice had recently been raised against the exorbitant fees
charged by Parliamentary agents for the drafting of Private Bills.
On 7 April Hume moved, in the terms of a resolution which
Chadwick had put into his hands,! for a Select Committee to
examine how far the principles of the Health of Towns Com-
mission could be carried out in the Bills now before the House for
the crection of new waterworks and the exccution of drainage,
paving, and other improvements.

Against this background of Chadwick’s attempts to check the
speculators in water supplics, the full significance of the Private
Bill Committee of 1846 can now be seen.  Chadwick had changed
the direction of his attack. To fight the speculators in detail, to
contest cach separate Bill in turn, was too wasteful of encrgy and
too uncertain in result. He determined, therefore, to cut at the
root of the cvil—the method by which Parliament conferred
privileges on scctional interests in matters which aflected the
community as a whole. The witnesses before Hume’s Committee
were marshalled by Chadwick, and some were bricfed by him; he
cast himself for the chief part, however, and in his evidence replied
to questions which he had earlier suggested to Hume. Before the
Commiittee, and even more forcibly in a series of private memor-
anda intended, it would appear, for Hume’s information, he
subjected the whole system of Private Bill legislation to a scarching
criticism. Under the forms of a legal conflict between private
interests, questions of vital public concern, aflecting the health and
cleanliness of the community, its law and police, trade and com-
munications, were now debated and decided. A glance over a
Private Bill would soon reveal by whom it was drawn, and for
whose benefit. A Waterworks Bill, for example, would contain
summary and stringent remedics for the company against the
consumer, but no similar remedies for the consumer against the
company; a tenant whose supply was defective in quantity or
quality must pay nevertheless or have his supply cut off altogether.
A local improvement Bill, vesting the property in the dust or night-
soil in the scavenger, would provide penalties against any person
who should remove it, but no corresponding penaltics against the

1“Memoranda on the modes of passing local acts,” MS., n.d, The paper

ends in the actual words of Hume’s motion, and was probably drawn up for his
instruction,
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scavenger who neglected his duty, though much. suffering and
offensivencss might result from that neglect.! Tlus cxaltation of
sectional interests above those of the gencral public was the natural
consequence of the procedure by which the Private Bill Com-
mittees collected their evidence. Intcrcstcd. partics, wealthy
cnough to fee professional advocates and send witnesses to London,
were powerfully represented before the Comt.mttecs; but the
inhabitants at large, and especially thc.labourmg classes, were
usually unable to obtain a hearing, anfl in any cvent they laf:lfcd
funds to make the investigations on which an mfor.mcd opposition
could be based. © As Chadwick was arguing in thc. parallel
campaign on which he was then engaged, Hudson and his lawyers
were heard, but not the railway labourers. The truth was that
the Committees lacked both the time to give a full examination of
the facts, and the technical knowledge to reach a sou1.1d. judgment;
and they grounded their conclusions upon the opinions of the
professional experts who came bcfm:c them, In consequence,
Chadwick alleged, ‘“‘a most pernicious system oi.‘ trading in
professional evidence” had developed., ““Men of science receive
retainers: and the past experience will shew give evidence
according to the rctainers on one side or the other as may serve
with the interests of the party retaining them. . ... The imputation
on lawyers of the indiscriminate defence of rlgh't or wrong l?y th'e
indiscriminate use of truth and falsehood, admits of pal.ll.atlon, if
ot of defence. Al the world knows upon what conditions the
lawyer speaks: that what he gives as facts are tl}c facts of .hlS
client: the advocate’s cited cases and not his assertions are.rched
upon. But the science of the scientific man is taken to be his ou,r,n2
science and not the science of his client, made up for the cause.
Committees on water Bills, for instance, could not be expecte.d to
be conversant with hydraulics; hence while one Committee
listened to Chadwick’s experts and declared in favour of constant
supply, another leaned to the cng:inecrs of the London companies
and pronounced it to be impracticable. . N
The object then must be to remove .thcsc important decisions
from the atmosphere of partiality and ignorance Whlf,‘.h now sur-
rounded them, The method Chadwick had already indicated in

1%Local Acts. How and for whom composed,” MS., n.d.
2 MS., n.d., on Private Bills.
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the reports of the Health of Towns Commission. A prcliminary
inquiry must be made on the spot by a competent officer, un-
connected with the locality and dcputed by a department of
State—a known and responsible informant, instead of the un-
known and irresponsible persons who were at present profession-
ally retained to give “opinion evidence” before Committees. He
would hear parties who were not now heard; and those who were
now heard would be heard more conveniently, and at greatly
reduced expense.! “The facts and information are paramount:
and those can only be obtained quickly, completely, cconomically,
and satisfactorily in site.”’® For sanitary reform the factor of cx-
pense was of the first importance. The town of St. Helens, when
it planned waterworks costing £3,000, had to spend another
£1,000 in obtaining Parliamentary permission to crect them. In
many villages and small towns the legal and Parliamentary costs of
a drainage scheme would equal the expense of laying down the
house drains; and the costs for a water Bill would cqual the outlay
for the tenants’ water pipes.®

Though Chadwick’s criticisms of the water Bills were toned
down, and he failed in his attempt to halt them completely, his
hand is evident throughout the Committee’s report.® The great
mass of the so-called Private Bills, they declared, were essentially
public in character, yct the public were not represented before the
Committees by any competent or qualified person. They recom-
mended, therefore, that in future, where only ordinary powers
were sought, means should be made available for exccuting pro-
jects under the authority and supervision of a Government
department, without the necessity of applying to Parliament.
With this object, Public General Acts should be passed for all
classes of Private Bills, except those which, like Divorce and Estate
Bills, were personal in their nature. The procedure under such
Public General Acts should be on the lincs indicated by Chadwick:

1% Mr, Chadwick’s Suggestions relative to Priv ills. i D ina-
ton" NS S Mo 184g.g ate Bills. Prcvious Examina

2 *Local Acts. How and for whom composed,” MS., n.d.

3 Report of Select Commiltee on Local Acts, P.P., 1846, vol. xii, p. 1; Q.337.

% One of Chadwick’s memoranda, “Local Acts. Considerations in respect
of expenses and. means of reducing them,” is drafted in the form of a Report
from the Committce. The Report actually presented contains many of the same
points, put more succinctly, and phrascd_ less strongly,

e T
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a memorial from the promoters to the department concerned, a
local inquiry conducted by an inspector sent down by the depart-
ment, a written report from the inspector to the department, which
would then decide whether or not to grant the required authority.
If it appcared likcly, however, that private property would be
scriously interfered with, the parties should be left to the ordinary
mode of procceding by application to Parliament; with this
important difference—there should be a preliminary investigation
on the spot by a Government inspector, so diminishing the great
cxpense for the attendance of agents and witnesses in London,
saving the time of Members now consumed in Committees on
Private Bills, and furnishing those Committecs with the local and
trustworthy information which was now wanting. Finally, the
report advised, to obviate the evils resulting from lack of uni-
formity in the construction of Private Bills, a scrics of Clauses
Consolidation Acts should be passed, covering police, waterworks
and scwage, towns improvements, and the other main subjects for
which powers were usually sought.

Three weeks after its appearance the Report bore its first
fruit in a Preliminary Inquiries Act (9 & 10 Vict,, c. 106). This
provided that the promoters of certain classes of Local Acts—
for establishing waterworks, for draining, paving, lighting, cleans-
ing, or otherwise improving any town, district, or place, or for
making, maintaining, or altcring a burial ground—should notify
the Commissioners of Woods and Forests, who would then send a
surveying officer to make a local survey, examine the promoters
and their plans, and hear the evidence of local officials and other
witnesses. In this way, mainly through Chadwick’s efforts,
another wide province of administration was brought under the
jurisdiction of the Government Inspector. The experiment, as it
happened, was disappointing, and the Preliminary Inquiries Act
was repealed in 1850 as an acknowledged failure’—not, Chadwick
believed, because of any defect in its basic conception, but because
of the manner in which it was carried out by the Woods and
Forests.

In the following year a further recommendation of the Com-

1 See F. Clifford, History of Private Bill Legislation (1885-7), vol ii, pp. 890-7;
O. C. Wiltiams, Historical Development of Private Bill Procedure and Standing Orders in
the House of Commons (1948), vol. i, pp. 115-17.
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mittee was acted upon, and a batch of eight Clauses Consolidation
Acts passed into law.! In Chadwick’s cyes these were of far less
importance than the local inquiry, “It appcars to me that you
have laid too much stress on model Bills,” he told Hume, ‘‘We
must carefully distinguish between mere legislative style and form,
which there is no great difficulty in improving, and the matter
which can only be improved by laborious investigations of
particular subjccts in different localities, to which mere lawyers
accustomed to decal with evidence brought before them are most
unapt.”? But there was, in fact, something more than “‘mere
legislative style and form” in the Clauses Acts of 1847, and in
their choice of models they bear witness to the influence of the
public health reformers. Thus, the Towns Improvement Clauses
Act obliged the Commissioners to appoint a qualificd surveyor
and an inspector of nuisances; it prohibited the building of any
house without adecquate drainage; it permitted the Com-
missioners to appoint an officer of health; it permitted them to
contract for a supply of water, and to construct house drains,
charging the cost on the owner, The Waterworks Clauses Act
limited the profits of the company to ten per cent; it imposed
penaltics on the company which neglected to comply with a
legitimate demand for a supply to be laid on; it obliged the
company to furnish water for such public services as cleansing the
sewers, watering the strects, and supplying baths and wash-
houses; and it required the undertakers to provide a constant
supply of wholesome water under pressure, sufficient for the
domestic use of all the inhabitants. By the Modecl Acts, therefore,
a little was done to clip the independence of the water capitalists,
to raise the technical standard of local works, to widen the
obligatory functions of local authoritics, and to put still wider
powers within their reach if they should choose to take advantage
of the offer.

1 Markets and Fairs Clauses Act, Gasworks Clauses Act, Commissioners
Clauses Act, Waterworks Clauses Act, Harbours, Docks, and Piers Clauses
Act, Towns Improvement Clauses Act, Cemeteries Clauses Act, Town Police
Clauses Act; 10 & 11 Vict., cc. 14, 15, 16, 17, 27, 34, 65, and 8g.
2E. C. to J. Hume, 12 April 1846.
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CHAPTER VII
RETREAT FROM SOMERSET HOUSE

In 1845 the “disgustingly voracious habits™! of two paupers in
the Andover Workhouse, who attempted to supplement the
meagre bread ration by scrapings from the green bones they were
employed in crushing, led to a violent outcry in the Press. The
Poor Law Commissioners ordered an investigation by Parker, one
of the Assistant Commissioners, and scized an carly opportunity
to dismiss him and make him a scapegoat for public dissatisfaction.
This action brought to the surface all the submerged antipathies
in that unhappy office. Rallying to his standard all the Poor Law
malcontents—Parker, Day, Coode, Tufncll—Chadwick led an
attack on the opinions and business methods of his chiefs; and the
Sclect Committee appointed in July 1846 to investigate the
Andover scandals found that an inquiry into bone-crushing and
the morals of workhouse masters had widened into a discussion of
the whole constitution and working of the Poor Law Commission.

