APPENDIX I

THE HISTORY OF THE MUNICIPAL FRANCHISE!

Anoncst the many articles that celebrated the centenary of local govern-
ment, no mention was made of the development through the century of
the municipal fianchise. Yet, it also had a history not without interest.

The authors of the 1835 Municipal Corporations Act intended the
franchise to be widet than that of the parliamentary fianchise of 1832,
but 1t was not until 1869 that this result was finally achieved.

In order to qualify for the parliamentary franchise, a man over twenty-
one years of age had to occupy piemises of the clear annual value of not
less than /10 for twelve months before the last day of July, to have been
rated to the Poor Rate for the same period, to have paid the rates up to
April 6th, and to have 1esided within the borough, or within seven miles
of it, for six months before July.?

In order to qualify for the municipal franchise, a man over twenty-one
had to occupy premises for three years before August in any year, and
to have been an inhabitant householder within the borough or seven miles
of it, for the same time. He must have been rated 1n respect of his premises
for the time of his occupation, that is three years, and have paid the 1ates
for two and a half years.®

When the two franchises are compared, the municipal appears to be
wider because there is no mention of a property qualification, but, as will
be seen later, it actually enfranchised fewer people.

Two years before municipal reform in England, the Scottish Burgh
Act* had reformed the Coipoations of that countty and the parlia-
mentary franchise of the £10 householder had been adopted for the
new municipalities, but the Govetnment was anxious to explain to the
House of Commons that the English municipal franchise was to be wider.
In the House of Commons Loid John Russell said:® “It must have
occurred to everyone who wishes that there should be a uniform franchise
in corporations that the piesent parliamentary franchise of the Lo
householder might be taken as the constituency in corpoiations . . . but
it would expose that franchise to danger. It has produced a class of
constituency which from property and intelligence is fit to be entrusted

* Reprinted by permission from The Journalof Public ddmunsstration,October 1936.
2 5 Will. IV, c. 45. 3 5 &6 Will. IV, c. 76.
43 8 4 Will. IV, . 77. ¢ Hansard, June 5, 1835
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with the responsible duty of electing members to Parliament, and I think
if we wetc to say that no others but those who possess that qualification
should vote for corporations, we should arouse a feeling of enmity and
jealousy agamnst them as monopolizing all nights and powers to the
exclusion of others that were as well entitled as themselves. In the next
place, T think, we should consider those whom I may call the permanent
ratepayers, the inhabitants of the town, as peifectly fit and qualified to
choose persons to represent them in 1ts common council and govein-
ment.” He went on to say that the lowes class 1atepayers were moie open
to bribery as concerns parliamentary elections, but, “I do not think
that the same thing can be said when you place before them the propriety
of choosing their own neighbours, perhaps their next-doot neighbours,
as persons fit to have a voice in the goveinment of their own town.” It
wll be ered that the Bill, as introduced, had no property qualifi-
cation for councillors, but that it was inserted later by the House of
Lords. He then added another and a mote conclusive 1cason. “These

payers do contiibute and ditectly contribute to the expenses of the
town,” and, “those who contribute their money should have a voice
in the election of persons by whom the money 1s spent.” Justfying the
condition of two and a half years’ payment of rates, he said, “that 1t is
but proper to have the permanent ratepayers of the town as the persons
to elect the Council which is to have the government of the town yet, at
the same time, it seems to be necessary 1o take some form of caution that
they are neither persons who are occasionally suffering under that
pressure of distress which obliges them to receive paochial 1elief, nor
persons unable regularly or for a length of time to pay their rates.”
Later in the discussion he refused to accept an amendment to extend the
scope of the franchise by adding “Tenement” after “House, Warehouse,
Counting-house and Shop,” as, he said, “it would admit every place that
was rated even at the lowest possible amount, and theieby entrust the
franchise to a class of persons who might not exercise it in the manner
contemplated in the Bill.”?

‘When the Scottish Butgh Act was going through Parliament only
two years before, the Government had laid stiess upon the necessity for
2 uniform fianchise for municipal and parliamentary electors, and had
therefore 1esisted any ds to reduce the qualification below £10
householders. The Lord Advocate argued in this connection that if the
£5 householders were allowed to vote for the municipal boroughs, they
would soon claim to vote for M.P.s, and he knew not on what principle
the legislature could refuse them.? In the same year, 1833, Lord

* Hansard, June 5, 1835. * Hansard, June 22, 1835.
3 Hansard, June 36, 1833.
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Brougham’s abortive Bill to confer municipal government on thirty
towns which had been given members of Pailiament by the Reform Act,
proposed that the franchise should be the same as the Parliamentary.
It is not clear what happened in the intervening two yeais to make the
Government give, what was popularly called “houschold suffiage,” and
which was meant 10 be an extended franchise, to municipal electors.
Joseph Parkes, the Bitmingham solicitor, who had been secretary of the
Royal Commission on Municipal Co porations and who had much to do
with the drafting of the Bill, wiiting to Lord Dutham, sad: “T was il
twelve last night at Blackbwine’s chambers on our Corporation Report
in which, entre nous, we shall distinctly recommend the new Durham
suffrage for indeed we could get no sufficient clectoral body by any other
standard. But we have got to get over some of the Commissioners. All
the strong heads and good principles are agreed—but we have a posse of
Lord Brougham’s men and weaker vessels who will not hold out.” After
he had succeeded in persuacing the majority of the Commissioners, the
Cabinet was a more difficult problem; “they swore in my piesence that
they would never agree to household franchise, but Ellice and T convinced
Lord Melbourne and he converted them.” This success was a great sur-
prise to Parkes. “I never thought when we began with the Cabinet that
we should spoon them with it. But it stays on their stomachs up to
to-day; and tonics I hope will keep 1t down till the Bull is fairly launched
in the House of Commons. Once therc we are safe as a united party—
come what may.” Later he wrote, “Ilowever it is a smasher—a grand
point to get household suffrage, and a thorough purge of the existing
Corporations.”

Francis Place, the radical tailor of Chaiing Cioss, 1an a weekly paper
called The Municipal Corporations Reformer for a few months whilst the
Bill was going thiough Parliament. In it he wrote that Lord John Russell
had brought to the suppoxt of the new municipal franchise the immutable
principle that repiesentation should be co-extensive with taxation. Place
objected to the “vexatious and useless ratepaying clause which cannot
fail of producing extensive litigation and disfranchisement. Three years
rating and payment for two yeats and a half aie utterly unjustified by
principle and precedent, and we should be dishonest commentators on
the municipal Bill if we did not denounce this constantly extending
invasion of popular rights in subservience to the Upper House.” This
must have 1efetred to discussions in the Cabinet, for the House of Lords
curiously enough made no attempt to alter the franchise. However, in
the same number of his paper he said that the Bill was “a legislative
proposition more perfect in principle and moie extensive in its transfer

4 Jasaph Parkes of Birmingham, by Jesste Buckley, pp. r20-22
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and new distiibution of political power than even the Reform Bill of
1831.” And when the Bill went to the House of Lords, he wrote: “This
great measure of social regeneration has, in all its principles, passed
unscathed through the Committee of the House of Commons.” It is cleat,
therefore, that he as well as Joseph Parkes thought that the municipal
franchise would be considerably larger than the parliamentary fianchise
of 1832. This view was shared in the country, for at a meeting in Liver-
pool m support of the Bill, My. W. Rathbone said,* “It gives you all but
universal suffrage.” Other speakers added, “They say the franchise is too
extensive, they see o1 affect to see a danger in allowing the ‘mob,” as they
call the people, to have a voice i municipal or political affaits.” No
sertous objection to the scope of the fianchise was made in the House of
Commons. Peel rccognized in all his speeches that the fianchise was
much wider than the parliamentary fianchise, and Lord Lyndhurst, who
fought bitterly many of the provisions of the Bill in the House of Lords,
surpnisingly said2 “that it was not his intention, nor he believed the
intention of the noble Lords round him, to make any objection to the
burgess qualification proposed by this Bill.” This might, 1n view of his
insistence upon a property qualification for councillots and lfe aldermen,
have made the Radicals suspect that the franchise was not actually so
democratic as it seemed to be, and in the earlier stages of the discussion
in the Lower House Mr. Roebuck asked a very pertinent question. He
said: “In a great many places peisons are not rated who hve m houses
rated under £ro per annum. I wish to undeistand from the noble Lord
what arrangements he meant to make with regard to persons of this
description?” Lord John Russell’s reply is stated by one 1epoiter to
have been “wholly inaudible,”? although Hansard reports him as making
a reply that still did not clear up the position. “Compounding” proved to
be the chief reason why the franchise in practice was different from the
franchise in theory.

