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THE calm of the eighteenth century in 

matters political, when we compare it with 
the nineteenth, was indeed remarkable. Of 
the earlier part of the former century it has 
been truly said that few influences, either 
literary or individual, were in evidence to 
affect the dominant ideas of the time. "The 
English people, waxing fat under a succession of 
good harvests and the rapid development of 
commercial enterprise, worried themselves very 
little about the game played by their governing 
classes. A growl at some tax upon drink, or at a 
pacific policy which hurt their national pride, or 
seemed to endanger their trade, was their only 
sign of life. Nothing could be further from the 
mind of the aristocracy than any real attempt to 
waken a sleeping democracy. The jargon about 
standing armies and annual parliaments was the 
most transparent of artifices. And meanwhile 
philosophers, growing ever more sceptical, were 
pretty clear that where nothing could be known it 
was better to make no change."*

The nineteenth century quickly saw a 
reaction from these ways of thinking and 
living. Most notable of all, perhaps, was the 
rapidity with which English people, as soon 
as they had recovered from the fierce anxiety 
of the French Revolution and the Napoleonic 
wars, developed the desire to have 
considerable alteration made in the way in 
which the constituencies — especially in the 
towns — elected their Members of 
Parliament. The wish for reformation herein 
grew, and it could not be stayed. There was, 
of course, the fiercest opposition. A mute but 
dogged resistance to all change was the natural 
policy of men in whom the spirit of absolute rule 
survived after its logical groundwork had dropped 
away. The sentiment, indeed, upon which George 
the Third relied was still vigorous ; the selfish 
factiousness of the aristocracy gave strength to the 
ruler who at least professed to represent the 
national will.

The idea and the details of the Reform Bill 
of 1831 are too well known to need long 
description. There were, beyond doubt, some 
serious evils existing. A certain number of 
Members were nominated by purely private 
individuals, their patrons. A seat in 
Parliament became the appanage of some 
great noble House, whose head nominated 
whom he would to represent the will of the 
free and untrammelled electors. Other seats 
were in the nomination of close corporations. 
Some places that once had been inhabited 
boroughs, but from which almost every 
vestige of dwelling-house and population 
had vanished, still returned their Members, 
or rather the Members were returned for 
them by some well-to-do magnate. Lord John 

Russell proposed, therefore, when he 
introduced his first Reform Bill into the 
House of Commons on March 1st, 1831, to 
abolish such private nominations of 
Members, to disfranchise uninhabited 
boroughs, and to establish a new electoral 
scheme based upon the census of 1821. Any 
borough which possessed fewer than 2000 
inhabitants was to lose its Member ; all 
boroughs having a population of 4000 were 
in future to be represented by one Member 
only. The fancy franchises were to be 
abolished. For the boroughs, every 
householder paying rates on houses of the 
yearly value of ten pounds and upwards was 
to become the possessor of a vote. 
Nevertheless resident voters under the old 
qualifications were allowed to retain their 
privilege during life, but the privilege 
became extinct at their decease, and could 
not be enjoyed by their successor.

In the counties, copyholders to the value 
of ten pounds a year and leaseholders for not 
less than twenty-one years at an annual rent 
of fifty pounds or more were to have the 
franchise. Some of the seats vacated by the 
Bill were to be given to cities and towns then 
unrepresented. Manchester, Birmingham, 
Leeds, Greenwich, Sheffield, Wolver-
hampton, and Sunderland were to have two 
Members each, instead of none. Eight 
additional Members were given to certain 
divisions of London, which had grown very 
rapidly in population. Some other anomalies 
were corrected, which are probably well 
known. One thing to be attempted was the 
diminished expense of elections, and also the 
cessation of bribery.