In the course of his ninc examinations before the Committee,
Chadwick skilfully planted one barb after another in the flanks of
the Commissioners. The scepticism they had openly avowed for
the fundamental principles of the Act it was their duty to execute;
their displeasure when abuses were brought to their attention
which would require action on their part; their conduct of business
by conversations at casual meetings, by private letters from single
Commissioners, by unrecorded transactions in their separate
offices; their toleration of the allowance system; their attempt to
revive the labour rate; their suppression of the Bolton and
Macclesficld report—all the accusations which had been ferment-
ing in his mind for the past twelve years boiled over before the
Committee. The Commissioners, backed by the Poor Law critics
on the Committee, retorted in kind. An attempt was made to

1 (3, Nicholls, op. cit., vol. ii, p. 394.
139
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fix on Chadwick the full responsibility for the inadequate dictary
scale in usc at Andover and for other rigorous and unpopular
measures, such as the order which disallowed fees for tolling
church bells at a pauper funcral, “Well, then, if you will have it
you must,” cried Frankland Lewis, “ Mr. Chadwick was an able
man, but I thought him as unscrupulous and as dangerous an
officer as I cver saw within the walls of an office.”! It was the
petulant rage of a little man; but it served to add one more touch
to the picture of Chadwick as a kind of Poor Law Inquisitor,
Disracli’s “monster in human shape,” brooding in the recesses of
Somerset House over fresh plans for separating old men from
their wives, spaying the daughters of the poor, and slowly starving
paupers to death on a dict of bread and gruel. Chadwick, it would
appear, immediately challenged Frankland Lewis after this wild
outburst, and received sufficient amends for the two to part with a
friendly handshake, The Commissioners could not really have it
both ways: if they kept the business firmly in their hands, as
Frankland Lewis claimed, allowing their officers to make no
suggestions, then Chadwick could hardly be held responsible for
the harshness of Poor Law administration. Indeed, as Chadwick
pointed out, of all the papers attacked in the Housc of Commons
only one was by him; he had therefore complained to George
Lewis how unjust it was that all the unpopularity fell upon
himself—to which Lewis had replied that he would get no redress
if he applicd for it.2

1 Report of Select Committee on the Andover Union; P.P., 1846, vol. v,
p. 1118, He made it clear later that he did not intend “unscrupulous® as a
general stricture on Chadwick’s conduct, but only as a description of his actions
with reference to two documents, one being the Instructions to overscers and
churchwardens in March 1836, which contained the disallowance of fees for
tolling at pauper funerals, Ofthis document the Hammonds write: *“ Chadwick
trod on this universal sentiment as if all life had gone from it.”* (Age of the
Chartists, p. 95). There scems no reason to doubt Chadwick’s statcment,
however, that the regulation was inserted by Coode into his draft; and that he
had urged the Commissioners to obtain statutory authorisation for this and
other charges (p. 1281). On plain issues of fact, such as dates and the report
of evidence, he was as punctilious as his legal training could make him—and
this remains true, even if it be admitted that at times he also showed the
lawyer’s skill of advocacy in his manipulation of those same facts,

2 Ibid., pp. 935-6. Echoing the Parliamentary critics, historians have in
general much exaggerated his power to influence the coursc of Poor Law

administration, Thus, it has been asserted that “the history of the Poor Law
between 1834 and 1847 is the history of an experiment in centralised adminis-
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The report of the Committee was a severe condemnation of the
Commissioners’ part in the Andover affair. Chadwick read it
with a triumph he made no attempt to conceal. He had been the
principal actor before the Committee, he reflected, and had
repulsed all his assailants in turn;j and yet he had brougl}t up
none of his reserves, *“which are heavier than my adversaries or
the public suppose.”’* His momentary clation soon gave way,
however, to dark conjecture about the future of the Poor Law Act
—and the future of its author—when the Bill for the continuance
of the Commission came under discussion in the following session.
The Times, he noted, was taking the line that the fault lay not
with the Commissioners but with the law, which it was impossible
for anybody to exccute.? Nor, looking more closely at the printed
evidence of the Andover inquiry, was he satisfied that it conveyed
the right impression. If it blackened the reputation qf the
Lewises, the character and opinions of Edwin Chadwick did not
shine forth in contrast so brightly as he had hoped. But Sir George
Grey, the Whig Home Sccretary, remained deaf to his plc:':ls that
he should be permitted to make a full public statement in self-
vindication.? His fears increased. Was not George Lewis
marricd to Lady Teresa Lister, one of the Villierses, sister of Lord
Clarendon and sister-in-law of Lord John Russell, “a lady who
invites Senior to the most fashionable parties”?4 “In such a
country as this, with a position to maintain amongst public men
of aristocratical connexions, it is not easy to contend without
pecuniary resources to fall back upon,” he confided to an Ameri-
can cousin. ““And my family drains and various pecuniary losses
other than the American have given me more anxiety than the
conflict itself, The Government have to decide upon the case, but
my chicf opponent is the brother-in-law of Lord John Russell, and

tration, and of what that experiment produced in the hard and energetic hands
of Chadwick, checked from time to time by wiser colleagues” (J. L. and
B. Hammond, Age of the Chartists, p. 60). 1t seems sufficient to comment that
this gives a totally unfounded impression that the “c:.cpemmcnt” was under his
control; that the “ colleagues” were, in fact, his superiors; and that they may be
acclaimed as “wiser” than he only if their sceptical attitude to his preventive
policies is discounted.

1K, C. to Sir Charles Shaw, 4 September 1846.

2 .. C. to the Earl of Liverpool, 24 August 1846,

3. C. to Sir George Grey, 17 January 1847.

1 E. C. to W. E. Hickson, n.d.
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" Lord Clarendon, two Cabinet Ministers and two others, Lord
John Russell I have cause most to distrust because he has dealt
unjustly towards me, and to condemn the Commissioners will be
to condemn the arrangements to which he was a principal party.
The public however are I believe with me,”!

Relations at Somersct House were now cxtremely strained,
with Chadwick muttering in his office and the Commissioners
caballing against him with the Whigs. A chance cncounter in
the street with Frankland Lewis led to a scenc as violent as that
before the Andover Committee; and one, morcover, which did not
end in a handshake.?2 Russell and Clarendon, he was told, had a
majority with them in the Cabinct determined to uphold the
Commissioners against the report of the Andover Committee;®
and “Lady Teresa was in good spirits.”? “If 1 am not put
down,” he reflected bitterly, “three carriages must be put
down which have been kept up on my labours whilst T have
walked.”s It was, he felt, quite another Rowland Hill case—
but Edwin Chadwick had had thrce Colonel Maberlys to deal
with.8 His fears scemed justified when, in the debates on the Poor
Law Amendment Bill in June 1847, Lord John Russell came out
strongly in support of *the Lewis interest,” piling all the discredit
which attached to that unpopular measure upon the shoulders of
their intriguing Secretary, Vainly Chadwick tried to awaken in
his Parliamentary friends a sense of their responsibility towards
himself and the reformed Poor Law. They retained an adamant
and cheerful confidence that right views would prevail and justice
would be done to him without any necessity for putting them-
selves out to assist that desirable end. *“This Government is re-
nowned for its facility in abandoning all measures and all men,”
Brougham agreed heartily.”  You may sce that )’Isracli bantered
Lord John about you, but it was all done in a good-humoured
jocose tone, and can do you no harm,” Poulett Scrope reassurcd
him.® Pleydell Bouverie would have pointed out to Russell the
absurdity of blaming Chadwick for irregularitics over which as
Secretary he had no control—if only he had thought of it at the

1 E, C. to Andrew Boardman, 3 October 1846.

2 E, C. to W. D. Christie, n.d. 3T, C. to E. Gulson, n.d.

4 E. C. to W. D, Christie, 7 February 1847.

5 E.C. to W. E. Hickson, n.d. ¢ E. C. to W. E. Hickson, n.d.

7 Lord Brougham to E. C., n.d. 8 J. Poulctt Scrope to E. C., n.d.
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time.! George Nicholls wrote a testimonial to his exemplary con-
duct during the fourteen years they had worked together, and
when it was read in the Commons several other gentlemen were
moved to add a word or two of approbation.?

All this was highly gratifying, but the Lewis intcrest remained
firmly entrenched, and the Government seemed in no haste to
make a public profession of error. In a truculent mood Chadwick
began to draw up his Grand Remonstrance. The *“Letter of
Edwin Chadwick Esq. in vindication of his conduct to the Right
Honourable Sir George Grey” (21 June 1847) was a wordy, argu-
mentative, and exccrably written paper, with seven appendices,
and a mass of facts carcfully verified by the evidence of the
Assistant Commissioners, It recited the history of his protests
against the Commissioners, and outlined the course of preventive
administration which he had designed and they had done their
best to frustrate. He backed up his own case with a long and lively
letter from a former Assistant Commissioner, E. G. Tufnell, who
confirmed the correctness of the impression Chadwick had given
to the Andover Committee. Chadwick’s friends—among them
the Bishop of London, the Duke of Richmond, Lord Liverpool,
Lord Fortescue, Lord Lansdowne, Lord Elenborough, Lord
Radnor—read the draft of his paper; they read Tufnell’s corro-
borative evidence; they assured him that he had an excellent
case—but no two of them were agreed as to the steps he should
take to obtain redress. “Such a letter ought to satisfy any stafes-
man of his good fortunc in having the writer of it at his disposal,”’
said J. S. Mill, “~but whether any of these men have sufficient
brains to appreciate brains in another, remains questionable.”® It
was now quite clear, in fact, that the jury had pronounced its
verdict, though it was in cool defiance of the judge’s summing-up.
The Government had made up its mind, and decided on its
course, and no representations, however authentic, could change
its attitude. The debates on the Poor Law Bill had closed with-
out any retraction of the slurs on Chadwick’s motives and con-
duct, and that “mass of error and delusion,” Frankland Lewis,
was still disseminating the statements which he thought he had

1 E. Pleydell Bouverie to E.C., 23 May 1847.
2 (. Nicholls to E. C., 27 May 1847.
3]. 8. Mill to E. C., nd.
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refuted once and for all before the Andover Committee.! Who-
ever was to form the reconstructed Poor Law Board, it scemed
that Edwin Chadwick was not to be of their number, though a
friecndly Pcer might wonder *“who upon carth is to rule at
Somerset House to be St. Scbastian (who was martyred by being
shot at with Pagan arrows) in cach house of Parliament?”® To
Lord Ellenborough he wrote bitterly, “As the bill at present stands
it might be intituled ‘An Act to enable the Government to dismiss
without reasons assigned, those who otherwise cannot be removed
without justification or compensation.’ 3 A few days before
the Health of Towns Bill, his lifeboat, had foundered in the Com-
mons, as will be described below. The future looked black that
July.