The Bill was passed, burgess lists made out, and the 1esult was very
different from what had been expected. From an official return made in
1836, the local electorate 1n most towns was shown to be smaller than
the patliamentary electorate. In a hundred and seventy-eight municipal
boroughs there were 124,000 municipal voters, wheteas in the hundred
and twenty-six of them which were also parliamentary boroughs, thete
'were 147,000 parliamentary voters.

The following figures give the ison between the parli

1

Municipal Corgorations Reformer, June 20, 1835,
* Hansard (House of Lods), August 14, 1835.

 Municipal Corporations Reformer, June 13, 1835,

& Return o the House of Commons of Persons Qualified 1o Vote for Members of
Parliament and Councillrs, 1836.
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and the municipal electors for the five large towns which were incor-
porated at various dates from 1835 to 1843:—

Town. Patliamentary. Municipal.  Population.

1Bsrmingham, 1838 7,309 (1832) 5,023 180,000

2Leeds, 1835 5,052 6,762 120,000

Liverpool, 1835 11,283 7,655 5,838 185,000

(incl. 3,628 freemen)

#Manchester, 1838 11,185 9,118 200,000
(estimated)

5Sheffield, 1843 4,060 5,584 110,891

In thice out of the five towns the municipal hist was less than the
parliamentaty by about 2,000 votets; only the two Yoikshire towns had
more municipal than parliamentary voters. This 1esult seems to need
explanation, for, with the exception of Creevey, who wiote in 1836,
“There was never such a coup as this municipal reform has turned out
to be. It marshals all the middle classes in all the towns of England in
the ranks of Reform, aye and gives them monstrous powets t00,”® no
other contemporary writer, except Hairiet Mattineau, and no politician,
1adical or chartist, seems to have realized the situation or made any
protest. Three years later even, in 1838, when Richard Cobden was
leading the movement for a charter for Manchester, he said,” at a public
mecting, “Every householdet for thiee yems paying however small an
amount of rate is a member of the body corporate and has an equal vote
for the election of council men, aldermen and mayor. I am aware that
misrepresentations have gone abroad, but I pledge my word of honour
that, by this Act, every mdwvidual, however low his assessment, shall
have one vote.” Referring to the election by the council of aldermen and
mayor, he said, “Can there be anything more democratic or 1epublican
than that? It is universal suffiage; annual pailiaments, and vote by ticket,
if not vote by ballot.” Later he referred to “the poor artisan who walks
thete (re. to the polling booth) perhaps slipshod and aproned from his
gatret or cellar.”8 Cobden, as we know from a letter to Mr. Tait of
Edinburgh,? was doing his best, although without success, to win over

1 Letter from Town Cleik.

* English Muncipal Institutions, by Somers Vine.

3 English Muncipal Institutions, by Somers Vine.
 Parlamentary and Burgess Lusts, Manchester Reference Libraty.
5 Letter from Town Clerk.

© The Creevey Papers, edited by H. Maswell, p. 6so.

* Manchester Guardian, Februity 10, 1838.

% Cobders as a Cutizen, by W. E. A. Axon, p. 35.

© Lufe of Richard Cobuen, by Lord Motley, abtidged edition, p. 63.
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the Radicals of Mancheste1 in the fight for the charter, but he would
hardly have intentionally misrepiesented the facts. Thiee years after the
passing of the Act, therefore, this misunderstanding about the franchise
was possible, and many historians have, even up to the present day,
perpetuated the fallacy that the 1835 franchise was more demociatic than
that of 1832. The two notable exceptions are the Sidney Webbs! and the
1. L. Hammonds;? both of whom realized, fiom a study of the figures,
that the electorate proved to be a middle-class one. Redlich and Hurst,
howevei, say:® “This Council was to be elected, according to the
provisions of the Bill, by the equal and duect vote of the local ratepayers.
... The municipal francluse was thus framed on a principle much more
demociatic than the parliamentary, for it gave the right to vote to all
ratepayers who had resided in the town for threc yeas.” Piofessor
Ticvelyan in his Briush History of the Ninetcenth Century, speaking of
the Scottish Butghs Act, 1833, under which, as we have seen, the munici-
pal franchise was that of the £1o householder, and explaining that Scot-
land insisted upon Corporation reform sooner than the sister country,
says: “For this reason the new municipal clectorate m England, by wait-
ing two years longer, obtained the more democratic fianchise of all who
paid rates.” And the authot of an article in The Times in July of last year,
describing the Municipal Corporations Act, wiote, “There was to be a
single type of town council elected by all male ratepayers of thice years®
standing who resided within seven miles of the borough.”

The mistake of those authorities seems to have atisen from the fact
that, as there was no pioperty qualification mentioned in the Act, and
as the mtention of its sponsors was clear, they did not find out what
actually happened when the burgess lists were made out.

When we try to explan the 1esult, we find that thee were two reasons,
unsuspected by the authors of the Act, for the difference in the electors’
Tists.

In the first place the parliamentay voter only had to occupy for
twelve months instead of thtee years, and to have paid rates for six months
instead of two and a half years, At this peuod there was a considerable

of population, and Tish ion in the north, although
not so great as duung the next decade, was continuous. But the long
period of occupancy and ratepaying affected the middle as well as the
working class. In the return of pailiamentary and municipal voters made
in 1836, to which reference has already been made, the Town Clerk of
Richmond said that one reason why the number of municipal voters was
less than that of the pailiamentary in his borough was “requiring as

% The Manor and the Boraugh, p. 749 * The Age of the Chartists, pp. 51, 52.
2 Enghsh Local Governmant, vol. i, p. 134.
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a qualification the elector to be an inhabitant householder, three years’
occupation previous to the 1egistration and the payment of all rates
to the relief of the poor during that time by which many of the best
inhabitants are not only deprived of their franchise of burgess but
ate also 1endered ineligible to hold office which they are otherwise
well qualified to fill.”

The second, and by far the mote important, reason for the fatlure of
the Municipal Act to enfranchise mote people than the Reform Act, was
the system of compounding for 1ates of houses between £20 and £6
1ental which had fitst been intioduced by an Act of 1819.1 The reason for
this provision was, that the payment of poor rates was often evaded by
people living in houses let in lodgings or separate apartments because
they wete poor and did not stay long in one place. It was found that
ownes of that class of property often charged highe: rents because theit
tenants could avoid payment of rates. The Act was permissive, that is
to say 1t only came into operation wheze the vestry adopted it. When they
did so decide, the owners of houscs, apartments and dwellings which
weze let at rents of not less than £6 nor mote than £z0 for a term that
was less than thiec months, were to be rated instead of the occupiers.
In consideration of this arrangement they were to be allowed a deduction
of not mote than one half of the rates. A 1etuin made many years later
showed that this Act had only been adopted in one or more parishes in
seventeen paliamentary boioughs. The fact that it had not generally
been adopted throughout the kingdom may account for there being no
mention, apart from Mi. Roebuck’s question, of its possible effect upon
the franchise in the discussions in Parliament over the Municipal Corpora-
tions Act, and the Government may have thought that Section XTI of
that Act would deal adequately with the exceptional cases. This section
gave an occupier the ught to claim to be 1ated in respect of his premises
whether or not the landlord was liable, and, if he paid the 1ate, his name
was to be put on the 1ate book. But what Parliament does not secm to
have 1ealized was, that although the 1819 Act under which alone com-
pounding agreements could be legally enforced, had not been universally
adopted, there had grown up as a 1esult of the Act a widespread custom
of voluntary agieements between overseers and those landlords who,
in return for a reduction, weie ready to be responsible for the payment of
rates on their propes ty. Later these non-legal agreements caused difficulties
to the overseers, but at this time they were numerous, although unequal
n operation. In the same street one landlord might “compound” and
otheis not, and the amount of the reduction allowed also varied.

The right to claim to be rated and thus to get on the burgess list would

1 59 Geo. I c. 12.
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of course, be known to very few, and would involve so much trouble and
publicity that no one could have imagined that it would be widely
exercised. Theie are few records of the revision courts of that time, but
twenty-five years later a Manchester solicitor giving evidence before a
Select Committee of the House of Lords,! stated that out of 33,000
assessments at {10 and under, in that city, only 200 occupters claimed to
be put on the municipal list.