When the Bill came on in the Commons 
for its second reading it was carried, but by a 
majority of one vote only ! This made it clear 
that the measure could not survive the 
passage through the House of Lords, even if 
it were to succeed in running the gauntlet of 
the Commons in Committee. General 
Gascoigne, in a totally unpremeditated way, 
came at this juncture to the help of the much 
worried Whig Ministers. He proposed an 
amendment to the effect that it was not 
fitting, at such a time, to reduce the number 
of knights, citizens, and burgesses 
constituting the House of Commons, and his 
amendment was carried by eight votes. Now, 
this amendment was not in the least destruc- 
tive of the principle of the Bill. Lord John 
Russell and the Government were not 
specially pledged to the reduction of the 
number of Members by reason of the 
suppression of certain constituencies, 
although in fact some such reduction was 
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contemplated as a matter of convenience. But 
Lord Grey, in the Upper House, perceived 
his opportunity. He and the Cabinet saw 
clearly that they must have a bigger majority 
to support them in the Commons, if ever the 
Bill was to be passed. So they determined to 
accept the vote on General Gascoigne's 
amendment as a Government defeat, and to 
make an instant appeal to the constituencies 
to say whether there should be a Reform Act 
or no. Thus it came to pass that Bridgwater, 
amongst the other constituencies, was to be 
asked to help to decide the great question, 
and to return two Members to Parliament to 
represent the political wishes of the ancient 
Borough.

Mr. Pocock and Mr. Thornton (who was 
afterwards known as Mr. Astell, and was a 
man of substance) had sat for Bridgwater in 
the Parliaments of 1807, 1812, and 1818. In 
1820 George the Third died, and the demise 
of the Crown (in those days) necessitated a 
new election. At this stage of political history 
a joining of forces had been effected between 
the old-fashioned Whigs and the Tories ; and 
so Colonel Tynte was returned (in the place 
of Mr. Pocock), having Mr. Astell as his 
colleague. This combination lasted through 
the elections of 1826 and 1830. Colonel Tynte 
was a Whig, and he had incurred some local 
displeasure by voting for the Catholic 
Emancipation Act in 1829. However, the 
coalition of forces lasted, and in 1831 Colonel 
Tynte and Mr. Astell were again returned for 
the town. Throughout England the contest 
was fought out with the intensest fury. The 
amount of money spent on both sides was 
something astonishing even for those days of 
reckless expenditure in political contests. Neither 
side could make any boast of political purity, and 
indeed neither side seemed to have the slightest 
inclination to set up such a claim. The only 
rivalry was in the spending of money in un-
restricted and shameless bribery and corruption. 
The ordinary man of the world felt that if he 
himself did not give the bribe his rival would be 
certain to give it, and that nobody in his club or 
in society would think any the worse of him 
because it was understood that he had bought 
him- self into the House of Commons. At any 
rate the result in England, however attained, 
was decisive. King William opened the new 
Parliament on June 21st, 1831, and on July 
7th the second reading of Lord John Russell's 
second Reform Bill was carried in the 
Commons by a majority of 136 votes. 
Something in the way of electoral reform, it 
was clear, was coming. In due time the third 
reading was passed, and then the wonder 
arose in the country as to what the Lords 

would do. It was known that the Duke of 
Wellington disapproved of the measure, and 
that he had a strong following. Soon the 
newspaper war in the provinces began to 
wax fast and furious. We have heard, said a 
Bridgwater newspaper, 'that there is really 
some ground for believing that the present 
government will be sufficiently desperate to 
attempt a very extensive increase of the peerage in 
order to carry the Reform Bill. Can it be possible 
that the wild excitement of ambition, or the 
vexing contemplation of anticipated defeat, should 
make them insensible to the fear of the 
consequences which might fall on their own 
heads? And if it were possible that two or three 
bold bad men of the cabinet should be so desperate 
as to attempt this wholesale manufacture of 
legislators, must we maintain so humiliating a 
position as that there are fifty or sixty commoners 
of respectable standing in society, who would 
submit to the disgrace of becoming a herd of titled 
slaves — of coronetted menials, to be driven into 
an assembly of which they would be the scorn and 
the derision, and to be ordered to say content or 
not content as their master should command? An 
attempt so outrageous would no longer leave us to 
apprehend a revolution, for we should be ipso 
facto in the midst of one.