It was time, he felt, to unmask his batterics. Hitherto his
«“Vindication” had circulated only amongst his personal friends,
but now he began to prepare it for publication, He cven contem-
plated legal action against his former chicfs, and drew up “Heads
of Representations or Articles of Charge against George Cornewall
Lewis Esquire and Sir Edmund Head Baronct for acts of Mal-
feasance of Nonfeasance and Misfeasance in the performance of
the dutics of their office as Commissioners under the 4th and sth
Will. IV. c. 76 and other Acts for the relicl of the poor.” But now
he ran into difficulties. E. C. Tufnell declined the honour of
appearing as a leading witness in any public scandal, and imposed
a ban on the publication of his letter. He was too late, however,
to prevent Lord Brougham reading extracts from it in the House
of Lords. There was an immediate outcry that this was a breach
of official confidence. “Can any one help deep disgust,” wrote
Chadwick to Brougham, “that there should be no feeling of con-
cern, for immense maladministration affecting large masscs, posi-
tive breaches of law and disastrous misconduct, which ought to
have been the subject of judicial inquiry and impeachment, and
no feeling for the sacrifice of an able officer like Mr. Parker, but
affected horror at an accidental revelation of one part of the mis-
conduct, by the removal of a barrier of privacy or confidentiality
which is a misprision and public offence ever to have imposed.
The official confidentiality and honour I have only found to come

1R, C. to Lord 2, nd. * Lord Lovelace to E. C., 2 October 1847.
3 F. C. to Lord Ellenborough, 12 July 1847.
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within Dean Swift’s simile of conscience as being like a pair of
breeches, a garment made to conceal lewdness and nastiness and
readily let down for the convenicnce of cither.”’!

A truculent civil servant, with a grievance, the makings of a
casc, and a following in Parliament and the country, could not
have been too pleasant a thought for the Whig Government. He
would be a nuisance and a bore, if he were not a danger. So it
was timely in more than onc sense when the Prime Minister
decided that Chadwick might profitably occupy himself with an
inquiry into the sanitary condition of London. To the reasons for
that inquiry, and to Chadwick’s other activitics in 1847, we must
now turn,

Chadwick’s great hope at the beginning of the 1847 session was
that his ten years of inquiry and recommendation would at last
bear legislative fruit. But the Public Health Bill which Lord
Morpeth introduced on 3o March? was not Chadwick’s Bill,
though it displayed cxtensive evidence of the influence of his
rcports and memoranda and of the criticism which the sanitary
reformers had directed at Lord Lincoln’s abortive measure. It
was understood—though by no means was it promised by the
Government—that he would be offered a place in the new ad-
ministrative arrangements; and it was mainly with an eye to his
own freedom and power of action that he looked over the clauses
of Morpeth’s Bill, The central authority was to be a “Board of
Health and Public Works,” composed of five members, three of
whom would be paid, with the First Commissioner of Woods and
Forests as president, Thus, Lord Lincoln’s proposal to bring the
public health under the agis of the Home Secretary was aban-
doned in favour of machinery modelled on the recently established
Railway Board. The lesson of the discredited Poor Law Com-
mission had not yet been digested; the new Board would have a.
Parliamentary spokesman {even two, as the other unpaid member
might well be a Member of Parliament), but the First Commis-
sioner of Woods and Forests, though sitting as president, was in_
no sense a ministerial head, since he shouldered no more reponsi-
bility for policy than any other member of the Board. The
weakness and inadequacy of this arrangement were to be sharply
revealed when the General Board of Health came later under the

1E, C. to Lord Brougham, 13 July 1847. .

L

t Hansard, vol. xci, p. 617.
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presidency of Lord Seymour, It meant, morcover, the end of
Chadwick’s visions of himself working the Public Health Act as
standing counsel or secretary to a committee of the Privy Council,
and with considerable misgivings he looked forward to a Board
on which he might find himself in the company of uncongcnial
fellows. In the local machincry, too, the Bill turned its back on
Chadwick’s recommendations. In corporate towns the town
council would exercise sanitary powers; in non-corporatc (owns
the members of the local authority would be elected by the rate-

payers, with the exception of a certain proportion, not to exceed-

one-third, who would be nominated by the central Board. On
the financial arrangements, however, his arguments had had morce
effect. “There is something in the very sound of ‘rates,””
Morpeth declared, *which weighs fearfully in the balance against
health, industry, content, and all the virtues.” As Chadwick had
urged, the burden would be cased and the ratcpaycrs’ alarm
allayed by granting powers to local authoritics to raisc loans on
the sccurity of the rates, the principal to be recovered from
occupiers by instalments spread over thirty ycars.

The measure was pushed through its Sccond Reading and the
motion for Committee by comfortable Government majorities;
and then the critics took command of the ficld. It was a very

vulnerable Bill. Opponents could bang away with the cheering

certainty of doing damage to onc or other of its rambling outworks.
Presently Morpeth found himself engaged in a brisk contest over
every clause, occasionally rising to a more extended struggle on
the broader ground of general principles, such as the inalicnable
rights of every middle-class Englishman and the tendency of all
Governments to job. From the first the Bill was “the object of
singular Protectionist ‘aversion,”! and in Committce spokesmen
of the landowners strongly opposed a measure which might burden
them with taxation for municipal improvements.? *“The country
was sick of centralisation, of commissions, of preliminary inquiries
—of all sorts of jobs,” cried Hudson, the Railway King. “The
people wanted to be left to manage their own affairs; they did not
want Parliament to be so paternal as it wished to be—intcrfering
in everybody’s business, and, like all who so interfered, not doing

1 Times, 3 July 1847.
2 Hansard, vol. xciii, p. 716 (Divett), p. 717 (Buck}, p. 728 (Newdegate).
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its own well.”? It was the crude “Hands off!” of the self-
sufficient capitalist; and it was strengthened by an older argument
from the cighteenth century when Colonel Sibthorp exclaimed
against the appointment of Commissioners under Government
patronage. ‘“He objected also to their being salaried, entertaining
a strong fecling that if they had not patriotism enough to give
their services for the good of their country, they were utterly
unworthy of so important a trust. He objected also to the appoint-
ment of three inspectors, These things led to a great deal of
bribery of a peculiar kind; and he had served long enough in that
House to be extremely jealous of all Governments, whether Whig
or Tory. They all could, and did, do a grecat deal behind the
scenes; and there was a great deal of secret service money spent.”?

In the country at large the Bill caused little noise. Thirty-two
thousand signed petitions in its support, and 287 sent resolutions
against it; but apart from this minority the public did not seem
greatly concerned about the defence of its own health. Chadwick
sent some notes on the Bill by Southwood Smith to a friendly
cditor, with the tart comment “Admitting the justice of the
Rajah of Suttara’s claim and of the Portuguese and of delinquents,
I must say that the condition of the population would seem to have
a right of precedence.”’® In the hope of getting the measure
through before the end. of the session, the Metropolitan Sanitary
Association urged Morpeth to make concessions. London was
dropped from the Bill; the clement of nomination in the local
Commissions also disappeared; it was agreed, to pacify the water
interests, that local authorities should contract for their supplies
with existing companies. The number of Commissioners on the
central Board was cut to four, of whom one only was to be paid.
But by 8 July it was clear that Morpeth’s concessions had not
gained their object of securing an easy passage for the Bill.
Whatever had been gained in postponing the clash with metro-
politan intcrests was lost in the feeling which the exception aroused
in the Press and the provincial representatives, who saw in it one
more instance of the influence of the City Corporation and the
phalanx of sixteen metropolitan M.P.s. Nobody was greatly sur-
prised when Lord John Russell announced that the measure could

! Hansard, vol. xciii, p. 748, 18 June 1847, 2 Ibid., p. 727, 18 June 1847.
SE. C. to ? (probably The Times), 7 July 1847, ’
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not be proceeded with during the present session; and nobody
could disagree with his verdict that this was partly due to the
importance of the subject, partly to the defective framing of the
Bill—but “another cause may be, that unnccessary opposition

131

has been made for the purpose of delay.

One point above all had impressed Chadwick as he read the
Bill after it had passcd the Committce stage. Only onc paid
Commissioner, and that onc at £1,000 a ycar! Was this the value
the Government set upon the execution of the new mcasurc?

Even the extreme Radical papers, such as the [Veekly Dispaich,

scoffed at the cry of patronage in this connection.? It would have
been worth several salarics to have secured the services of South-
wood Smith, with his literary skill, his special knowledge of the
medical aspects of the subject, and his popularity with the Press
and the medical profession.® If he himself accepted the post, he
must sacrifice £200 a year of his present salary——though three
members of the Government, to induce him to withhold his
remonstrances about the Poor Law, had assurcd him that his
future position would be a change for the better. “Look at my
present position!” he wrote heatedly to Nassau Senior. ‘‘After
every appeal of mine has been aflirmed: every remonstrance made
sustained against adversc inclinations: I who have had no
charges preferred against me, no hearing and no public condemna-
tion by impartial members, 7 am proposed to be in effect removed
arbitrarily to a lower place in emolument which all who believe
myself to be contemplated regard as a public and intentional
slight.” And he could draw no comfort from the hope that the
position offered would improve in time. Had he not been told,
on the word of a Prime Minister and a gentleman, as the condi-
tion on which he accepted the office of secretary to the Poor Law
Commission, that he would have the status of a fourth Commis-
sioner? He would decline the paid Commissionership with its
derogatory salary, he told Senior, but he would put in a claim for
an unpaid scat at the new Board, where he would continue to give
such gratuitous service as he had all along given to sanitary
measures. At the same time he would claim to be retained at the

1 Hansard, vol. xciv, p. 25, 8 July 1847.
2 E, C. to Joseph Hume, 5 July 1847.
3 E. C. to Nassau Senior, 7 July 1847.
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Poor Law Board, on the grounds that his remonstrances had been
upheld by the Government and the Law Officers, and that his
were the best experience and information available.! Chadwick
liked to think that the way he had managed the two Bills, the
Poor Law and the Health of Towns, did Russcll some damage in
his constituency, the City of London, in the 1847 clection. Even
Richard Lambert Joncs, an old adversary on the City Commission
of Sewers, stopped him in the street one day to tell him that the
Corporation considered he was being sacrificed for having per-
formed his duty to the public.?

On 8 July the Public Health Bill was thrown out, and
Chadwick with it. Somerset House had closed its doors behind
him. He faced a period of twelve lean months before Morpeth’s
revised Bill could become law. Already he had warned his
American dependants that they could expect no help in the
coming year, when he was summoned to an interview with the
Prime Minister. He was to be put in charge of a Commission of
Inquiry, Russell told him, not into the sanitary ills of the capital,
which had been sufficiently demonstrated, but into the specific
remedies which might be applicd to correct them. Possibly the
thought of Chadwick, with his indiscreet pen, at a loose end for
twelve months was too much for a Cabinet whose part in the
Andover affair could not be too kindly scrutinised. But in any
event the problem of metropolitan government, at the sight of
which Morpeth had “struck his flag and cut his stick,”? loomed
blackly on the legislative horizon of the coming session; and
Chadwick, with his zest for investigation and his unrivalled grasp
of sanitary and administrative principles, was the only man who,
in the space of a few months, could draw up the indictment of
the present régime and indicate the lines of future reform.