Although there was no uniform practice, it is ptobable that overseers
were not accustomed to put the names of compounded tenants on the
various local voting lists. In 1834 the Churchwardens of Manchester
consulted their legal adviser as to the effect of compounding on the
respective rights of ownets and tenants to vote at vestry meetings. He
ruled against both, on the ground that as there was no legal compounding
agreement, the owners were not the parties rated, and because the over-
seers had accepted a sum less than the whole 1ate the tenants, who wete
1 law the parties rated, could not be held to have paid the whole 1ate!
In his opinion the payment of the whole 1ate was implied. It will be
remembeted that Section IX of the Municipal Corporations Act said
that no person who had occupied for the necessaiy time should be
entolled “unless he shall have been rated . . . to all rates for the 1elief of
the poor, which he shall have paid.” This would probably have been
interpreted by those who were accustomed to exclude compounded
tenants as additional justification for it, whether or not that had been
the intention of Parliament. If only Lord John Russell’s reply to Mr.
Roebuck had been audible much later liigation and legislation might
have been avoided. But this reason alone would not account for the
exclusion of so many ratepayers because, at this date, compounding was
not Jegal for houses below £6, probably owing to the opposition of land-
lords, who would wish to keep as many of their lowest rented houses as
possible practically immune from 1ates. It seems never, however, to have
been the custom to put this type of tenant on any voting list except in
those corporations where he could qualify as a freeman. Even when he
had fulflled the condition of three years’ occupancy and had paid rates,
and kept free from Poor Law reltef, he would hardly have been con-
sidered worthy of a vote. It was probably occupiers of this kind of
property that Lord John Russell had in mind when he refused the amend-
ment which by adding “tenement” 1o the list of qualifying premises
would, he said, “‘entrust the franchise to a class of persons who might not
exercise it in the manner contemplated by the Bill.”

In order to get some idea of the number of ratepayers who wete

* Report of Commuttee of House of Lotds on the Probable Inciense of Electors if
Reduction of Franchise Made, 1860, p. 195, Sudlow’s Evidence.
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excluded by compounding agreements and by custom we may look at
the township of Manchester, the largest of the five townships that made
up the municipal borough of that name. In 1838, there were 34,000
assessments, of which only 9,000 were over £10. There were, however,
only 6,600 municipal voters, but although compounding was not by
any means genezal there were hardly any tenants below £10 on the list.

The procedure with regatd to compounded tenants was not, however,
universal. In some parts of the country it was held that so long as some-
body paid the rates, the occupiet had the right 1o vote, and 1n 1837 the
issue was raised in the Courts! At Buidgnoith, seventy men had been
put on the burgess roll by the overseers, but the mayor, on revision, had
them stiuck out as “none of the several patties had paid their 1espective
rates themsclves, but that the same had been paid for them by third
parties.” It was contended before the High Court that these rates had
been paid by persons belonging to a political party 1n the borough and,
it was believed, for political puiposes. Evidence was given that many of
the people had been unable to pay their rates themselves when called
upon to do so duing the thiee years, and also that many of them did not
know that their rates had been paid. The Lord Chief Justice, i upholding
the mayor’s ruling, said: “We ought to promulgate our opinion on this
subject without delay. If the practice described wete to prevail, there
would be great danger of the most enormous bribery. The statute, in
requiting that the rates shall have been paid, contemplates some payment
by the party’s own act.” It seems curious that he made no distinction
between payment of tates by an outside person, and payment by the
landlord under a compounding agreement. Whether this decision in
1837 was given much publicity, or whether, in most parts of the country,
direct payment of rates had been assumed necessary for the burgess
qualification, the question was not finally settled until 1878.2

In 1850, the Act® for better assessing and collecting the Poor Rates
and Highway Rates in respect of small tenements extended compounding
to houses under £6 as it had been found “expensive, difficult and
frequently impracticable” to collect the Poor Rates from such property.
Buta special clause, alien to the general purpose of the Bill was introduced
dwing its passage through Parlisment, which said that where the owner
instead of the occupier was 1ated, and the owner had paid the rates, the
occupier was to be entitled to all municipal privileges under the 1833
Act to which he would have been entitled if he had himself been rated
and had pad the rates. This therefore secured the municipal vote to the
lowest ratepayer if he had occupied premises for three years. This Act,

i Reg. v. Mayor of Bridgnorth, Revised Reports, vol. 50, . 334
3 41 & 42 Vic,, . 26, 3 13 & 14 Vic,, ¢. 99«
BE
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which was permissive, was adopted in more than 5,000 parishes But
the attitude of the overseers in Manchester may not have been unusual.
‘They were told by their clerk that if they adopted it 10,000 tenants living
in houses under £ rental would be added to the burgess list. This would
outnumber the existing voters which were 8,000, and it would be very
unfair to the compounded tenants between £6 and £z20 who were not
on the list. As there were 19,000 assessments below /6, it was calculated
that more than half these tenants would qualify on occupation. The
overseers decided that, as by compounding voluntarily and by ordinary
methods they wete able to collect more than half of the rates from this
class of property, they would prefer to go on as before rather than face
the “serious results which are likely to arise in all corporate towns from
such a class of voters.”?

Nine years later a Select Committee of the House of Lords inquired
into the operation of this Act. They teported that it had made a great
change in the 1835 system fot, according to them, the Municipal Cor-
porations Act intended the direct payment of rates by the householder
himself to be a necessary condition of obtaining the vote. They {ound
that the Small Tenements Act, as it was called, had been useful in
collecting rates, but had caused a serious deterioration 1 the character of
the electorate. It had admitted the lowest grade of voters, Irish immi-
grants, who weie open to bribery by drink and breakfasts, and it had
intioduced bribed canvassers.?

A ridiculous position had now ausen. Tenants of compounded houses
below £6 in the 5,000 parishes which had adopted the Small Tenements
Act, were expressly entitled to the municipal vote, whereas those occupy-
ing houses between £6 and £20 whether compounded for by legal
agreement or by voluntary auiangement, were usually omitted from the
burgess list. In 1858, therefore, an Act to amend the municipal franchise
in certain cases! was passed. This said that those tenants who were
compounded for under the 1819 Act, i.e. those occupying houses between
46 and £20 wee also to have the municipal franchise. Even now the
question was not yet settled. Manchester, for instance, had never adopted
—legally—either the 1819 Act or the 1850 Act, and so the 1858 Act
‘was taken not to apply to voluntary compounding! There may have
been other places that were equally determined to keep the franchise as
high as possible, and they were successful for another eleven years.

In 1869, two Acts were passed which affected the municipal franchise.
The Act® to shorten the term of residence as a qualification fou the

* Poor Rate Aswessment and Collection Aect, 1869, by Hugh Owen, Junior.
® Churchwardens and Overseers Board Book, January 3, 1851.

2 Buitish Parliamentary Papers, 1859.

dar& 2 Ve g s 32.and 33 Vic, ¢ 550
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municipal franchise 1educed the period of occupancy fiom three years
to one year, thus making it the same as the parliamentary qualification.
This Act also gave the municipal vote to single or widowed women, if
they fulfilled the necessary qualifications. The other Act? to amend the
law with respect to Rating of Occupiers of short teims and the making
and collecting of the Poor Rate, re-intioduced compounding, which had
been abolished 1 1867. The upper limits were fixed at £20 for London,
£13 for Liverpool, £ 10 in Manchester, and £8 for the 1est of the country
and there was no lower limit. For the first time the overseers were
instructed, whether or not the 1ate was compounded for, to enter the
occupier’s name in the 1ate book and, “such occupier shall be deemed to
be duly rated for any qualification or fianchise as aforesaid.” This meant
that, for the first time the period of occupation of any tenant was known
and all doubts and i d with the compounded tenant
should have disappeared. It was in 1867, it will be remembeted, that the
£10 qualification for a parliamentary vote was abolished by Disraelt’s
government, and male household suffrage instituted. In 1870, therefore,
the two franchises were brought together and there was an excess of
municipal over patliamentary voters for the first time owing to the
inclusion of women. But there seems to have been still uncertainty about
the compounded tenant, and in the case of both the patliamentary and
the municipal franchise, they were often deprived of their votes. In 1878
a Pailiamentary and Municipal Registration Act? was therefore passed
in order to remove all doubts about both franchises. The Municipal
Corporations Act of 18823 lidated all the previous Acts, and no
change was made in the conditions of the franchise until 1918, when the
qualifications were made of six months® occupancy as owner or tenant
of land or premises within the area. This was reduced to three months in
1926.5 Martied women were enfranchised on their husbands’ qualifications
for premiscs in which they both reside. Now once more the municipal
franchise is nartower than the pailiamentary, for that has become
complete adult suffrage.