After the third reading in the Commons 
the hubbub grew greater. A leading article in 
a Bridgwater paper on October 2nd, 1831, 
spoke thus: The Mansion House meeting, it is 
proper to observe, was distinguished by the 
braying of that incomparable Ass, the Lord 
Mayor, and the presence of 70, out of 90, of the 
bankers in London. In Canterbury a dancing-
master, two dissenting clergyman, and one 
Roman Catholic priest, advised the Lords on 
behalf of that ancient city. We can easily perceive 
how well qualified a dancing-master must be to 
teach the peers of parliament what steps they 
ought to take in the revolutionary reel ; but the 
humility belonging to the profession of the other 
gentlemen does not seem to us to have been 
advantageously directed on this occasion.

A newspaper favourable to Reform 
published the following account of a meeting 
held in Bridgwater : On Tuesday last the 
Political Union held their monthly meeting at the 
Seven Stars Inn, which was well attended. In the 
absence of our worthy Mayor, B. Lovibond, Esq. 
took the chair. Much pleasing information was 
advanced. It was proposed that a requisition be 
adopted and presented to J. Evered, Esq., Mayor, 
which was immediately drawn up and 
numerously signed, requesting him to convene a 
meeting for the purpose of the town and 
neighbourhood's petitioning the House of Lords to 
pass the present Reform Bill. The said requisition 
was next day presented to the Mayor by the 
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Chairman and Society of the Union, with which 
he expressed his entire concurrence, and promised 
to call a meeting at an early day. This report is, 
obviously, mildness itself. Then the other 
side had its turn, as follows.

The Mayor, who it seems was expected to have 
presided at the Union, appointed Wednesday, the 
28th ult., for the Town Meeting. The members of 
the Political Union, we are informed, mustered in 
great force on the occasion, and were joined by a 
few respectable persons of the town and 
neighbourhood, some of whom we will name, 
because we believe they must have been entirely 
unacquainted with the real views and intentions 
of the requisitionists. These intentions, as avowed 
at the before mentioned meeting of the Political 
Union, extended to the adoption of measures with 
the other Unions of the Kingdom, “to force the 
House of Lords, by a simultaneous movement, 
into compliance (these were the very words !) if 
that House should dare to refuse the demands of 
the people.” To effect this, it was proposed “that 
the Secretary and Council of the Union should be 
requested to open a correspondence with the 
different Unions of the Kingdom.” This resolution 
was carried unanimously, after the great bulk of 
the poor men present had been worked up to a 
state bordering on frenzy, by a frothy declamation 
of nearly three- quarters of an hour : a declam-
ation more violent in its invective against 
established institutions, more sweeping and 
seditious in its denunciations, and more recklessly 
wicked and ferocious in principle, than anything 
we have ever heard of in the annals of this 
kingdom ; and only to be equalled by the ravings 
of a Danton, a Marat, or a Robespierre, in that 
sanctuary of murder, the Jacobin Club… The 
enormity of the guilt, the finished perfection of the 
hypocrisy, completely exculpate those persons 
who unintentionally became its instruments. 
They are now undeceived. Should they again 
suffer themselves to be imposed upon, they would 
then be something worse than dupes. It would 
then be the bounden duty of every loyal subject to 
denounce them as the servile tools of vulgar and 
ferocious incendiaries.

On September 22nd the Bill was read in 
the House of Lords for the first time, and on 
the morning of the 8th of October came the 
division upon the second reading. Lord 
Wharncliffe moved that it be read a second 
time that day six months. The House 
divided, and 158 votes were recorded for the 
second reading, with 199 against it. Thus — 
for the moment at any rate — the Bill was 
defeated. Parliament was immediately 
prorogued, and the Reform Members 
scoured the country, speaking everywhere in 
no measured terms of the action which had 
been taken by the House of Lords.