But there was a more powerful reason, In the last few months
the knowledge of the sanitary reformer had taken on a heightened
value. In the hot season of 1845 cholera had broken out in Kabul.
Sweeping through Afghanistan and the north-west provinces of
India, it advanced into Persia and Asiatic Turkey, where it was
halted by the winter of 1846-7. In the spring it was again on the

1 E. C. to Nassau Senior, 7 July 1847.
2 E. C. to Lord Ebrington, 20 July 1847.
3 Roebuck; Hansard, vol. xciii, p. 732, 18 June 1847,
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march, striking south into Arabia and Egypt, north into the
lands round the Caspian. The northern invasion divided, one
wing thrusting through European Russia into Finland and
Sweden, the other along the lower Danube into Austria and
Germany. In September 1848 the cholera was at Hamburg,
whence it took ship to Edinburgh, appcaring unmistakably in the
Scottish capital at the beginning of October 1848, More than
twelve months before that date cases of indigenous fever were
being scrutinised anxiously in England for the characteristic
symptoms of this exotic discase. What put a wholesome fear of
filth into the governing classes was the spectacle of the unhasten-
ing, unchecked advance of this epidemic, traversing thousands of
miles at the heels of the overland caravans and spreading west-
wards along the great interior waterways of Russia, Ior this was
the second time in one generation that cholera had swept through
Europe; and not since the English Sweat landed with Henry
Tudor at Milford Haven in August 1485 and, as Polydore Vergil
describes, journeyed to London as his camp follower, had Britain
experienced so novel and so terrifying an epidemic as the Asiatic
Cholera which struck down its first victim in Sunderland in
October 1831. A few months of cholera in 1831-2 caused more
alarm than centuries of home-bred typhus, which killed its
thousands yearly in the slums of the industrial towns, It was
the dramatic suddenness of the cholera attack which spread
terror. In the space of a few hours the sufferer might be lying
pulseless-and blue, his body shaken by repeated vomiting and
purging, his limbs twisted with cramp; and in the existing state
of medical knowledge one half of those who passed into the blue,
or collapse, stage of the discase were doomed. ‘‘Bleeding, brandy,
opium, calomel, ammonia, quinine, croton-oil, cold water, the
warm bath, the cold eflusion, all varieties and contraricties of
treatment possible, have been employed alike in vain,””! For this
reason, though the influenza epidemic of 1847 killed more of the
middle and upper classes than the cholera of 1848-9, it aroused
nothing like the same amount of apprehension. Nor was this all.
Typhus was a poor man’s discase, the louse being no longer seen
in polite society. At the end of the eightcenth century arespectable

1 Second R?part of the Metropolitan Sanitary Commission, p. 22; P.P., 1847-8,
vol, xxxii, p. 253.
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middle-class physician was noting complacently that fever was
rarc in Liverpool; though, to be sure, Dr. Curric was treating a
stcady average of three thousand typhus cases a year at his dis-
pensary. But the comma bacillus was a social climber; e)fcretgd
by some lowly sufferer in Fore Street, Lambeth, or Hairbrain
Court, it might penetrate the half-hc'flrted filter defences of the
water companics to poison his betters in the broad squares of the
West End.

Assured of the backing of an apprehensive Government, there-
forc, Chadwick cast an imperial eye over the vast, disorderly
province of the metropolis. Outside tl}c w‘.va!ls pf the City, Lo‘nc!on
in 1847 was a tangle of overlapping _]urlsdlcpons'and c?nﬂlctmg
authorities. Some three hundred local bodies—including seven
Commissions of Sewers, 172 vestrics, and nearly a hundred paving,
lighting, and cleansing boards——jostlo:d anfl frustrated each other,
cach clinging with determination to its minute segment of: power
and dignity, with the object, it would scem, rather of keeping out
other authorities than of conferring benefit on the population
beneath its care. In the parish of St. Pancras alone there were
sixtcen separate Paving Boards, acting under twenty-nine Acts of
Parliament. While the drainage and surface cleansing .of London
was thus minutely subdivided between a host of Pubh_c .authon-
tics, other vital sanitary services were shared by eight joint .st(-)ck
cemeteries and nine water companies. The Royal Co.mml.ssu.)n
on Municipal Corporations, which dealt with the capital in its
sccond report in 1837, had concluded that London must have a
unified government, but it had not ventured to dt.ac1.de whether
it should take the form of a Government Commission or of a
newly created municipality. If the Government ever really
sntended to take action on this report, the edge of their resolve
was turned by the hard core of vested interests in the City. The
chaos remained, and grew worse year by year, a ch.allcnge to all
Chadwick’s principles of administrative consolidation. For th’e
remaining years of his official career the 'problcms of London’s
drainage, water supply, and burial services were to occupy a
major part of his energies.

There was little attempt by the Government to conceal the real
purpose of the investigation on which he was now engaged. It
was (o convict the works and administration of the Sewers Com-
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missioners, and to furnish arguments which might be used to
justify to the public the resumption by the Crown of the powers
they had so ineffectively wielded. Lord Lincoln and Sir James
Graham had carlier taken tentative steps towards superseding the
Commissions, but had drawn back—apparently, Chadwick
obscrved, for fear of offending the Commissioners. “Something
must be said publicly,” he wrote sharply to Morpcth, “of the
state of mind which inflicts discase and death cxtensively on
thousands out of deference to conventional feelings of individuals,
which feelings are most improper for those individuals to enter-
tain.”’1 For the Sewers Commissions stood plainly condemned by
Chadwick’s Sanitary Report of 1842 and by the Health of Towns
Commission of 1844~5; and Chadwick fretted at the ncedless
delay which the Government’s caution imposed upon him,
Within a fortnight of the interview with Russcll, he submitted to
Morpeth some ‘“Memoranda of results in relation to the Metro-
polis, promised by E. Chadwick,” a papcr which, in its reckoning
of sanitary profits and economics, struck the confident notc of the
commercial prospectus. Three districts might in future be drained
for the cost of two, two courts and two houses at the cost of one
hitherto drained by private builders—provided that sound ad-
ministrative arrangements were adopted. The sccret lay in the
consolidation of the whole of the natural drainage arca of London
under a single Commission of Sewers. Over £60,000 a year might
thereby be saved on establishment charges, on the expense of rate
collecting, and on the outlay for Commissioners’ dinners. Con-
solidate at once, without waiting for the results of the new inquiry,
Chadwick urged on Russell and Morpeth. If the Sewers Com-
missions remained in their present hands, the doomed Commis-
sioners would resist to the utmost of their power. The more
enlightened of the surveyors had already come into conflict with
their reactionary masters; John Roe, for example, whose flushing
machine had been coldly received by the Holborn and Finsbury
Commissioners, and that “ extraordinary man,” John Phillips, the
self-educated journeyman bricklayer who had risen to the sur-
veyorship of the Westminster division and had shown up the
defects of a system of sewerage pronounced perfect by the President
of the Association of Civil Engineers. These experienced officers

1E. C. to Lord Morpeth, 5 August 1847.
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were agreed that it would be well worth suspending all the
drainage works now under construction for the sake of a complete
survey, and they assured Chadwick that if they were emancipated
and secured against dismissal they would willingly co-operate
with the Commission of Inquiry in the preparation of remedial
mcasurcs,!

Morpeth approved highly of Chadwick’s papers, but Russell
was lukewarm; and a strong letter from the Lord Chancellor,
which Morpcth would show to Chadwick only in abstract, put an
cnd to his hopes of a coup d’état.? Consolidation must be post-
poncd until the investigation was completed; and Chadwick
foresaw that whilst the Sewers Commissioners would not obstruct
the inquiry so openly as to cxpose themselves to a supersedeas,
there would be “no work with a will.”3

Besides Chadwick and Southwood Smith, the Commission of
Inquiry included Lord Robert Grosvenor, who was Russell’s
choice, and Richard Lambert Joncs, representing the interests of
the City of London; while Chadwick had made sure of a majority
in favour of progressive measures by insisting on the nomination
of Professor Owen, ‘“the Cuvier of our day.”’* Russell had
wanted to appoint the son of Sir John Bowring as assistant secre-
tary to the Commission. Chadwick retorted bluntly that it would
look like a political job, and instead secured the post for Henry
Austin, a young engincer who had carried out some pioneer
sanitary work of considerable promise.6 Early in September 1847
the Commission moved into the rooms in Gwydyr House where
the Health of Towns inquiry had met two years before. “I have
scen enough and supped enough of horrors not to avoid more
except where it may be absolutely necessary,” Chadwick told
Morpeth at the outset of his third sanitary expedition. ““A man
who has had two fevers in the sanitary cause, may be placed on
the footing of an officer in the Army who has led two forlorn
hopes and is excused a third. I certainly shall put forward younger
men for the enterprise.”® Within a few days, however, he was

1E. C. to Russell, 8 August 1847.

2 Morpeth to E, C., g August 1847; E. C. to Morpeth, 11 August 1847;
Morpecth to E. G., 19 August 1847.

3 E. C. to Morpeth, 19 August 1847. *E. C. to Russell, 4 August 1847.

8E. C. to Morpeth, 24 July 1847; to Sir George Grey, 25 August 1847.
8 £, C. to Morpeth, 11 September 1847.
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revisiting the lower districts of Bermondsey in Professor Owen’s
company.!

As ecarly as possible Chadwick withdrew, with his two allics,
Owen and Southwood Smith, into the seclusion of asub-committee
on the cholera, and the main propositions of the reports were
hammered out in this congenial atmosphere, removed from the
“Parliamentary influences, fidgets, and groundless alarms® of
Lord Robert Grosvenor,? and Jones'’s continual insistence on the
rights and dignity of the Sewers Commissions. To save time and
~avert opposition from the City, they confined their attention to
the seven districts for which the Crown was responsible, and the
attack on the City sewers, which were no better than those under
the other Commissions, was postponed. The first report of the
Commission of Inquiry was signed on 20 November,? At their
opening meeting Professor Owen had informed them that in the
medical schools it was strongly belicved that a cholera epidemic
was impending.* On that grim note of warning the report
opened. If the cholera came, were the defences of London any
stronger now than in 1831? A few of the old open sewers had been
arched over, some additional lines of common sewer laid down;
but most of the new sewers were not supplicd with a sufficient
sweep of water to carry off their contents, The improvements
made in the past sixteen years were, in fact, negligible. As
Chadwick had already written to Russell: “We have compared
the state of all the districts most severely visited by the Cholera,
and shewn that there has been no material improvement in their
sanitary condition. It is as I think, proved, that in the majority
of the districts the Commissions are positively not to be entrusted
with the cleansing of a ditch, and moreover that the districts, even
for that purpose, interfere with each other.””s London was wide
open to the cholera in 1847 as in 1831, But, thought the Com-
missioners, the London of 1847 had one great advantage over that
of 1831. It was now known how the cholera was generated, and
how it might be prevented. Medical observers who had watched
the last epidemic had shown that generally it followed the track
of rivers and water-courses; but the most deadly explosions had

1E. C. to John Forster, 1847. 2 E. C. to Morpeth, 18 November 1847.
3 P.P., 1847-8, vol. xxxii, pp. 1, 57. 1E. C. to Russell, 6 October 1847,
3 E. C. to Russell, 10 November 1847.
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taken place near some cxtraordinary accumulation of filth, the
mouth of a scwer, a ““bonce vessel” laden with manure, a fever nest
like Three Tuns Court. It was the lower districts of the towns
which usually harboured such accumulations; but impure air
could not be fenced in, and the deaths of great numbers of
respectable artisans and shopkeepers proved that a contaminated
atmosphere was an “incomparably more powerful predisponent”
to the discase than extreme poverty and the lack of adequate food.
'The conclusion was inescapable, There was only one safeguard:
“{hat safcguard consists in sanitary arrangements.’’!