In view of the many vicissitudes through which the municipal franchise
has passed during the century, it is intetesting to speculate upon the
intentions of the government in 1835 when they settled the qualifications
in that Act. Evidently the franchise was meant to be wider than the
existing parliamentary franchise, but how much wider is not clear. Adult
suffrage, which was one of the points of the Chartist agitation of that time,
was held in horror by the Whigs, and “household suffrage” is the term

132 & 33 Vic, ¢ 41 % 41 and 42 Vie, @ 26.
8 45 & 46 Vie, . s0. 4788 Geo. V, c. 64 (Rep. of People Act).
5 16 & 17 Geo, V, c. 9.

»



436 A CENTURY OF CITY GOVERNMENT

used in connection with the Municipal Corporations Act. Was this
meant to differ from adult suffiage merely by reason of the long pertod
of occupation and of 1ate-paying ? Did Lord John Russell think that this
alone would ensute the electors being the “permanent ratepaycts,” or
had he some lower limit in mind ? His refusal to accept the amendment to
add “Tenement” to “House, Warehouse, Counting-house and Shop,”
as a description of the premises to be occupied, suggests that he had m
his mind a “class of petsons” whom he wished to exclude. There is no
definition of “Tenement” that would confine it to the poorest type of
house, and many separate cottages wete tated below £6, but it 1s pethaps
significant that although the 1819 Act 1efers to “houscs, apaitments and
dwellings” between £20 and £6 rental, the 1850 Act which extended
compounding below £6 was called the “Act for better assessing and
collecting Poor Rates and Highway Rates in respect of small Tenements,”
The term was therefore probably connected with houses let in single
rooms to the poorest families in any town. Lord John Russell never
intended these people, even if they had occupied and paid rates for the
requisite period and kept clear of the Poor Law, to have votes for the
Town Council, so we may infer that those that he meant to enfianchise
were the occupiers of premises between £10 and /6 rental.

Tt still remains to explain the failute of the Act to effect this result.
Although Lord John Russell by refersing to the new electors as people
“who contribute and directly contribute to the rates,” may have meant
to exclude compounded tenants, neither he, nor Joseph Parkes, who was
50 elated at the prospect of the new franchise, can have had any idea of
the extent of ding by voluntary if not by legal ones,
nor of the general attitude of overseers to the composition of voting lists.

When the Act was passed, the question of who should be put on the
burgess list of each town rested with the overseers. Registration was in
its infancy, and it was many years before even parliamentary lists, which
were everywhere considered of much greater importance than municipal
lists, were complete. Apart from those towns in which the Fieeman had
the right of voting for a Member of Parliament, oveseets would be
inclined to think that as £10 had been fixed as the lowest qualification for
a parliamentary vote, the House of Commons had intended that as the
limit for the runicipal vote as well. In the lage towns the vestiy meetings
and the public meetings which passed the Constables’ Accounts were
usually attended by small numbers of the “respectable inhabitants,” as
the minutes recoid, and the various bodies of Police and Improvement
Commissioners that had sprung up during the eighteenth and nimeteenth
centuries had, by 1835, usually come to be elected on a property qualifi-
cation. Overseers were not accustomed to think of the ordinary working
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man as one who should be given a vote and, where there was no com-
pounding agreement little attempt was made even to collect rates from
houses below £10. In some towns, as in Manchester, houses at £4 10s. od.
rental and less were exempted by law from the Police Rate,! and the
Poot Law Commussioners repoited in 1834 that, throughout the country
many of the poorer working-class houses were, in fact, exempt from the
Poor Rate because of the difficulty of collection. Even in those areas where
this was not the case, and wheie compounding agreements were volun-
tasily made for property below the legal limit of £6 as well as up to £20,
the overscers would have no way of checking the names and periods of
occupation of the tenants. This would have meant much labous and
would hardly have been undertaken without much pressute. Buigess
lists were probably made up fiom lists that each collector biought in fiom
his district. He would, fiom memoty, writc up the names of those who
had occupied for the necessaty three years and paid rates for two and a
Talf, the compounded tenants he would only know through the landlord
as repiesenting so many houses and so much money, and those who
wete hving 1 houses under £1o and were not compounded for, he
would not consider as possible voteis, because they were not parlia-
mentary voteis. The opinion of the Manchester overseeis, when they
had to decide whether or not to adopt the Act of 1850 by which com-
pounded tenants below £6 would be given a vote, was probably typical
of the geneial attitude fifteen years earlier to the oidinary woiking man,
and to the danger of enfranchising such a “class of voteis.” What, how-
ever, is clear, 1s that there was no uniformity of practice in making up
burgess lists. The Return of 1836 giving the number of patliamentary
and municipal clectors for England and Wales shows that, although for
the country as a whole, there wete fewer municipal than pailiamentary
voters, this did not apply to every place. A detailed analysis of the two
Tists with the rate books would be necessary in order to find out how the
differences arose.

The fact emerges, however, that owing to a desire for the better
collection of 1ates, the intention of the government to enfranchise rate-
payets somewhat below the £ 10 qualification substantially failed. Nothing
was done about it until 1850 when, almost inadvertently, the Small
Tenements Act enfranchised the poorest class of occupier, namely those
below £6 rental. The other compounded tenants, those between £6 and
£20, had to wait until 1858 for the same 1ights, and neither of these
classes, nor those who wete under voluntary agreements like the occu-
piers in Manchester, were really secure unul the Act of 1869 insisted upon
the names of the occupiers being entered in the rate book in all cases.

* 32 Geo TII, c. 6.
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‘Whatever may have been the explanation of the administrative failure
to implement the fianchise sections of the 1835 Act, it is cutious that
there was no contemporary protest when the result became known. Why
did not Joseph Patkes, in whose own town of Birmingham® no one below
a £ 10 householder was put on the burgess list, realize that something had
gone wrong? When Cobden, who was an Aldeiman of Manchester,
found that the municipal voters of that town only numbered 9,000 against
11,000 parhamentary, and that not one occupant of a cellar or garret was
on the list, why did he do nothing? And why did not Fiancis Place and
the Radicals in Parliament, when the Retuin of 1836 was presented, call
for an inquity? The only explanation seems to be that once the Act was
passed very little further interest was taken in municipal affaiis by
Members of Parliament. The government, after its buist of democratic
fervour soon returned to the safety of the middle-class vote, and when
it introduced the Irish Corporations Bill of 1839 the franchise was
found to be the pailiamentary one of the £1o householder. In vain the
Trish members fought for the English municipal franchise.? Increasing
fear of the Chartists, who were becoming more violent in their demands,
nay also have fiightened those who had worked for the wide: municipal
franchise, and the thought of trusting the police forces to the control of
a large and untried electorate, may have kept them from 1aising the
question.

The Chartists themselves, whose programme included adult suffrage
and who might have been expected to take up the question, were not
interested in municipal government, and in many cases were actively
hostile to the demand for a charter for those towns that were not incor-
porated under the Act. They were entirely occupied with the reform of
Parliament, and it is perhaps hardly suiprising that they should have seen
o further than their contemporaries into the future possibilities of local
govetnment. Most of the larger industiial towns wete not incorporated
until several yeas after 1835, and even those that gained their chaiter
in 1838, i.e. Manchester, Birmingham and Bolton, had bodies of Improve-
ment Commissioners that were not absorbed by the Councils until later.
These bodies still carried on much of the local government work of the
time, with the exception of the control of the Police, which was automa-
tically transferred to the new Corporations. The Surveyors of Highways
were also a separate body, and so, of course, was the Poor Law, upon
which the Chartists in so far as they took any interest in local government,
directed their attention. Throughout the century the fight for popular
rights centred round the parliamentary franchise, and the municipal

3 Hustory of the Corporation of Birmingham, by Bunce, vol.i, p 295.
* Hansard, June 28, July 4, 1830,
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franchise which was launched on a more demociatic basis than the
parliamentary, was actually beaten in the race towards household suffrage
by the latter, by two years.