The Bridgwater Tories, of course, were 
charmed at the turn affairs had taken, and 
their Press was loud in its praise of the Lords. 
''The Rule-of- Three Reform is at an end, and we 
are done with Whig governments in England for 
another half- century. After a debate unparalleled 
in the House of Peers, not only for duration, but 
for the stores of constitutional knowledge, forcible 
reasoning, and deliberate wisdom it called forth, 
the ministerial measure of Reform has been 
rejected by a majority even greater than the 
friends of freedom and good order had ever 
ventured to anticipate. Uninfluenced by the 
absurd pretensions and the flimsy fallacies of the 
interested advocates of the Bill, unintimidated by 
the stimulated fury of venal journalists or the idle 
threats of an intoxicated populace, the Lords have 
nobly done their duty. . . . That the Ministry will 
still attempt to cling to place, 'with desperate 
fidelity,' is not improbable: it is even said that 
they have been for some time prepared with their 
plan of subsequent operations, which was to 
prorogue till November, create another batch of 
Peers in the interim, and then bring in a 
somewhat less wild and monstrous scheme of 
reform. But this will not serve their turn ; the 
King and the country are utterly sick of their 
blundering rashness, as well as their inex- 
perience of business, and will have nothing more 
to do with them. In vain will they any longer try 
to pour  

Into the porches of the Royal ear. 
Their lep'rous distilment ; 

avenging justice is pressing upon them with no 
halting steps ; the Whigs are a lost people ! " The 
Whigs, however, as it proved, were by no 
means lost. The year 1831 was indeed a sad 
year to the Tories. A year — as they summed 
it up — of sham reform, of real sedition ; of comic 
statesmanship, of tragic outrage ; of increased 
expenditure, of diminished revenue ; of Lord Grey 
and of cholera ; of Lord Brougham and of 
humbug. The newspaper poet of the 
Bridgwater Tories thus gave vent to his feel- 
ings in the early days of December, 1831.
We must count it a sad curse if than thirty-one a worse,
For body, soul, or purse, we ever have to rue.
But in hopes that times will mend, and our scrapes will 
have an end, 
We shall welcome as a friend the New Year thirty-two. 
In that year we trust and pray, that banished far away 
May be the tribe of Grey — Earl Grizzle and his crew ; 
And that the Tories stout (much improved for being 
out) 
Will put the rogues to rout in the year thirty-two.

Meanwhile there had been terrible riots in 
Bristol, and in some other places, in 
consequence of a possibility that the Reform 
Bill might not pass. In Bristol there was loss 
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of life and considerable destruction of 
property. Sir Charles Wetherall, the Recorder 
and Member for that city, had vigorously 
opposed the Bill, and the house in which he 
was supposed to be was attacked and almost 
demolished. The military were called out to 
suppress the storm, and several of the ring- 
leaders amongst the rioters were ultimately 
sentenced to death.

Lord Grey, as the leader in the Reform 
movement, was now violently attacked by 
the Tory press. A Bridgwater paper of 
November 7th, 1831, did not spare him.

The writer of the leading article asks, How 
shall I describe the evils which now afflict us ? 
The dwellings of nobles in the country, and 
private citizens in the town, burned by savage 
mobs — the gaols broken open, and felons let loose 
upon the country — robbery and murder, and 
violation, in the open day ; and everywhere a 
fearful looking- forward to calamity. This, my 
Lord, is the state of the country under your 
government, and should a time of tranquillity 
again arrive, and your Lord survive to see it, I 
trust that indignant justice will make you answer 
for the miseries which your rashness and folly in 
the government have brought about. You have 
served your own family, but you have ruined 
Great Britain. You have caught up the intemper-
ate follies of your youth, and engrafted them upon 
the obstinacy of your old age. You have been 
willing to sacrifice the security of the constitution 
to your vanity and your ambition as a popular 
reformer ; the ruins of that constitution are likely 
to be the mournful evidence of your rashness and 
imbecility. For my part it will be some satisfaction 
to me, as I think it will be to the whole country, if, 
amid the general decay, enough of the power of 
law and justice shall remain to punish you as you 
deserve, and leave your name as a memorable 
example not only of the calamities which a foolish 
and obstinate statesman may bring upon a nation, 
but the retribution which a suffering nation will 
demand for deeds done by one whose station gives 
to his folly all the evil consequences of crime. 
Poor Lord Grey ! He was used to abuse, no 
doubt. The political writers of that time were 
emphatic indeed in their condemnation, and 
the Bridgwater writers were well able to 
contribute their quota with the rest.