Could the cleansing of London be safely left, however, in the
hands of the existing Commissions of Sewers? The chief preventive
measurc must be the flushing of the sewers; only one district,
Holborn and Finsbury, had flushing machinery in systematic
usc, though its advantages had been demonstrated years before.
It would be nccessary to divert upper streams under one Commis-
sion to cleanse the sewers of lower levels lying under a different
jurisdiction; such collective action the present Commissioners had
shown themselves incapable of understanding or exccuting. The
works they had built were a standing memorial to their ignorance
and incompetence. Private Acts to confer increased powers had
been obtained by two Commissions; Bills were now in agitatiori
by two more—and not one of them contained provisions for the
supplies of water without which the sewers could not act properly.
The clerk to the Surrecy and Kent Commission, after confessing
that few house drains were joined to their new main sewers because
of the offensive effluvia which were thrown back through the
privies and water-closets, went on to reveal that his Commission
now proposed to spend £100,000 on extending the same system.
As Chadwick commented in a confidential report to Lord Robert
Grosvenor, “No sanc person would go on, so expending their
own money as these same commissioners are now going on spend-
ing the money of others.”? '

1 First Report of the Metropolitan Sanitary Commission, p. 33.

2 ¢ Mectropolitan Special Commission. Notes on the Evidence examined,”
MS., 7 October 1847.

“The sewers esiablishments were mere ‘Castles of Indolence,’” he wrote
later (to Frederick Byng, 11 September 1848). “I scarcely know of any old
Government offices which were worse or so bad. Now and then a Court with
about the degree of business to give the excitement of Sessions work for the relief
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The cholera and Chadwick’s revelations were together too much
for the Law Officers, and within a few days of the signing of the
report they concurred in his proposal to recall the Commissions
and re-issuc them to the same individuals for cach district.
Chadwick asked for a small Commission, fitted by special know-
ledge and experience to supervise the paid officers in the exccution
of a comprehensive drainage scheme.  All that was really wanted,
he thought, was a sufficient number of Commissioners to supply
a working quorum of six; and the public should sce from the
character of the appointments that scientific and medical skill was
being brought to bear on the problems of metropolitan drainage.
The central Government had long been accustomed to intervene
in the administration of London, stepping into the breach left by
the absence of organs of municipal government. The police,
roads, cemeteries, and markets of the capital had all in turn
received special attention from Parliament, while plans for
metropolitan improvement had been considercd by a Select
Committec in 1838 and a Commission in 1844. Chadwick’s plans
for London were in the direct line of this tradition. The model of
government he advised was the one he had recommended con-
sistently for local sanitary administration since 1842: government
by commission, efficient because it was composed of sclected
brains, responsible becausc its powers were defined by Act of
Parliament and its conduct came under the jealous scrutiny of
the legislature. |

Over a thousand Commissioners were superseded by the writs
of November and December 1847,! and their powers transferred

of a Country Squire; now and then a new sewer to be considered, on the report of
the Surveyor; Chief Clerks with good Salarics, going there in the middle of the
day, hearing a complaint or two, reading a newspaper for an hour or two, and
then going home to his Country house, or to some other place of emolument;
Clerks of the works seeing to the performance of half labour by labourers with
extra pay; the Surveyor now and then seeing to the work, and hearing the
reports of the Clerk of the Works; but leaving early to amuse himself with a
fan]ril_ or to attend to any private professional engagement which might offer
itself.”

1 The numbers were as follows: Westminster and part of Middlesex, 240;
Holborn and Finsbury, 150; Tower Hamlets, 179; Poplar and Blackwell, 67;
Surrcy and Kent, 280; Greenwich, 116; St. Katherine’s-by-the-Tower, 33.

The first six of these were superseded on 30 November 1847, the last on 4
December.

e

PPy

RETREAT FROM SOMERSET HOUSE 157

to a sclect body of twenty-three, including seven Members of
Parliament, three doctors, two clergymen, two lawyers, the pro-
prictor of The Times, a geologist, a physiologist—and, despite all
Chadwick had written, four of the discredited Sewers Commis-
sioners.! A dozen or more of these were personal friends of
Chadwick; but the new Commission, small as it was in compari-
son with its predecessors, was larger than he would have wished.
And lic soon made it plain that he considered it was too large by

just the number of those who opposed his views. Morcover, the
jurisdiction of this consolidated Commission halted at the walls

of the City. It was indced no more than an interim solution, into
which the Government had been driven more by the transient
threat of the cholera than by any consideration of the enduring
problems of London’s sanitary administration, Chadwick was
presently manceuvring to replace this temporary body by a
permanent executive modelled closer to his liking. Unsatisfactory
though he thought it, however, he had good reason to congratu-
late himsclf; in the Metropolitan Commission of Sewers London,
for the first time in its history, had an administrative body charged
with the responsibility of planning and constructing public works
for the whole metropolitan area outside the Gity.

1 The Commissioners were: Lord Morpeth, Lord Ashley, Lord Ebrington,
the Hon. Frederick Byng, the Decan of Westminster, Sir James Clark, Sir
Edward Buxton, Sir Henry de la Beche, Joseph Hume, John Walter, R. A,
Slaney, William Broderip, John Bullar, Professor QOwen, Dr. Arnott, Dr,

Southwood Smith, the Rev. William Stone, John Bidwell, Robert Hutton,
Thomas Puckle, R. L. Jones, John Leslie, and Edwin Chadwick.
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CHAPTER VIII

PUBLIC HEALTH ACT, 1848

Lorp MorprETH introduced his revised Bill on 10 February 1848,
Once again Chadwick’s hopes were at the mercy of the “winds
and waves of specch in the house.’” Would their lumbering
measure, with its 150 clauses, go to picces again, as in the previous
year, and be given up, an abandoned wreck, when the session
came to an end? The Bill was, he knew, in the hands of a man
who wished it well. As a Howard, the heir to-the sixth Larl of
Carlisle, Lord Morpeth was a power among the Whigs. He had
shown himself a sincerc and couragcous friend to progressive
movements—as Chief Secretary in Ireland encouraging agrarian
reform, as a visitor to the United States startling Bostonians by
attending an Anti-slavery Fair, as a Whig grandce in England
giving a lead to men of rank by supporting mechanics’ institutes
and the Health of Towns Association, To the Public Health
movement Morpeth brought the prestige of his family name, and
the personal popularity won by his characteristic charm and
transparent goodness of heart. He was, says Harriet Martineau,
““the best and most beloved man in the company of statesmen of
his day and generation.””? All this was to the good; but in his

- private thoughts Chadwick wondered whether Lord Morpeth’s

resolution was firm enough, whether his temper was not too
equable, Was it sufficient in the Parliamentary leader of the
sanitary agitation to possess moral idecalism, a gracious sympathy
of manner, an exquisite politeness? One could be too polite to
the vested interests which cast their shadows over the health of
millions; one could be too accommodating to slum landlords,
and listen too patiently to the defenders of local sclf-government.
Perhaps Morpeth earned at too great a price Disraeli’s commenda-
tion that he was one of the most popular men in the House and
1E.C.to ?, nd. 2 Biogrcgjhical Skelches, 4th ed., 1876, p. 142.
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in the country. For his part Morpeth, the politician, found
Chadwick, the administrative theorist, too punctilious and un-
bending in his views, “You must not suspect me of any disposi- .
tion to undervalue your advice or to slight your counsels,” he
assured Chadwick, “*but as I have to make things go down with
Senates, Boards, and Bodics of men, there must be often a want
of the identity of proceedings which otherwise I might be glad to
exhibit. . . . I hope we shall keep all things smooth, which is not
only pleasanter, but at the present constitutes our highest
prudence.’?

As in 1847, the Bill provided for a central Board of Health
with five members, two of whom were to be paid, under the presi-
dency of a responsible member of the Government. On the peti-
tion of one-fifticth of the rated inhabitants the General Board
would have powers to introduce the machinery of local sanitary
administration into a district, and to influence its working by the
advice and surveillance of a number of Superintending Inspectors. .
The amount of central interference, Morpeth explained re-
assuringly, *was really at present confined to a very few items” ;2
the General Board would be authorised to advise the original
formation of the district, to arbitrate on questions referred to them
by the Local Boards, to enforce a uniform procedure in certain
matters where such uniformity was desirable, to audit the accounts

- of the local authorities, to give or withhold their sanction to the

exccution of local sanitary schemes. A Local Board would be
established by an Order in Council or a Provisional Order, which
would prescribe the number of members the Board should have.
In a corporate town the municipal council would select the Board
from amongst its own members; in non-corporate towns the Board
of Health would be elected by a system of plural voting similar to
that in use for the election of a Poor Law Guardians. The powers
of Local Boards fell into two classes: it was imperative upon them
to compel owners or occupiers to provide house drains, to ensure
a constant water supply (by the compulsory purchase of existing
waterworks if necessary), and to appoint a surveyor and an
inspector of nuisances; they could also exercise permissive powers
to appoint an officer of health, to reconstruct the sewers, to pave

1 Morpeth to E. C., 7 June 1848.
? Hansard, vol. xcviii, p. 737, 5 May 1848,
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streets, to make regulations for the disposal of filth and refuse, to
provide places for public recreation. Neither Scotland nor
Ircland was covered by the Bill; and the problem of London and
its hundred Local Acts was reserved for a secparate measure,

It was by no means the best Bill that could be devised, thought
Chadwick as he looked over its provisions—but it was the best
they were likely to get.! The machinery of central control was
certainly not of Chadwick’s planning. “I must do the best I can
and how I can,” he told his friends resignedly, “—the Board is
an exceedingly hazardous affair but there scems to be no other
chance.”® Presently, however, Morpeth was wavering before the
critics who condemned the Bill as a Government job, to create
new Commissioners and a numberless host of Inspectors in the
face of a Budget deficiency of two or three millions, and there was
talk of entrusting the mcasure to a Board .of unpaid Comumis-
‘sioners. ““That of course cxcludes those who cannot live on air,
“or who like myself have no private fortune.”® Obviously the
proposal was aimed at himself, probably out of jealousy at the
C.B. with which the Prince Consort had recently honoured him.*
It reflected the ignorance of men like that talkative cccentric,
Colonel! Sibthorp, who had once declared that the whole sanitary
service was unnecessary, and that half a crown a day would be
sufficient remunecration for an Inspector, who would be expected
to superintend a novel type of engincering works—three to ten
guineas a day being the usual payment to engineers in private
employment.> Once again Chadwick began to fear that his
proposals would be accepted but their author rejected. He would
be glad to be paid piece work to execute the Act on the principle
of “no cure, no pay,” he told Joseph Hume, urging him to raise
his voice against such cant and humbug.® The following day
Hume obtained the consent of the House to the appointment of
a single paid Commissioner, but Chadwick still retained a forbid-

1E. C. to Dr. P. H. Holland, 29 February 1848. He told Lord Campbell,
26 June 1848, ““I have never been able to take any part in the framework or
details of the Bill since the first meeting at Lord Morpeth's: I do not feel myself
responsible for it, and do not feel confident as to its working other than as a
commencement.”

2 . C. to W. E, Hickson, 4 March 1848.

3E.C.to ?,nd. ¢E. C. to W. E. Hickson, 9 May 1848.