It is usual to criticize the new town councils on the ground that, until
secently, they neglected the interests of the workung classes and spent the
rates largely on those services that were demanded by the middle classes.
Thete are certainly grounds for such criticism, but when we realize that
the franchise until 1869 was a middle-class franchise, that 1t was four
yeass after the grant of household suffiage that vote by ballot was mtro-
duced, and that 1t was not until 1882, that the property qualification for
councillors was abolished, we can hardly be surprised 1f the outlook of the
councils was a middle-class one. In fact, it 1s more surprising that, in the
ealy "forties, Manchestei, supposed to be the home of laisse;-faire, took
wide powers undet private Acts to “interfere” with the rights of property
by insisting upon certain sanitary regulations in the building of houses,
and restrictions on the houss of opening of public houses and the sale
of spirits to young people. In an atticle on Local Legislation,! Dr. Gibbon
says: “It is noteworthy that Manchester, though incorporated as late as
1838, obtained by a local Act of 1844 one of the earliest municipal samitary
codes, which was largely followed by the General Act of 1848, Manchester
also, by an Act of 1845, was one of the first places to be empowered to
acquire property for sanitary improvements, a power now made general.”

1 Journal of Public Admimistration, July 1925.



APPENDIX I1—Population, Annual Rate

Taste L—MaNcuester—EsTinatep PopuLatioN. ANNvaL Rates o
AND  (c) INFANTILE MORTALITIES; ALs:
Deatas IN PusLic INSTFTUTIONS; ALSO QUINQUENNIAL AVERAGE

SPECIFIED

CAUSES,

Aonual Rates per 1,000 peusons Iving

Main-
Yea Popiiaion )E%% 2 |28 8| s g H
SCAREE RN RN
(Mean) || bving || # AR = ; K
1871-1875 || 477,344 || 24°6 28'3 | 0+26 | 0°64 | 1708 | 0 o8
1876-1880 || 509,802 || 18:6 262 |02 | 0053 [ 1707 [ 0oy
1881-1885 || 542,746 || 1779 236 | 004 | 071 | 0248 | 0v10
1886-1890 || 575,630 || 166 || 3374 | 24:6 [ 002 | 083 [ 0'50 | 0 32
| 18911895 || si7sor || 169 |l 33 2| 236 | 0r03 | 062 | 0°26 | 0va7
2 1896-1900 || 539,599 || 182 || 32'5 |22 7| — [089| 020|013
F{ rgor-1905 || 334,355 || 17°4 || 309 [ 20 1 [ ovor [orss | 0019 | 0022
§, 1906-19%0 || 660,049 || 1770 || 38 1 [ 177 | — |o's4|016| 07
C% wori-t915 || 735,677 || 176 [ 248 | 164 | — |os0 | 0rz|ony
1916-1930 || 770,330 || 167 || 19°2 | xgrx | — |ov24 | 0 08 | 008
1921-1925 || 751,288 || 168 || 206 | 13'9 | — | o 25| 0'06’| 0'10
1926-1930 || 759,570 || 17°3 || 1774 | 138 | — [0 18|00z {oxx
1931-1935 || 771,182 || 168 || 15'0 | 1321 | — [o'1r|o002|oe
1932 768,745 || 16°0 || 15:4 [ 13'0| — [ 016 | 0'02 | 0'11
1933 771,165 || 1627 || taea | 1304 | — [0006 | 0r02 | ora1
1934 773,593 || 1709 || 148 | 122 | — | o013 | 0v02 | orx
1935 776028 || 172 || 145 | 129 | — | o013 0002 | 0vo7
11936 759,058 || 1727 || 147 | 135 | — | o016 | 0v0r | orxa

‘The populations and rates prior to 1891 aze those for the Unions of Manches
“Manchester ” The City was extended to mclude Moss Side and Withmgton

April 1937



of Marriages, Births and Deaths, etc.

MarisGEs, BIRTis, AND DEATHS () FRoM ALL CAUSES, (8) FROM
' THE PERCENTAGES TO TOTAL DEATHS oF InquEst CasEs AND oOF
1871-1936

Aamnal Rates per 7,000 persous fiving Tercoatage to

Total Deatbs '
s | s H s 2
w g1 08 5 213 ]
g 3 2 EZ 2 ] 53 E|
28| 4 g8 K Sl EE| E
E1E | & ERR R
=]
078 | or1g | 0rg3 f02r | 1095 [0 o4 || 702 | 13 4| 108 18711875

084008 | 0vag | oxx | 1426 |08y || 705 | 143 || 172 || 1876-1880

668 | otns | 0'20 |0 03 | 099 | 0v72 || 700 | 1509 || 375 || 1881-1885
o054 | 0v02 [ 030 | oor [ 108 |08 [ 6:9 [ 177 || 583 || 1886-1800
0:64 | 0'00 | 0°24 | 001 | 119 {or77 || 701 {1902 || 186 || 189r-s8ps
o053 | 0rco | 018 [oror | 169 | 073 || 701 [ 202 || 102 || 1896-1900
041 |00 | 013 [ 000 | 115 [orga | 7ox {24 4| 173 || 1901-1905

037 | 0v00 |0 10 |0 00 | 076 | 068 || 704 | 273 || 147 || 1906-1910

oag| — loos| — |o084]o06r |l 79 | 308 133 || rorr-rgns
021 | — | o002 (000|030 o |l 64 |32:3|f 05 |[ ror6-1920
020 | — lovor| = lo'33 foug | 507 | 37°8 | o5 || 1921-1925
o1 | — |oor| — |or24| 046 || a8 | 4209 || 88 || z926-1930
008 | — |owo| — |osfous| 5o |a®s| 77 || 9311935
010 | — [owr| — [ors |0zl 507|476 85 1932
006 | — |owo| — o3| 06 50 | 478 75 1933
005 | — |owoo| — |o17 |02 49 | 4901 | 6o 1934
006 | —— | 000 | — |otr|otgall 46 |51z 71 1935
006 | — lowo| — |owog |06l 47 [522 | 77 1936

Chotlton, and Prestwich, which have been taken as approximately repiesenting
Novembar 1904, Gorton and Levenshulme in November 1909, and Wythenshawe,



(SQIGIAS PUE FATT) SGRIG 000 19d VO PARINOJED ALE SoTex ANEHOW [ELIATIY A 1661 K U WO ¢
"L 91quL 01 S910u00f 98

A CENTURY OF CITY GOVERNMENT

442

br.€ 69 1 0.0 [T o5 o g1 or.t 6.0 zr o Lg.0 0.0 z9.1 otér
191 for | too | tro | gro | L1 z9.€ o | oto | wo | wo | o1 €661
00.€ Sz.1 90.0 ¥ o St.0 o LL.€ 8.0 ¥r.0 6.0 0.0 091 pE6r
£ Sh.x Lo o oS.o ir.o L6 1 06.€ o 1.0 00.1 ©0.0 z8.1 £E61
0.z S 1 .0 6 o o o §6.1 79.€ .0 1.0 0.1 0.0 ¥g.1 2661
ok, | by | Soo | sho | ofo | S61 $9.€ o | fro | cox 0.0 19.x | Sg6r-1€6r
og © YL.x Lo.o of.0 Sv o 99 T So.€ gh.0 61 0 o1.1 0o Sh.r of61-gz6r
¥o.z ¥ Lo.o 9¥ o Ly.o fo.€ 85.T 15.0 ¥z.0 9z 1 90 0 ¥Ex Szé1-1261
zg.1 85.1 90 o tr.o 15 o 86 T Lz T ¥5.0 < o 6€.x G o go.1 | oz61-9i61
Y.z b Go.0 5.0 59 0 b€ bE T 6L.0 gc.0 6 1 zr.0 tor1 | Si61-1161
.1 ge.1 Lo.o ¥ o +g o SL.€ of.z 6.0 .0 S9.1 fr.o 88.0 | 0161-9061
9L.x 1z.1 §0.0 6 o 6 o 6z ¥ 95.T Ly 1 $S.0 b6.x 91 o ©0g.0 Sob1-1061
151 SS.x 6o o 6F o bo.1 fo § ST z€.1 £9.0 ¥o.z 6r.0 %o 0061-9681
T3 Stz Lo o .0 Lo.x oS § €. bL 1 Lo 6o T o 790 | Ségi-16g1
£1.z 2 € g0 o 19 0 fz.1 9L.§ fL.1 6o.€ 6.0 bz z 9 o ¥9 o | obgi-oggr
66.1 € 80 0 gb.0 fr.1 [ 8.1 §2.€ 5.0 oz St o of o | Sggr-1ggr
= 2
2 & Eny e 2 I

g | oF | fF | st oFF | I | oBy | B | 2 | B2 e

g | &% | B5 | Bis 258 | ok | B5E | G2 | B | iR | &

B 2 Zs | e 55e | B3a | 2% | %% E FE ESY
P, . Sutarg suosid 000’ 30d SyE EnTY

“HLVE(] 40 SESOVO NIVINED WOWL ALITVINOJY S0 SEIVY TVANNY —HEISTHONVI]