In November, as riots had taken place in 
several of the neighbouring towns, it was 
thought necessary to take measures for 
preserving the peace in Bridgwater. One 
hundred and seventeen men were appointed 
and sworn in as Special Constables, an action 
which was highly commended by Lord 
Melbourne, to whom the incident was 
reported. Mr. John Evered, however, the ex-
Mayor, got a terrible wigging over the 

matter. It seems that a meeting of the Political 
Council was held, and a statement was 
issued, saying: "Whereas some apprehensions, 
which we confidently believe are erroneous and 
groundless have been expressed as to the 
tranquillity of this town, we impress upon 
members of the Union, and on all classes, the 
necessity of using their most strenuous exertions 
for the preservation of the peace," and so on. 
This was signed, John Evered, Chairman.

The Tory journal waxed furious at this. It 
grew indignant at the wicked efforts of those 
incendiaries who insidiously labour to bring the 
constituted authorities into contempt. But, it 
added, "to plot under the pretence of assisting in 
the preservation of good order is an infamous 
atrocity adding hypocrisy to crime ! Yet such is 
the degrading spectacle which is exhibited in this 
town, by the ringleaders of a conspiracy called the 
Political Union ! 

About this time appeared the following 
lines, headed (in a local newspaper) The 
tribulation of (Lord John) Russell. It was 
directed to be sung to a popular air, with a 
sobbing Accompaniment.

‘Tis all my fancy painted it,
'Tis lovely, 'tis divine, 

But the Lords will ne’er consent to it,
It never can be mine : 

Yet toiled I as man never toiled,
And I am toiling still, 

Oh my heart, my heart is quaking
For the Whig Reform Bill.

Its schedules of disfranchisement
Are down in black and white, 

They took old John Smith's breath away
With wonder and delight. 

Those schedules are not yet the law,
I fear they never will, 

Oh my heart, my heart is quaking
For the Whig Reform Bill.

I've borne Sir Charles’ sarcastic pen, 
But my penance now is almost done.

The Bill is near its last. 
And when it's kicked out by the Lords

Let tears each Whig eye fill. 
For they must go along with it.

The poor Reform Bill ; 
Oh the Whigs must march along with it,

The poor Reform Bill !
In spite, however, of journalistic rhyming, 

and the fulminations of those whose hope it 
was to sweep the Reform Bill off the face of 
the earth, the movement was quickly gaining 
such force that it could not be stayed. 
Parliament was summoned to meet in 
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December, and the speech from the throne 
recommended to both Houses, in clear terms, 
the duty of passing a measure of reform. A 
speedy and satisfactory settlement of this question 
becomes daily of more pressing importance to the 
security of the State, and to the contentment and 
welfare of my people, the Sovereign was made 
to say. The King, indeed, whatever may once 
have been his feelings as to Lord Grey's Bill, 
now saw clearly that even if he gave his 
strenuous support to the Lords in their 
opposition to it, he might endanger, possibly, 
the House of Lords itself, and he might even 
shake the stability of his throne. The mon-
archy in France had already been shaken ;  
the monarchy in England must at all cost be 
kept safe and sure.