5 E. C. to Morpeth, 17 May 1848, 8E. C. to Joseph Hume, 17 May 1848,
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ding picture of himself sitting as a resented and unhonoured
figure at the bottom of a Board of titled amateurs, He must be
assured a position where he could initiate measures and defend
them, he told R. A, Slancy; a Cabinet Minister or a recognised
official chicf he would not mind, but he had strong objections to
acting under any honorary Commissioners whatsoever.! What
honorary Commissioners could be found whose spgcial qualifica-
tions would give public confidence? Apart from Viscount-
Ebrington, who was there in Parliament who could assist the
measure? Did not all experience show that unpaid service was
always the most extravagant? To cut the Bill free of the dead
wood of patronage appointments, he urged Russell and Morpeth
to consider whether even at this stage the measure might not be
reshaped, and the dangerous expedient of a Board dropped in
favour of the machinery he had outlined in 1844, with Edwin
Chadwick acting as paid sccretary to the President of the Council.
Such an arrangement “would follow in a beaten coursc,’.’ since
the Privy Council were already invested with functions relating
to the public health; and “if the measure succeed, as it will
succeed, if fair play be given to it, the expansion of powers and
extension to other parts of the country might, I apprehend, be
most rcadily given to it under such auspices.”?2

In Committee Morpeth’s original proposal was eventually
whittled down to a Commission of three, one only to be paid,
under the presidency of the First Commissioner of Woods and
Forests, Though he regretted that “the principle of single seated-
ness”3 had not been adopted, Chadwick found some satisfaction
in the small size of the Board; unless there were very special
qualifications of knowledge and zeal, he had told Morpeth, every
additional member of a Board was an additional trouble to
inform and keep right.4 It is noteworthy that once again, as in
the debates of 1847, the principle of ministerial responsibility for
the policy of the new department was not clearly envisaged by the
Government, nor by any of the critics, friendly or hostile, in the
House, with the exception of Lord Lincoln, who continued to
urge that public health measures should be put under the jurisdic-
tion of the Home Secretary. This solution Chadwick rejected,

1E, C. to R, A, 2 |

T G, to W. . Hickaon, 4 March 1848, B G o Morpeth, ni.
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partly because in his view sanitary administration should be kept
free from the party influences introduced by a changing political
head, partly because public health measures were too important
to receive merely the fractional attention of an already over-
burdened Minister—but chiefly, it would appear, because he
judged the question by one sovercign test, the amount of authority
it would ensuye to himsclf,

In its arrangements for local administration, also, the Govern-
ment Bill departed from Chadwick’s original recommendations.
“T have already remonstrated on the new powers to be given to
the town councils which I cntircly distrust,” he told the Bishop
of London. . . . What I apprchend is, that they will go into all
kinds of waste, and then it will be said, how much has been spent
for Sanitary mcasures, and how incffective they have been,™
The main bulwark in the Bill against a flood of local jobbery was
the provision that any proposal by the local authoritics to spread
sanitary charges over a period of time must receive the sanction
of the General Board. This safeguard, “so important a key point
for the central control,”? was struck out, without discussion, by
the Commons, so permitting the Local Boards, freed from the
restraining hand of the central department, to embark upon all
manner of extravagant schemes, to be paid for by such instalments
and within such period as they themselves should appoint. T he
local officers, the surveyor and officer of health, were guarantced
some security of tenure by the provision that the approval of the
General Board must be given for their dismissal; but since their
remuneration and conditions of service were left to the local
authority, their independence of view and action were far from
assured. Central control over the officers and finances of the
Local Boards was in fact clipped so close by the Cominons that
at one stage Colonel Sibthorp was under the gratified illusion
that the Government had very nearly abandoned its plan of
“centralisation.”® Chadwick now pinned his hopes on the Lords
to save the Bill from complete futility.

The debates in the Commons had revealed how much the
public health reformers had yet to do to enlighten the ruling

1 E. C. to Bishop of London, 16 June 1848.
2 E. C. to Morpeth, 3 June 1848.
8 Hansard, vol. xcviii, p. 872, 11 May 1848.
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classes and shake them out of their obstinate self-satisfaction.
Many Members refused to recognise in Chadwick’s sombre
picture the visage of their own towns. They deplored the “anony-
mous slanders’’ on one place after another, put out by the Health
of Towns Association, and rejected indignantly the unsavoury
descriptions of the home life of the poor as “an unfounded
calumny upon the meritorious classes to which those statements
referred.”!  Urqubart could not believe that Stafford was un-
healthy.? Divett declared that the Commissioners in Exeter had
laid out £100,000 in improving the city, and the place had never
had less sickness.? Hudson, who had lived thirty-three years in
York, had canvassed the electors’ houses six times, and had gone
among the lower classes as a Methodist exhorter, had scen nothing
approaching the scenes described in the report put out by the
York Sanitary Committee.* Yet—Morpeth cited a petition from
Stafford, referring to the high mortality in the town, and signed
by all but one of the medical men, all the clergy and ministers
of the different denominations, the late mayor, a majority of the
aldermen, and a large proportion of the town council;® Lord
Ebrington, recently returned from Exeter, had attended a meet-
ing under the chairmanship of the mayor where citizens had
complained warmly about the lack of drains and pure water;®
and not a medical man in York impugned the report which
Hudson so contemptuously rejected.” So, in the Commons,
Members asserted and denied as their limited observation and
cmotional prepossessions taught them. Sanitary science lacked
as yet the well-knit logic of established knowledge, and in that
unfenced country of the half-known and the merely surmised,
opinion could canter on a free rein. Nothing caused so much
confusion, for example, as the reformers’ well-meant attempt to
demonstrate a firm correlation between disease and the offensive
exhalations of organic decay; for, as the bacteriologists were later
to show, the nexus of cause and effect did not lie here. The
connection between noxious cmanations and the itch was much
more pronounced, as Snow observed, but because men knew

1 Hansard, vol, xcviii, p. 773, 8 March 1848 (Charles Pearson).

2 Ibid., p. 716, 5 May 1848. 3 Ibid., p. 1174, 18 May 1848.

4 Ibid., vol. xciii, p. 1284, 6 July 1847.

6 Ibid., vol. xcviii, p. 734, 5 May 1848.

¢ Ibid., p. 727, 5 May 1848. 7 Ibid., vol. xciii, p. 1283, 6 July 1847
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what caused the itch, they did not fall into the crror of laying it
to the account of every unpleasant smell. 'While some Members,
therefore, could point to the warning of undraincd districts where
the inhabitants had been decimated by an cxplosion of fever,
others could show cheerfully insanitary populations which for
gencrations had been drinking unfiltered water and piling ordure
vound their doors without any catastrophic retribution.! Chadwick,
who had been twice attacked, and Southwood Smith, who had
had three bouts of typhus, were convinced of the danger; and
when he heard remarks that the danger was cxaggerated, Chad-
wick would recall the honourable list of casualtics in the service
—the Roman Catholic pricsts who had visited the Liverpool
Irish; the doctors, Lynch and Mitchell and Dyce Guthric; and
the Health of Towns Commissioners who had retched on the
corners of dark back streets, Playfair, Smith of Deanston, and Sir
Henry de la Beche.? Here, he felt, in the deaths and physical
discomfort of hecalthy, well-fed members of the middle classes was
evidence to satisfy all who were not blinded by self-interest.
Openly or under cover of such arguments, the voices of
threatened intcrests were raised against the Bill. A smoke-sup-
pression clause roused the manufacturers; the proposal to extend
municipal boundaries to take in country districts stirred up the
representatives of the agricultural arcas. Divett objected to the
transfer to the local Boards of private undertakings for the supply
of gas and water; if Parliament fixed the charges, these matters
were best left in the hands of private bodics. He detected in the
Bill the hand of Chadwick, who would gain under it a position
of power and importance, such as he had already sccured for
himself at the Commission of Sewers.? This was not the only
personal attack endured by Chadwick in the course of the
debates.* Somec speakers, he believed, were paying off old Poor
1 See, for example, a lctter on sanitary statistics in the Morning Chronicle,
3 April 1848. In 1832 Shoreditch, “a district sacred to Cloacina,” was most
exempt from cholcra, having one case per 1,203 inhabitants; while the City,
the best drained district, had one in 155. If this were a fact, concluded the

writer, it was an argument for abolishing sewerage altogether.

2 E, C. to Morpcth, 30 June 1847.

3 Hansard, vol. xcviii, p. 725, 5 May 1848.

1 He appealed to Lord Lincoln to use his influence to discountenance this
practice of attacking civil servants, “‘the absent, and really defenceless.”
“For years Mr. Stephen was attacked for Colonial measures; latterly Mr.

—
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Law scores; Tatton Egerton, for example, whose practice as
owner of a close parish of pulling down cottages and drawing
labour from other parishes had been condemned in Chadwick’s
evidence before the Settlement Committee in 1847, and who now
declared that the appointment of *“a certain individual” would be
distasteful to the manufacturing districts, The answer to this,
Chadwick told Russell, was that from Leeds, Liverpool, Man-
chester, Bolton, Lancaster, Warrington, and elsewhere, appeals
had come to him for advice and assistance.?

Provincial jealousy flared up when it was seen that London,
was cscaping again, as it had escaped the Municipal Reform
Act. Why should London be exempt, demanded Colonel
Sibthorp, in preference to his own constituency, Lincoln, which
was clean enough, and had not a poor man in it?%* “It was in
London, in stinking London, in filthy London, that sanitary
measures should begin,” cricd Wakley, the editor of the Lancet,
adding his grumble against the ““soup influence” of that “nasty
turtle-cating corporation.”® “Help I pray you against Banks!”
wrote Chadwick to The Times correspondent, the Rev. S. G.
Osborne. “He wishes to do nothing in sanitary measures until
the Metropolis is included but he is most zcalous he says for
them. Cannot you now press forward the claims of the Dorset-
shirc villages, and of his own cottages to his sanitary zeal. Pray
give him a sermon on the times from Psalm 74 v. 21 prayer book
version: ‘All the earth is full of cruel habitations,” but let your
voice of exhortation be raised soon.” 4

Most significant, because it was a direct confrontation of the
fundamental principle of the Bill, most powerful, because it was
backed by many of the municipalities, was the attack on “that
mode of foreign government which was known by the name of

Trevelyan for Irish measures, and from the commencement of the Poor Law
Amendment Act, I, for measures which were the work of another Deparl-
ment.” (8 May 1848). Lincoln replied (9 May 1848): “I consider attacks
upon any Gentleman employed by a Responsible Minister of the Crown
unjustifiable. If the Bill be yours, it has been adopted by Lord Morpeth—
he will reap all the merit if it succeed and upon him must fall the blame if it
fails—this in my opinion is the only safe Parliamentary view of any question.”

1T, C. to Russell, 14 May 1848,

2 Hansard, vol. xcviii, p. 711, 5 May 1848.

3 Thid., vol. xcvi, p. 414, 10 February 1848.

{1, C. to the Rev. S. G, Osborne, 6 May 1848,
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centralisation.” It had long been the pride of the country that
the Government had little to do in the management of internal
affairs, declared Urquhart, the Member for Stafford, If the
country was in a sink of filth, it was because the House had
passed laws affecting the labour and industry of the population.
The Common Law provided ample means for putting down all
nuisances; if anything more were required, it should not take the
form of this “clumsy, encumbered, and almost unintelligible Bill”
which superseded the functions of Parliament by enabling another
body to set aside laws and imposc taxation; a simple and facile
measure might grant to municipal authoritics the powers they
needed and subject them to penaltics if they neglected to put:
them into opcration,?