I BTV,



INDEX

Abattoirs 343-344, 347
Abergele Sanatorum 199
Adamson, Danel 385, 386, 387
Ait Pollution Advisory Board 206
Analyst, city 178, 150
Aumitage, S Elkanah
At Gallery 274279
Ashton, Mugaret 259, 402
Assessment, methods of 132, 432
Athenaeum, Manchester 35
Audit 145-147

34, 114,395, 399

Babies’ Hosputal 211
Baguley Sunatorium 199
Bamford, Sam

Burclay, Sir Noton 150, 403
Barnes, Robett 1
Barry, Su Cluatles 35, 274

Barton Generating Station
Bateman, Mr. 350, 353
Becker, Lydia 241, 248, 249
Beershops 29

Benbow, Willum 79
Burley, Herbert 241, 242
Buley, Hugh 32, 361

369, 370

107-109

mortality tates 165, 168

Bolton chaiter 109
Botough—

‘municipal, area of g5, 120, ctten-
sion to nclude Bradford, Clayton,
Gotton (pawy), Harpurhey, Kirk-
manshulme, Moston, Newton
Heath, Openshaw, Rusholme 121
Chorlton-cum-Hardy,  Didsbury,
Heaton Park, Moss Side, Withing-
ton 1235 Gotton (remainder),
Heaton Notus (pat), Levens-
hulme 1245 Wythenshawe 125

parliamentary, aiea of 7

Botough Chateis Confirmation Act
110,111

Borough Corone: 98, 106

Borough Engineer and Surveyor 178,
407

Borough Rate 77, 81, 100, 10, 103,
105, 106, 131, 133, 134, 136

Borough Reeve 68, 96, 104, 113, 212,
342, 406
and the charter 71, 73, 74, 83
election of, reform proposals
functions ot 38-43, 50
Boundares, municipal, cxtension  of

84-85

120-130

Buadfoud, incorporated m Manchester
121

Biadford Road Gas Works 363, 364,

365

Buasdley, Beryamin 29, 40, 71, 361

Buight, Jacob 32

Buight, John, and black smoke 203

Brooks, John 104

Building Regulations, 1830 285

Buildings and Samitay Regulations
Committee 287, 288, 290, 202

Butterwonth, Walter 275

Callender, W R 84, 241, 332

Carrington Estate, incorporated 1n Man-
chester 186

Cellar dwellings ~ 26, 290, 292

Chadwick, Edwin 175, 189, 315, 352

Chat Moss 186

Child Welfare 154, 209-211

Children, wotking hours of 25, 226-

228
Children’s Hospital, Pendlebury 195
Cholera—
epidemic of 1832, .23, 62, 189, 285,

397
fear of, 1n 1832. . 189-190
Chorlton-cum-Hardy, mncorporated 1n
Manchester 123
Church Rate 47, 43, 63, 64
Churchwardens—
and Church Rate  64-65
election of 68
matenance of police 45
Churchwardens and Overscers 38, 40,
and Poor Law 79, 316-317
functions of  46-51, 53, 62-63
opposition to chatter 78, 96, 100,
102-103, 104
see also Qverseers



444

Citizens’ Assoesation 295
City Exhbition Hall 244

Clurh, Di. Vech 196, 207

Clarke, Geotge 79, 96, 103, 104
Clayton, incorporated 1n Manchester

21

Clayton Hospital 196, 199

Cleansing Commutice 148, 186, 187,
196

Cleansing and scavenging  183-187

Cobden, Richard 21, 35, 41, 45, 48,
76, 78, 79, 80, 81, 83, 84, 85, 88,
93, 114, 215, 395, 429

Cold Ais Stores 347

College of Technology 256, 260, 273,

2, 418
Commssioneis of Police see Police
and Improvement Commussioners
Comumittees—
Bands 309
Buildings and Sanutary Regulations
287, 288, 290, 202
148, 186, 187, 196

7
Education 146, 241, 242, 243, 258,
260, 261, 262, 263 265, 413, 416
Electricity 266, 267, 268, 271, 272,
313, 323, 328, 336, 364, 368, 369
Establishment 412
Expenditute, Special 151, 152, 155,

414
Finance  146-160
Gas 360, 362, 363, 364, 367, 368, 370
Health 146, 185, 191, 192, 296, 404,
o

4t
Highways 185, 380

Housing 299, 303, 313

Infant Life Protection Sub-Committee

210

Joint Hospital Advisory Boaid 201

Lamp and Scavenging 185

Libraries 275

Manchester and District Regional
Smoke Abatement

Markets  344-383

Nuisance 202, 204, 205

Parks 278, 304, 309, 310, 311, 312

Parliamentaty and General Putposes
147, 150

Public Assistance

Public Health

Ravers

146, 201, 328, 329
163, 179, 209, 301, 328
175, 179, 180

A CENTURY OF CITY GOVERNMENT

Committees—contd.
Sanitary 206, 291, 297, 298, 299
Technical Instiucrion 256

276, 401

311, 382, 383, 401

Unhealthy Dwellings 294, 296

Watch 312, 334, 335, 336, 337

Wateiworks 352, 353, 354 355

35
Constables, appomtment of 39, 45
Contol of Expenditute  145-160
Corruption  qo4.

Council—
first meetng 97, 395
pesonnel 395, 401-403
political parties i 397, 417
thiough the century  395-405
County Rate 6o, 61, 62, 63
Court Leet 43, 46, 67, 68, 75-80, 83,
84, 99,330, 342
Cobden’s account of  41-44
constitution of 3941
Crossley, James
Crossley Sanatorium, Delamete 199
Dalton, John 21, 31, 35, 214
Delépine, Professor
Deranng, cffect of 141
Desquesnes, Alderman 127
Destitute, cate of the 315329
Dickens, Chatles 35, 280, 322-323
Didshury, mcorpotated in_ Manchester

123
Dison, Ehjah 33,79, 94
Dramage, main  169-183

Education—
and finance 128, 137, 138, 139, 140,
143, 143, 149
1n the "thities  212-225
1838 10 1870. .229-238
1870 1o 1902. . 239-257
1902 t0 1918. . 257-262
1918 10 1938, 263-273
‘Education Act, 1870. .234, 237, 249, 258
Education Act, 1891 -252
Education Act, 1902. 257, 260
Lducation Act, 1918. . 246, 262, 263, 264
270, 273
Education Commuttee 146, 241, 242,
243, 258, 260, 261, 263, 263, 265,
413, 416



INDEX

Edwards, Edward 280

Flecrric Lighting Act, 1882. 366

Electuic Lighting Act, 1838. 367

Elecutcty 366372

Electricity Commuitiee 266, 267, 268,
371, 272, 311, 323, 338, 336, 364,

68, 369
Employment Burcau 41
Engels, Frederick 20, 26, 303, 397
Establishment Committee 412

Factory Act, 1802. .212
Factory Act, 1833. 224
Factory hours 28

Faits 341, 344
Fearon, D. 227, 233, 236
Finance—

audit 145
guntsmaid  137-143
poliey  153-159

trading profits and 1ates 144
Finance Commuttee and expenditure
7-151
Fire Bugade 330
Fostet, John Fredenck 59, 6o, 61, 71,
102, 332
Fowler, A M. 178
Fox, Aldeaiman T, 309, 411
Franchise, municipal—
compated with Parhamentaty 430
in Manchester 432433, 437 exten-
sion of 434, 439
under 1835 Act  425~428

Gas—
Company 358
compeation with eleetriaity  370-372
production 372
piofits and rates 144, 362
under Commissioners _357-361
under Corpotation  362-365
Gaskell, Mis. 31,32, 34, 304
Gin palaces 29
Gorton, pat of, incorporated m Man-