In December, therefore, Lord John Russell 
brought in to the House of Commons his 
third Reform Bill. It was in substance very 
similar to the two previous Bills, and, like its 
predecessor, it passed quickly through its 
three stages in the Lower House. Then, on 
March 27th, 1832, came the beginning of a 
most thrilling period. On that day Lord Grey 
introduced the Bill into the House of Peers. 
The first reading, of course, was purely 
formal. On April 14th it came on for the 
second reading : 184 peers voted for it and 
175 against it. This gave a majority of nine 
votes in favour of the Bill. But this was an 
utterly inadequate majority. The Government 
saw at a glance that unless there was to be 
some complete change of conditions the Bill 
could never run the gauntlet of the 
Committee stage in the Lords' House. This 
intuition of Lord Grey's turned out to be 
entirely true. The Committee stage came on, 
and Lord Lyndhurst moved an amendment 
providing that enfranchisement should 
precede any action of disfranchisement. This 
proposition, again, bore upon its face the sign 
of innocence. Yet it was not innocent, it was 
brilliantly ingenious, for it gave the Lords an 
opportunity, if carried, of turning the Bill 
inside out in Committee. A Tory majority 
might pass a Bill, but not the Bill. Lyndhurst 
argued and spoke most ably and convinc-
ingly, and his great rival Lord Brougham 
thundered, in his majestic way, on the other 
side. It was a splendid contest between two 
great men ; their speeches are well worth 
reading again to-day. Lyndhurst won. When 
the division came to be taken on May 7th, 151 
Peers voted for the amendment, 116 against 
it. There was a majority of 35 against the 
Government. It seemed as if the Whigs could 
not get their measure passed. Lord Lynd-
hurst's successful amendment utterly 
blocked the way, and it brought about a 

more serious crisis than any that had arisen 
before.

Would the King consent to the creation of 
a batch of Whig Peers sufficient in number to 
carry the Bill? That was the question. Of 
course the Lords, at this period, were 
implored by the Tories never to yield to Grey 
and Russell. The following lines were laid 
before the Bridgwater readers in a 
newspaper of that day.

O come and vote for me,
My Lord — and if you will.
Your place it soon may be
On a scaffold at Tower Hill. 

At Tower Hill, Tower Hill, 
For there ends the Reform Bill.

Another batch of Peers
The premier shall provide.
And coronets cover ears
The owners fain would hide 

When Tower Hill, Tower Hill, 
Shall ring with shouts, Reform Bill !

Then come and join the Whigs,
Give, give your silly vote ;
Behave like swimming pigs.
And cut your own throat, 

At Tower Hill, Tower Hill, 
For there ends the Reform Bill.

At the election of Churchwardens for St. 
Mary's in April, 1832, a very violent scene 
occurred. Political feeling ran very high. 
When the polling commenced, a scene ensued 
which defies description. The table was 
surrounded by the choicest blackguards and 
bullies of the Union ; by wretches whose poor 
rates had been in arrears for twelve months, and 
who appeared to have been placed there to insult 
and maltreat those rate-payers that would not 
submit to the dictation of their Worships the Mob 
Orators. Several gross assaults were committed. 
Females were insulted in the most dastardly 
manner, and the roof of the House of God rang 
with hissing and hurrahs, with yells and horrible 
blasphemies, as the Mob happened to be pleased or 
displeased with the vote given. Amid such 
dreadful scenes the poll was closed with a 
majority of fifteen against those who so long and 
so steadily opposed themselves to the violence and 
blasphemy of a deluded and infuriated mob. This 
deplorable scene took place in the Church. 
The Vestry at that time occupied the extreme 
eastern part of the chancel.