Many of those who kicked at any measure of control of their
own activitics, however, were ready to take a fair-minded view
of regulations directed at somebody clse, and were cven prepared

to suggest how such regulations could be profitably extended.

Viscount Duncan wanted to know why Morpeth had avoided the
window-tax; Horsman wondered what “mysterious difficultics”
prevented the Government from tackling the interments question;
Reynolds regretted the exclusion of Scotland and Ireland.?
These fractions of support added up to a quite considerable total,
and in reply to the clamour of energetic interests there went up a
counter cry of satisfaction that the Bill did so much and regret
that it did not do considerably more.

Outside the House public attention was distracted by the
exciting Continental news, by the spectacle of thrones toppling
and Metternich packing his bags for London. As in 1847 and
earlier years it was a vocifcrous minority on either side which
fought over the principles of sanitary government. The doctors
and clergymen of the Health of Towns Association conducted a
vigorous campaign of lecturing, letter-writing, and lobbying, and
drafted petitions for signature by the working classes; and Chad-
wick found time to supply ammunition to local leaders in strategic
points, From the strongholds of local self-government, the City
and the metropolitan parishes, rose an angry hum of disapproval.

! Hansard, vol. xcvi, p. 1022, 21 February 1848 (Urquhart).
2Ibid., vol. xcviii, p. 711, 5 May 1848, and p. 1175, 18 May 1848.
3 Ibid., vol. xcvi, pp. 404, 406, 420, 10 February 1848.
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The Common Council resolved unanimously to condemn the
Bill.! No place in the world had so complete a system of drainage
as London, said the Gity Remembrancer.? “It would turn out to
be nothing but mere humbug,” a Builder Commissioner forecast
of the sanitary movement.® *“Read ‘Morpeth’ as ‘Metternich,” ”’
cried one Tower Hamlets ratcpayer.* The Morning Chronicle was
the chicf vehicle for these protests; and the most active pen in the
service of local self-government was that of Toulmin Smith, whose
writings gave to the opposition such shape and philosophy as it
ossessed. A legal antiquary of a deeply encrusted Toryism, he
saw in the Public Health Act onc further episode in that Whig
plot by which the Anglo-Saxon institutions of the kingdom were
gradually being replaced by the government of Whig Commis-
sioners, and the ancient Common Law defences of person and
property were being overthrown by “ink and paper law-making.”
““If this act, or anything like it, passcs into a law, it will have to be
recorded in history that the Court of Star Chamber was abolished
in 17 Car. I, AD. 1641, but was re-established, with greatly
increased powers, in 11 Victoria, A.D. 1848.”% His solution to
the sanitary problem was admirably simple—a closed cesspool
should be provided for cvery house and the Highway Surveyors
stirred to activity in laying down new road drains;® and to enforce
public health regulations the courts lect, vestry, hundred, and
county courts should be restored to their original dignity.” Where
was the need for a central department “to tell the People of
England, from a closet at W hitehall, how each man is to make his
drains and water-closets, to build his ash-pit™?®
From Leeds, Manchester, Bradford, Birmingham, delegates
from the town councils were sent to London to protest against the
Bill; but in every place where such opposition manifested itself
Chadwick could count upon the support of an influential section
of the inhabitants. The Health of Towns Association circulated a

1 Times, 22 May 1848, .
2 Sanitary Condition of the City of London: letter 10 Lord Ashley from the Cily

Remembrancer (pamphilet), 1848, p. 4.
3 Ibid., p. 12. P ’ 3 Morning Chronicle, 2g March 1848.

5 Letter to the Furist, 26 February 1848. .

6 The Parish. Iis obligations and powers: its officers and their duties, 1854, p- 302
7 Letter to the Daily News, 30 March 1848.

8 Centralisation or Representation?, 1848, p. ix,
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questionnaire to sixty-nine of the principal towns of England and
Wales, and summarised the returns in a pamphlet which breathed
local suspicion of the existing authoritics, and scorn for the idca
that, unaided and uncontrolled, they could lift themsclves out of
their present squalor.! It was not true, Chadwick maintained,
that the town councils would offer the universal resistance to a
central department that was prophesicd by Divett and other
disciples of Toulmin Smith. The people of Divett’s own town,
Excter, had invited Chadwick and Southwood Smith to attend
a public mecting. “We found our names placarded as intending
to address them. The mayor gave us a dinner. I found it
extremely difficult to get away and avoid the applications to sec
places, and I have since been in correspondence with partics in
the town who arc anxious that steps should be taken.” The
evidence—the appeals which reached Chadwick from Liverpool,
Lancaster, Warrington, Rugby, Edinburgh, St. Andrews, Belfast,
Dublin, and clsewhere; the applications addressed to the Metro-
politan Sanitary Commission in the mistaken belicf that they
possessed exccutive powers—proved that in many places there
existed an anxious desire to benefit from the advice and assistance
of well-informed authority. Surely such placcs should be allowed
to exercise the right of sclf-government, and choose for them-
selves whether or not to adopt the Public Health Act!?

There were, as The Times wisely remarked, just and prudent
limits in the capacity of a Bill as there were in the tonnage of an
East Indiaman.? The loss of some of the subjects which were
omitted from the original draft, or were later jettisoned in Com-
mittee, was not regretted by Chadwick. The exemption of
London, he considered, would not be serious if the General
Board were given full powers of inquiry in preparation for a
separate measure.®* Coke and iron manufacturers had risen in
protest against the smoke clause, and its excision was judicious.’
The limit on the duration of the Poor Law Commission had not

Y Report of the Sub-Commitlee on the answers returned to Questions addressed to the
Principal Towns of England and Wales, and on the objeciions from corporate bodies to the
Public Health Bill, 1848. -

2 E. C. to Morpeth, n.d., ¢. 10 May 1848.

3 Times, 11 February 1848. i E. C. to Morneth. 20 Tune 1847,
5E, C. ’to Morpeth, 8 August 1848. peth, 30 J 47
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worked well (it had encouraged some local authorities to go slow
in the hope that in five years’ time the Act would be repealed and
the Commissioners hanged), but Chadwick was willing to accept
a term of five years to the Board’s life as onc of the least injurious
concessions.! But, looking over the Bill as it emerged from the
Commons at the end of June, he sighed that it was a mere wreck
of what had been intended.? “ As it stands it will only enable the
commencement of legislation to be made,” he told his friends.
“Great administrative wisdom and experience in the General
Board and Inmspectors might still extract some good from its
practical operation; but that if it be put into other than the most
competent hands, more cvil than good may arise from it. I never
could have thought that any Government would have conceded
so cxtensively the power and authority of a central controlling
Board cither to pitiless sclf-interest or senseless clamour.”? If the
General Board were to exercise any real powers of initiation and
supcrvision in the localitics, those powers must now be inserted
in the Lords. Here, fortunately, the friends of Chadwick mustered
strongly, and he wrote at once to brief the Bishop of London,
Lord Ellenborough, Lord Campbell, Lord Lansdowne, and the
Duke of Buccleuch.

How was the machinery of public health administration to be
introduced into the localitics? This was the provision which
would determine the leverage the General Board could exert
against recalcitrant districts, and much of Chadwick’s dissatis-
faction arose from the inadequacy of the clause to which the
Commons had assented. The Commons had rejected on sight
the original optimistic suggestion that one houscholder in fifty,
whether he was a ratcpayer or not—he “might really be of the
working classes,” Chadwick told Lord Lansdowne4—should have
the power to bring all the apparatus of sanitary inquisition to
bear upon the obdurate forty-nine. It was now provided that if
onc-tenth of the inhabitant houscholders rated to the relief of the
poor signed a petition, the General Board could set to work. “It
is well to get the smallest wedge,” declared Chadwick, his meta-
phors getting hopelessly mixed in his annoyance, “but we should

1E. C. to Morpeth, nd.  2E. C. to Sir George Larpent, 20 June 1848.
3. C. to William Lee, 10 July 1848,
1L, C. to Lord Lansdowne, 13 July 1848,
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be sure that it is really a wedge, and not a rotien stafl, For
opening the worst-conditioned districts the provision as it now
stands will I fear be a mere rush,”! At Manchester and Liver-
pool, for example, the signatures of three or four thousand rate-
payers would be required to the petition. The trade unions and
Chartists, who had begun to notice this *poor man’s mcasure,’”’
would not overlook the fact that its initiation depended upon the
goodwill of another class, the ratepayers, who were biascd against
it by the dread of increased rates. “I do not sce how any onc
could get up in the Commons and contend that where there was a

heavy infantile slaughter, or where the labouring classes arc

grievously ravaged by epidemics, there shall be no intervention
except on the initiation of the middle classes.”?

There must then be some formula for intervention, which, once
recited, would bring the Board’s Inspector posting down from
London, whether the local tradesinen were ready to give him a
welcome or not. The possible formule were canvassed in turn by
Chadwick and the Bishop of London, who had cxpressed his
willingness to introduce the “Poor Man’s Clause” in the Lords.
The excess of deaths from zymotic discases above the general
average for the towns of the whole kingdom might be taken as
the test, suggested Chadwick. In 1841 the deaths from cpidemic
diseases formed 21 per cent of the total; he would propose inter-
vention in any place where the proportion rose above 20 per cent.
But in the past the registration of the causesof death had frequently
been tampered with; to check any such ratepayers’ trickery, they
should have at least one further test. Farr advised that it would
be best to take the deaths of children under five, which in 1841
averaged 38 per cent of the whole, “Surely,” cried Chadwick,
“g8 per cent of infantile deaths and 20 per cent of dcaths from
epidemics to be protected against authoritative intervention ought
if not the Commons to satisfy Moloch himself! What a picce of
evidence of our barbarism must not this hercafier appear to be.”

He would like also to have “some dircct reference to the poor

man as a class,”” on the basis of the expcctation of life given in
the Northampton table.?
When the question came fo be discussed in the Lords, however,

1 E, C. to Lord Lansdowne, 13 July, 1848, 2 Ibid.
3E. C to the Bishop of London, 12’July 1848.
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the Bishop was not present, and—with the best will in the world,
as his friends assured Chadwick—they struck out the “Poor
Man’s Clause,” to which they thought the Commons might object,
and inscrted a smoke abatement clause, to which the Commons
certainly would not consent. Thus, the unsatisfactory method of
initiation devised by the Commons remained unaltered, at the
same time as the obstacles to its working were increased. The
Lords had made bad worse. The smoke clause, Chadwick told
Morpeth with justifiable cxasperation, would bring all the
manufacturers into the field against sanitary measurcs—and there
were places in the north where two or three manufacturers
exerted such influence over the ratepayers that they could put a
stop to any application whatsoever, Then all the butchers, fish-
mongers, and poulterers, who were threatencd with inspection,
all the lodging-housc keepers and owners of cellar tenements, all
persons carrying on noxious irades—all these werc ratepayers;
and they would find other allies in the middle classes, frightened
by stories of heavier rates. Yet, as the provision for initiation now
stood, ‘“‘unhecard of combinations” must be looked for amongst
these very ratepayers to securc the introduction of measures
which would benefit chicfly the working classes!! Fortunately
the sct-back was only temporary. Despite Chadwick’s protests
the Lords insisted on.retaining their smoke prevention clause;
but in other respects the Bill was much improved before it
returned to the Commons, The Bishop of London appeared in
the House to press the importance of his “Poor Man’s Clause,”
and it was rc-inserted without opposition. The hands of the
General Board were strengthened by providing that the local
authority must seek their sanction before mortgaging the rates,
and that the local surveyor should be irremovable except with
their consent, As a further precaution against jobbery, an indi-
vidual ratepayer was given the right to appeal to the General
Board against any exceptionable expenditure by the Local Board.
Altogether, as Chadwick told Joseph Hume, “the Health of
Towns Bill as amended by the Lords is to some extent a working
measure.”” But would the Commons accept such large altera-
tions in the original Bill? “I understand from the Speaker,”

1E. C. to Morpeth, 21 July 1848.
2L, C, to __]oscph Hume, 5 August 1848.
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Morpeth informed Chadwick, “that the entire interference with
the Bill is, rigidly considered, so irregular that a general condona-
tion must cover all.”’!