Gorton, remainder, incorporated 10
Manchester 124

Gould, Richard 79, 84, 96, 101

Grants in ad  137-143, 229, 231, 232,
233,239,243, 252, 262, 273, 326, 328

Greg, Robert 28, 35

Gueville, Chatles 90, 92

445

Guardians 134, 135, 136, 138, 140, 142,
318-329
andeducation 249250, 257, 319-324
and hospitals  200-201
and infectious discases
election of 313

192-193

Hadfield, Gearge 73

Hapes, R.J. 112, 116

Harpurhey, mcorporated in Manchester
121

Haus, E. Vincent 282

Hatwood, Sir John 306, 343, 354, 367,
43, 389, 391

Haweswater 349, 353-356

Haworth, John

Health Commuttee 146, 183, 191, 192,
296, 404, 41

Health services 163, 211

Health visitors 210, 211

Heath, P M. 402

Heaton Norris, part of, incorporated in
Manchester 1

Heton, Si Joseph 123, 80, 106, 109,
111, 112, 285, 351, 400, 409, 410

appountment as Town Claik 97, 98,

06

&
carcer of 407408, 417
defence of privies 175, 177, 352
opposinon to nspection of police
333-334
smoke abatement efforts  202-204
Hey, Sputley  263-267, 269-270, 273
Heywood, Abel 33, 287, 294, 333, 399
Heywood, Su Benjamun 32, 35, 215,

274, 305
Heywood, Oliver 32, 127
Highway Rate 46, 57, 59, 61, 62, 63,
67, 131, 132, 133
Highways Commirtee 185, 380
Highways, Surveyors of ~ 51, 55-58, 61,
63, 63, 67, 68, 78, 80, 113, 131, 406
Holt, Su Edward
Hopkinson, Aldetman 175
Hopkinson, Dr. John 368
Horse omnibuses 373, 374
Horsfall Art Museum ~ 278
Horsfall, T. C. 278, 295
Haospitals—
and infectious diseases
200, 20
91, 195

187-197

1solation



446

Housing—
building tegulation  284-394
mumcipal 295, 209302
Housing Act, 1875 .294
Housing Act, 1923. 299
Housing Act, 1935. 300, 301
Hyde, John 74

Tmpiovement Commussioness see Police
and Impiovement Commussioneis
Incorporation—
charter granted 93
‘movement of 1820. . 7x
movement of 1832, .71-72
movement of 1836 .73
petition  prepaied 845  prescnted
85; examined by Commussioners
86-91; considered by Privy Council
91; re-cxamined by Commisstoners
town's meeting, 1837. .74
town’s meeting of 1838. 8o-8.
Infant Life Protection Sub-Commuttee

210
Infant Mortahity  166-167, 211
Tnfections diseases—
and hospitals  187-197
deaths during 1851-1860 192
deaths in 1936. 193
Insh i Manchester ~ 21, 25, 26, 59, 6o,

317, 31
Isolation hospitals 191, 195

Jackson, Aldeman W. T. 207, 213
Jebb, Captam, RE., enquites into
pesitions, 86-95

Joint Hospitals Advisory Board 201
Jomt Industrial Councils 414
Justices 39, 46, 48, 49

and incorpoation  101-105

and Oveiseers 59, 102

and rates 55, 62, 63

borough commussion 101

functions of  59-61, 107

in 1842 331-333

qualification for 67

stipendiary 6o, 63

Kay, Alexander 84, 93, 287, 395

Kay-Shuttleworth, Sir James (Dr. Kay)
2330, 35, 189, 213, 215, 222, 228,
233, 237, 254 295, 303 304

A CENTURY OF CITY GOVERNMENT

Kennedy, Rev. J. T. 229, 234

Kirkmanshulme, incorporated 1 Man-
chester 121

Knote Mill Market 243

Lamp and Seavenging Commuttee 185

Langton, Wilham 35

Lee, Annie, Alderman 337

Leech, Su Bosdn 385, 301

Leech, Dr. Daniel 198

Leigh, D1, John 166, 178, 180, 189,
191, 192, 194, 195, 207, 279, 293,
303, 313, 410

Levenshulme, corporated in  Man-
chester 124

Libraries, culdren’s 100ms in 283

Libiaries Commuttee 275

Libraries, public 275, 276, 277, 279-283

Little eland 23

Laverpool, mortality 1ates 165, 168

Liverpool, water supply 353

Loans

Local Government Act, 1858, .120

Local Government Act, 1888. . 121

Local Government Act, 1894. 122

Local Government Act, 1929. - 328

Longdendale Waterworks 351, 333,
354, 356, 362

Lower Mosley Street Boys' School 230

McCabe, Sir Dantel 347
McElroy, J. M.

Magustrates see Justices
Manchester—
control of expenditue
extentin 1831 46
extent on incorporation 95
goveinment of, n 1838, 38-69
growth of 119-130
in 1838, .21~
problems of the future  4r9-423
rateable value, increase 159-160
Manchester and Disuict Regional Smoke
Abatement Society 207
Manchester and Salford 52, 126, 127,

145-160

128
Manchester and Salford Ladies’ Sanitary
Reform Association _ 2.
Manchester and Salford Sanitary Asso-
ciation 189, 190, 191, 193, 194,
195, 196, 198
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and Salford Waterworks
Company ~ 349, 350, 351

Manchester and Sulford Women's Citie
zens' Association o4, 405

Manchester Caruage and  Tramways
Company 375

Manchester

Manclester Chronicle 32, 86, 87
Manchester City News 385, 421

Manchester Coporation Act, 1882. 275
Manchester Corporation Act, 1891 .281,

184
Manchester Education Aud Soctety 223,

249
Manchester Grammar School
Manchester Guarduan

253, 256
32, 33, 45, 224,

395 421

Manchester  Improvement  Act,
132, 285, 362

Mancliester Police  Regulations  Act,
1844 202, 203, 286, 287, 289, 332,

1851

342, 343
Manchestér Scliool of Art 274
Manchester Ship Canal ~ see Ship Canal
Manchester Statistieal Socicty 13, 216,

225

Manchester Times 32

Manchester Waterworks Act, 1847. 351

Manchester Waterwotks and Impiove-
ment Act, 1867. 292

Mark, Su John 391

Markets 341-348

Mar, T.R. 295, 206

Mattted women teachets 161, 262

Mateinity and  Child  Welfae
209-211

Mattinson, Hemy 381

Maude, Daniel 60, 332, 333

Mechanies’ Institute _ 29, 220

Melland, Alderman W. ~ 309

Mﬂm, Owwald 61, 64, 77, 78, 83, 85,

7, 98, 100, 10T, TO5~115

Monsall Hospreal 194 195, 196, 300

Mortality 1ates  164-169, 440-442

Mosley, Su Nicholas 39, 341

Mosley, Sir Oswald 38, 44, 76, 341,

154,

342,348

Moss Side, incorpotated 1n Manchester
123

Moston, incorporated in Manchester

121
Mothers, schools for 250
Motor buses 330, 381

Municipal staff  o6-418
Murdoch, William 357
Mutcay, James s

Neild, William 33, 34, 35, 41, 45, 50,
36, 73, 74, 75, 76, 80, 83, 84, 85,
88, 89, 93, 93, 97, 105, 106, 114,
214, 215, 287, 334, 361, 362, 395,

399

New Bailey Prison o1,

Newton Heath, mcorpotation in Man
clester o4, 121

Nightmgale, Edward 84

Niven, D1 167, 182, 183, 196, 197,

198, 210

Noufications of Bitths Extensions Act,
1915 210

Noxious Vapours Abatement Associa-

tion 305

Nuisance Committce 202, 204, 205

Omnibuses, hotse 373, 374

Opensha, mcorporated m Manchester
12t

Outnehiel 327, 328
Oueseowding ' 295, 297, 30% 301
Overseers 61

absotbed by City Council 148

and rates  66-67, 131, 132, 134, 135,

136

funcrions of 59

justices and 59,

Jecal Chuschwardens and Oversecrs
Owen, Robett 31, 214, 280

Owens College 214, 24h257
Owens, John 335, 3

Pankhurst, Mes, 259
Parssh of Manchester—
extent of 46
officers 46
Parkes, Batry 301
Parks—
bands n 309
distiibution of 311
gift of Whitworth Park 308
gift of Wythenshawe Park 308
Tack of, in the *thirties 23, 31, 304
offet of Trafford Park 307
purchase of Queen's, Philips, and
Peel Parks 3053 Alexandra Park,
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Parks—continued
Ardiick Gueen, Bisch Fields  306;
Boggait Hole Clough 307, Heaton
Pak 123, 308, 310, 311, 3555
Plate Fields, Chotlton Park, Fog
Lane Paik 308