Meanwhile not only all Bridgwater, but all 
England was in a terrible state of excitement 
and consternation. Lord Grey and his 
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colleagues, in despair at the position, 
tendered their resignations to the King. 
William the Fourth instantly sent for the 
Duke of Wellington, hoping thus to escape 
from the Whigs. But the old Duke, who had 
fulminated against the Reform Bill in the 
Upper House, yet who was shrewd enough 
to see that something must be passed in 
order to satisfy the nation, suggested that Sir 
Robert Peel should be asked to form a 
Ministry, which he would support. Peel, a 
far-seeing man, wisely demurred. He pointed 
out to his Sovereign that no Administration 
but a Reform Administration could stand. He 
therefore advised his Majesty to send again 
for Lord Grey and Lord John Russell, and 
reinstate them not only in power and office, 
but also support them with the fullest 
assistance which the throne could give. The 
King had to yield, perhaps unwillingly, and 
certainly tardily. The Whigs came back again; 
and William consented to appoint as many 
Whig Peers as might be needed to pass the 
Bill. It never became necessary to create any 
Peers, for the Lords gave way. The Reform 
Bill passed its third reading in the Lords on 
June 4th, 1832, and three days later the King 
gave the royal assent. The crisis was over. It 
was an entire and complete triumph for the 
Whigs.

There was — it was inevitable — a 
prolonged wail from the other political party. 
The revolution, said a Bridgwater journal on 
June 11th, has at last been impressed with the 
Royal stamp, and the blood-hounds, who as yet 
have only tasted the dainties set before them, are 
eager and panting for more substantial food. The 
blood of numberless victims is required to gorge 
their voracious maws, and punishment — 
punishment — must be inflicted on those who 
have opposed their course, before they will be 
satisfied.The Editor proceeds. 'Heaven be 
praised, he writes, that we have done our duty !  
Indeed the poor man had, for if violent 
invective and persistent vituperation could 
have killed either the Reform Bill or its 
supporters, assuredly both they and it would 
long ere then have ceased to be.

A banquet held at the Guildhall in 
commemoration of the passing of the Bill was 
thus alluded to by a Bridgwater writer.

Goddess of Humbug, from on high behold us,
While thus we dedicate to thee our lays : 

Long in thy cause has principle enrolled us, 
Here to thy name a monument we raise. 

Thus then combining. 
Heart and voice joining, 

Sing we in harmony to Humbug's praise.

Here every silly sentiment inspiring.
Strike, strike the liar, and wake the festive lay : 

Unionists of England, swell the foolish chorus ; 
Raise a stale stave to Russell, Althorp, Grey. 

Thus then combining. 
Heart and voice joining. 

Joyful we fuddle on this happy day.

Very poor stuff all this rhyming was, but it 
served its purpose, and it afforded a 
harmless vent for the excited feelings of that 
exciting time. Editorial language was apt to 
be violent then. When a Tory editor wrote of 
the "time-serving creatures of an imbecile 
Ministry," he only intended gently to refer to 
his Majesty's ministers who were guid- ing 
the fortunes of the Government. When he 
said, a little further down the page of the 
same local newspaper, that the Ministry 
**had abandoned not only all political virtue, 
but even all show of decent respect for 
political consistency and public honesty," he 
only wished to assure his readers that he did 
not share the political opinion of those who 
were in power. The Whigs were just as 
violent as their opponents, and equally 
vituperative. It was the bad fashion of the 
day. It was considered to be a political 
necessity for each side to vilify the other, if 
the populace were to be convinced.

In one respect the Reform Bill was an utter 
failure. It was framed, its authors hoped, so 
as to discourage bribery and corruption. But 
these evil growths spread abroad and 
increased joyfully. Each party claimed to be 
on the side of electoral purity : neither side 
had the faintest right to such an assumed 
virtue, for neither side possessed it. 
Bridgwater — like many other towns — 
bribed and was bribed ; happily, persistently, 
continuously. The day of reckoning came 
anon, and, as frequently happens in our 
tangled skein of life, it came too late.

Notes
P1
*English Thought in the eighteenth 

century, Vol. II, p. 186. 201
P5
1)Sir Charles Wetherall, who opposed the 

Bill. 
2) Mr. Croker, an impassioned speaker on 

the Tory side.
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