Chadwick’s fears in this instance proved groundless, however.
John Bright rose immediately to attack the smoke clause, and, as
Chadwick expected and hoped, it was dropped without further
discussion.? There was an anxious moment when Morpeth deleted
the Bishop’s version of the “ Poor Man’s Clause,” but he replaced
it at once with a clause suggested by the Registrar General, em-
powering the General Board to apply the Act to any place where
the dcaths from any cause cxceeded 23 per thousand on the
average of the previous seven years, It was not so good a test
as the infantile mortality, Chadwick told him; but, he added with
satisfaction, ‘I have had it tricd aver, and I belicve it will give
more places.”® The sanction of the General Board to the mort-
gaging of local rates was preserved “as by fire,” and also the
appeal {from aggricved owners or occupiers.® “In other respects,
it was lamed; it was very badly supported; many fricnds were
absent, and parties dircctly interested against the Bill mustered
strongly.”’s

The Public Health Act of 1848 (11 & 12 Vict. c. 63) cstablished
a Central Commission, terminable in five years, and consisting
of three members, with the First Commissioncer of Woods and
Forests as president (s. 5). Their powers of initiating sanitary
measures were strictly defined: their aid must be invoked by a
petition signed by one-tenth of the ratepayers; failing a petition,
they could take action only where the death rate from all
causes had reached the figure of 23 per thousand (s. 8). In
either case, a preliminary inquiry would be conducted by a
Superintending Inspector, who would submit a report to the
General Board (s. 9). The Act would then be applicd by Order
in Council; or, in districts where a Local Act was alrecady in
force or where the boundaries were to be altered, by a Provisional
Order, which would not become effective until approved by
Parliament (s. 10).

In districts possessing municipal institutions, the Town Council

1 Morpeth to E. C., 26 July 1848.

"2 Hansard, vol ¢, p. 1178, 7 August 1848.
~3E. C. to Morpeth, 8 August 1848. ¢ Morpeth to E. C., 8 August 1848,
5 E. G, to the Bishop of London, 8 August 1848.
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was to be the public health authority (s. 12). Non-corporate
districts were to be given- an entirely new authority, a Local
Board of Health, the size of which would be specified in the
constituent Order (s. 14). Middle-class influence in these Boards
was jealously guarded, members being clected by plural voting,
ranging from onc votc for persons with property to the annual
value of £50, and rising by onc vote for every additional £50, to
a limit of six votes for thosc posscssing over £250 (s. 20). As
officers the Local Board were to appoint a clerk, a treasurer, an
inspector of nuisances, and a surveyor; for the dismissal of the last
of these the approval of the General Board was necessary (s. 37).
If they thought fit, they might also appoint a Medical Officer
of Health; the appointment and dismissal of such an oflicer were
subject to the approval of the General Board, but his remunera-
tion was to be determined by the local authority (s. 40). Chad-
wick had thus failed to make obligatory the appointment of the
most valuable of the local officials; and though both surveyor
and officer of health were secured from summary dismissal, their
independence of view was threatened by the fact that their
salarics were fixed by the Local Board.

Over forty clauses (ss. 41-85) dealt with the powers to be
excrcised by the new local authorities, the effect being, as Chad-
wick pointed out, that for the reasonable expenses of an inspector’s
survey, a district would be invested with all the advantages of a
costly Local Act. Far from restricting the functions of local
authorities, Morpeth had explained in reply to the anti-centralisa-
tion party, the mcasure would in many cases greatly widen them.
Of the English municipal corporations only twenty-nine possessed
Local Acts which conferred powers of drainage, cleansing and
paving on the Mayor and Corporation. In sixty-six corporate
towns such powers were exercised jointly with a body of ad hoc
Commissioners; in thirty by Commissioners independently of the
Corporation. Sixty-two corporate towns possessed no Local Act
whatsoever, to enable either Corporation or Commissioners to per-
form these essential services within their boundaries. Of the
non-corporate towns in England, with more than 5,000 inhabi-
tants, 175 had Local Acts, but 296 were without. ‘It was upon
these 296 towns which had no Local Acts, and upon the 158
corporate towns which had at present cither no powers at all, or
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divided powers, that his Bill would, for the first time, confer the
exclusive power within their boundarics of cleansing, sewering,
paving, and providing a supply of water,”! In their details the
provisions showed that six years’ campaigning by Chadwick and
the Health of Towns Association had left its mark. Thus, it
was provided that no new house might be built without drains of
the size, materials, level, and fall prescribed by the local sur-
veyor, nor without a suflicicnt water-closet or privy or ash-pit; a
house within a hundred feet of a sewer might be rcquired to com-
municate with it, and in the dcfault of the owner the Local
Board were empowered to construct such communicating drains,
and recover the cost so incurred (ss. 49, 50). The Local Board
—to take a further example—were given powers to provide a
water supply, cither under public management or on contract
with a privatc company; the supply to be pure and wholesome,
and at high pressure. But it was not Jawful for the Local Board
to supply water if there were a water company already in the
district able and willing to do it adequately, on terms fixed by an
inspector or an arbitrator. A houscholder might be required to
obtain a water supply, if it could be furnished for a sum not
exceeding 2d. a week (ss. 75, 76).

A General District Rate for the purposcs of the Act was to be
levied on the occupiers of property rated to the relief of the poor,
and Private Improvement Rates imposed for works bencfiting
individual occupiers (ss. 87, 88, go). To raisc moncy for works
of a permancnt nature, the rates might be mortgaged by the
Local Board. Such mortgage could be made only with the consent
of the General Board (ss. 107, 119).

Tenuous as was the element of “centralisation”” in the Act, the
Lords, responding to Chadwick’s concealed guidance, had left
the General Board with more aggressive functions than the
Commons had been prepared to grant. That is the answer to
those later critics who have dismissed the Act scornfully as a
“small scheme.”? Small as it was, it was as much as the Commons
could swallow; and very much bigger, in fact, than the sadly
botched measure which had been passed from the lower House
to the Lords, where Chadwick’s friends managed to repair some

1 Hansard, vol. xcviii, p. 736, 5 May 1848.
?]. L. and B. Hammeond, Lord Shaftesbury, pp. 159-60.
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of the damage donc by the opposition in the Commons. The
original Bill was not shaped to Chadwick’s liking, as he pointed
out to those who saddled its imperfections upon him; and the Act
which cventually emerged represented no more than what his
adroitness and tenacity had succeeded in preserving after Mor-
peth’s draft had been shot to picces in the lower House. It was a
continual lament of Chadwick’s that the schemes of his concep-
tion had to be put into the clumsy hands of politicians, and that,
after a Parliamentary mauling, the resultant patchwork of com-
promise and amendment was passed back to him to make into a
practical working measurc, He might then with good reason
deny the paternity of this mongrel measure; but sufficient remained
of a recognisable structure for it to be acknowledged as at any
rate a family conncction of the Poor Law Act of 1834. Such
strength and purpose as the Act exhibited, it owed chiefly to
Chadwick. This is evident in the ground plan it lays down for
the relationship between the local authorities and the central
Government. In the attitude adopted towards this fundamental
problem by the Poor Law Act of 1834 and the Municipal Cor-
porations Act of 1835 there was a sharp antithesis, the resolution
of which supplics the key to half a century of administrative
history. Apart from requiring Treasury sanction for the raising
of loans by a Corporation and for the alienation of its property,
the Municipal Corporations Act did little to restrict the tradi-
tional autonomy of the local authoritics. On the other hand,
apart from the control of police, it gave them no new powers.
It left them, diverse in their customs and powers, uncqual in their
areas and reserves of skill, to meet the problems of the industrial
age as best they could, with no Minister or State department
charged to guide and teach, and if necessary to admonish and
correct them. Against this conception, Chadwick had opposed
the principles of the Poor Law Act, those administrative ideas
which in the jargon of the time were known as “centralisation”
—the tutclage of a specialised central department, exercised
through the media of the departmental circular and an cxpert
inspectorate; arcas cut to a pattern drawn by the technical
demands of administration; a uniform system of ad hoc bodies in
the localitics to serve as the instrument of central policy, cntrusted
with a minimum scope of function and expected to attain a mini-
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mum standard of performance. Nothing so clear-cut as this can
be seen, of course, in the Act of 1848, But it was a great step
forward that a central Board should have been cstablished, an
embryo Ministry of Health, with aggressive powers, however
slight at first, to makc head against sanitary evils; and that a
beginning should have been made towards imposing a code of
public health on the country, defining legal minimum standards
for drainage and water supply. It was a great point gained that
under the Act considerable powers for the defence of the public
health and the construction of public works could be readily and
cheaply conferred on authoritics which had formerly lacked
them. By stretching to the utmost the powers with which Parlia-
ment had endowed the central Board, by extending the im-
ponderable authority which superior information and capable
officers lent to a Government department, by attempting to
persuade where to command was out of the question, Chadwick
hoped even yet that the new Board would not fail in its appointed
task.

Onec day in May 1848, in the middle of the struggle for the
Public Health Bill, a clerk waited on Chadwick at Gwydyr House
with an unexpected request—for information how his name should
be entered for the Companionship of the Bath.

“All things and Lord John’s previous displeasure considered, I
was not a little surprised at the honour . . .”” he confided to a
friend.

“The Prince had made the recommendation as an obscrver.
He had, I found, taken an interest in Sanitary questions and had
read the reports.

““I have had one interview with him on the subject of the im-
provement of labourers’ dwellings. I do not remember that I
was ever better questioned. I must be strongly biased towards
him, but from all I hear of him he appears to be a person who
divested of his rank must take a very high position.”!

The C.B., of which this was one of the first awards for civil ser-
vices, was the only official recognition that Chadwick’s labours were

1E, C. to W. D, Christie, 29 May 1848. He told W. E. Hickson (9 May
:848): “‘It was an unexpected and to me a strange aflair not initiated by the
Government,”
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to get until the last few months of his long life. It was well timed.
At the end of the 1848 session Chadwick could look back on a
decade of continuous agitation and inquiry in the cause of public
health. At last, crowning the ten years of drudgery, a Public
Health Act was on the Statute Book. The machinery for its
exccution at the centre and in the localities was in process of
construction. In London a single authority was at work under
his guidance, planning the drainage and water supply of the
whole capital. Slowly, but with gathering momentum, the new
values which the “Sanitary Idea” set before socicty were per-
mcating the minds of law-makers and administrators.
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