Parks Commitiee 278, 304, 300-312

Parhamentary and General - Purposes
Commultee 147, 151

Partington Gaswoiks 364, 365

Patten, Wilson 105, 106, 107

Peacock, Sir Robeit 333, 336

Pearce, SirS. L. 36y

Petogiew, W. W. 3

Philips, Mark 32, 109, 110, 304, 305

Pilcher, Stuart

Phy-centres, everung 266

Police—

goverment contiol in 1839. 98
mantinaid 137, 139, 140, 142
Milne, Oswald, and
organization of 3;.;.3;::
organization of, in 1838 .70~71
Rate 61, 67, 90,132
women
Police and Impmvemem Commissioners
26, 38, 40, 45, 99, 349,
and charter 96
and highways
conflict with Town Council
contiol of building 284
functions of  51-55, 57-58, 183
of out-townships g5, 68, 130, trans-
fer to Cotporation  110-111, 131
policeof 55, 330
setup gas works  357-361
soctal composition 33
Policewomen 337
Poor Law—
administration  46-50, 315-329
and unemployed 325, 327
during cotton famine 324-325
Guaidians formed 318; schools 319,
322-323; unions 1 Manchester
area 320-321; wokhouse 324
hospieals 326-327
opposition to 1834 Acr  313-318
transfer to Public Assistance Com-
mittee 328
Poor Rate 38, 40, 46, 47, 48, 52, 59,
61-67, 100, 103, 131, 132, 134,
136, 250

100-101
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Potter, Thomas 23, 26, 32, 33, 34, 35,
48, 52, G4, 63, 73, 80, 84, 88, 93,
99, xoo, 114, 126, 215, 285, 305,

Prenon, Archibald 33, 48, 395

Price, David

Privy Council, petition to 77, 84, 85;
inquiry into  86-9;

Provision of Meals Act, 1906 260

Public Assistance Committee 146, 201,
328, 329

Public Health Act, 1848. 120, 171, 203,

287, 290

Public Health Act, 1875

Public Healdh

179, 195, 205
Commutzee 163, 179,

299, 301, 328

Public Libravies and Museums Act, 1851
279

Public Parks Commitice 304

Ransome, Arthut 197, 201
Rate fund expenditure 140
Rates—
botough (city) 131, 133~134
chuch 63

county 63
for stipendiary magistrate 63
highway 62, 67, 132
police 63,67, 132
poor 63, 67, 132
water 351, 362,
sec_also Giants mrl Manchester,

131-160
and Valuation Act, 1925..137
authorities, consolidation of ~ 134, 135
authonty 137
diffeiential 12, e, 128, 129
effcet of derating
policy  152-159

Rawlinson, Robert

Refuse, disposal of

Regsster of Births, m, Aa, 1836.

m—wﬁ. 182, 352

164,

Rent Restriction Acts

Richson, Canon 215, 225, 332, 249
River Pollution Act, 1925 137
Rivers Committee 175, 179, 180
Royal Infmary  193~196, 275, 276
Royal Lancastiian Free School 214

188
Relieving officers 49, 174
298



INDEX

Royle, William 308
Rusholme, wncorporated in Manchester
:

12
Rushton, Edwaid 96
Russell, Lod John 6o, 61, 74, 85, 100,

Rutter v, Chapman 99, 105, 109, 111,

15
Rutter, W. S 78

Sulford, question of mcotporation with
Manchester  126-128
Sanitary Act, 1366 195, 204
Santtary Commuttee 206, 291, 207, 208
Santary conditions—
0 1838 .24-27
10 the "fores  296-289
in the *fifues  171-174
10 1904. . 205-296
Sanitation 23, 27, 128, 129, 153, 169~
183, 286-28, 295, 352
Scavenging and cleansing
Scholefield, Dr. J. 33, 56
School Board 231, 239-256, 258, 259
School children, feeding 243, 260
School conditions 1n 1876 243, 244
School medical service 260, 266, 273
School of Art 25
Schools—
cential 269, 270, 273
common day  218-220
compulsory attendance  245-248
dame 217, 2
endowed 216
evening 220, 221, 242, 266
factory 224, 225
fees  249-253
for mothers
infant a1
nursery 264, 267-269
poor law 319, 322-323
puvate 220
provision and management 240245
secondary 264, 265, 269, 270, 273
senor 271, 272
Sunday 28, 212, 213, 221, 222
Scott, Joseph
Shaw, Sir Charles

183-187

210

98, 100, 101, 104,
330, 331
Ship Candl 127, 138, 139, 181, 347,

-39, 40:
Shutdleworth, Aldetman John 358
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Simon, Sir E. D.
Smithfield Market
Smoke dbatement
Staff, municipal—
conditions 411, 414
giowth of 406-417
lecruitment  4ri-g14
Stephens, Joseph Rayner 70
Strangeways Gaol 333
Steetford, question of tncotpotation with
Manchester  128-130
Stuae Sucet Generating Staton 369,

128, 301, 309
343, 347
201-209, 306

370
Sunday Observance 309, 310
Surveyor of Highways 38, 46, 48, 51,

55-59 61, 62, 63, 67, 68, 78, 8o,

113, 131,

Swinton Schools 231, 232

Talbot, Sir William 409, 410
Tatham, Dr. 167, 180, 210
Taylo, John Edward 33, 48, 395
Teachers—

1n 1834 .218-219

number 266

salanes  251-25;

tramning of, 222, 229, 260, 266
Technical Tnstiuction Committee 256
Thackeray, W. M. 280
Thulmere 349 353, 354, 356
Thomson, Poulett 32, 85, 91
Tocqueville, A. de, on Manchester 37
Town Hall 398, 399
Town planning 312-314
Town Planning Act, 1909. -313
Town Planning Act, 1932. 313, 313
Towns Improvement Clauses Act, 1847

287, 305
Trading profit in relief of rates 144
Tiafford Park Estate 307, 390, 405
4

electnfication of 378

municipalization of  376~379
Tiamways Act 374
Tiamways Committee 276, 4ot
Transport—

horse ommibuses  373-374

motor buses  380-381

tamways  374-380

trolley buses, 381, 382
Transport Committee 311, 382, 383 4ot
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Tuolley buses 381, 382
Tuberculosis 197200

Turnpike Tausts 58

Usheslthy Dwellings Commntiee 294,
296

University 257, 259, 260, 412

Venereal diseases 200
Veiminous houses, disinfecting 209

Walker, C.] S. 84
Watch Commuttee 312, 334, 335, 336,

337

Water rates 351, 362, 363
Water Street Market 343
Water supply—

Haweswater scheme 355-356

Lonpdendale 1eseivon 351

Thirlmere scheme ~ 353154
Waterworks Commttee  352-356
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Wiaterworks Company  349-350
putchased by Cotporation 350

Wiatkin, Absalom 35, 331

Watkin, Sir E. W, 112

Watts, Dr.] 241,279

Webb, Sidney and Beatrice 46, 51, 70,

328, 400, 401, 419, 430

Wemyss, Colonel 70, 89, 331

Whieworth, Joseph ~ 184, 308

Willeat, Paul 33, 393, 408

Walliams, Lewis 56, $8

Williams, Notbury 404

Wilson, Geoge 80, 93, 114, 395

Wilton, Eatl of 108

Wiathungton, incorporated in Manchester

123
Workshops Regulations Act, 1867. . 227
Wiay, Canon 32, 214
Wioe, James 33, 56, 79, 84, 87
Wioe, Thomas 52, 361, 362, 407
Wythenshawe Estate 301, 302, 308,
310, 405
ancorporated i Manchester 123



GEORGER ALLE
o

GEORGE ALLEN & UNWIN LTD
LonpoN: 40 MusEum StrREET, W.CI
Lerzic. (F. VOLCKMAR) HOSPITALSTR 10
Care  Town: 73 ST. GEORGE'S STREET
TorONTO* 9I WELLINGTON STREET, WEST
BomBAy. 15 GraHAM RoaDp, BALLARD Estarn
‘WrLLieron, N.Z,: 8 Kmes Crescenr, Lower Hurr
Sypney, N.SW.: AustraLia House, WyNYARD SQuaRE



