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PREFACE

I have welcomed the opportunity to write a study of the

elder William Pitt in this series of Profiles in Power. For

many years, I had a special interest in his political career

and gathered material towards a biography. Then, some time

ago, I came to the conclusion that a full account which
would meet modern standards of scholarship and expecta-

tions of biographies was neither possible - largely because

of the problems of sources considered in my introduction -

nor useful, and that thematic studies were a more satisfac-

tory way of assessing the significance of Pitt's career. I moved
on to broader interests, leaving much of my material unex-

plored. Now, however, the concept and constraints of this

series remove the need to be comprehensive about the life

story while encouraging use of those unexplored resources

in an assessment firmly rooted in the political context of the

times.

Within the guidelines of this series, I have attempted to

write a study which exploits all accessible sources, not simply

those newly available, and incorporates the insights of the

exciting recent work on the period. I have written primarily

for the student with little prior knowledge, trying to cover

the whole of Pitt's career - his periods of failure as well as

success - in such a way as to illuminate the major character-

istics and issues of mid-eighteenth-century British politics.

No biography can entirely escape the tendency to exaggerate

the importance of its subject; I hope students may be encour-

aged to investigate other actors and developments more
thoroughly than has been possible here. I hope, too, that a

fresh view, grounded in original research, of one political

life will have something of interest for the specialist. My

ix



PREFACE

account is deliberately 'revisionist', in the sense that it scru-

tinizes sceptically the hagiography which still clings to Pitt's

name and tends to set him outside the norms of politics.

But no study would be satisfactory which did not attempt to

explain the heroic stature accorded him by many (although

never all) contemporaries, even while some recognized his

flaws. It is perhaps significant that my account has been
written as far away as one can get from Britain on this globe.

In my childhood, people here in New Zealand still believed

that - under Churchill, whose career has many parallels

to Pitt's - the mantle of the British Empire extended round
the world; my generation was trained and steeped in Euro-

pean culture; but, in the course of my career, a multitude of

influences has led us to a sometimes painful reassessment,

although not a rejection, of that culture as we have come
to growing appreciation of our roots in these South Pacific

islands.

In the course of my long preoccupation with Pitt at such a

distance I have incurred more than the usual academic debts.

My work stands on the shoulders of that of many scholars,

whose contribution, unfortunately, it has not always been
possible to acknowledge fully in a book of this nature. Many
libraries, in Britain, North America and Australia, have re-

sponded to requests from our expert and efficient inter-

library loans service. Generous periods of leave and research

grants from the University of Canterbury, one combined
with a Visiting Fellowship at Corpus Christi College, Cam-
bridge, have enabled me to enjoy at first hand the ambience
and service of places as different as the Public Record Office,

the British Library, the Bodleian, and the University Library,

Cambridge, the Huntington in San Marino and the Clements

Library in Ann Arbor, and many local record offices and
private collections in Britain. I am grateful for permission to

cite their resources, and particularly to Rosemary Dunhill,

Hampshire County Archivist, for her help over the Malmesbury
Collection. Transcripts held by the History of Parliament

Trust have filled some otherwise glaring gaps in my cover of

private papers. Colleagues on the other side of the world -

most notably Paul Langford, Peter Marshall and Frank
O'Gorman - have sustained me with encouragement. To
Frank I owe particularly the incentive to undertake this brief

life of Pitt, while both he and Paul patiently commented
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PREFACE

on the first draft. Colleagues at home, particularly David

Mclntyre, John Cookson and, in the past, Glenn Burgess, and
several generations of students have kept me stimulated,

while colleagues on leave, former students and friends -

notably Margaret Escott - have chased up loose ends of

research for me. My family have borne with my preoccupa-

tion, while, above all, my husband, who is also a colleague,

has sustained me with encouragement and has patiently

read my text with his acutely critical eye. To all I offer my
heartfelt thanks, and my apologies for the shortcomings which
remain.
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INTRODUCTION

CONTEXTS: WAR AND POLITICS

War and the threat of war dominated the lifetime of the

elder William Pitt. He was born in 1708, in the midst of

Britain's first great modern war, the War of the Spanish

Succession. The Duke of Marlborough's allied army had
just added Oudenarde to the string of victories against the

French which was securing for the newly United Kingdom
a leading role in European affairs for the first time in the

modern period. The most widely accepted justification for

this expensive involvement was the protection of the Revolu-

tion Settlement of 1689 against Louis XIV' s recognition of

James II's son as James III. Over recent decades, many had
begun to see a balance of power against French hegemony
in Europe as a necessary protection of Britain's interests, com-
mercial as well as dynastic. But many also looked beyond
Europe for a share in commerce and colonies at the expense

of Spain and France.

Pitt grew up as the succession of the German Hanover-

ians to the British throne in 1714 was secured. With the

Hanoverians came commitment to European affairs but also

an ongoing debate about how the commitment could best

be managed: in what areas, by what alliances, with what
resources, whether ships, subsidies or troops. When Pitt came
into politics in 1735, there had been more than twenty years

of relative peace. But, as the young man's political views

began to be shaped, that peace gave way to renewed war.

He, too, was excited with others in the opposition he joined,

as British appetites for gains from the Spanish empire in

1



INTRODUCTION

Central America were again whetted. He, too, quickly for-

got those dreams as, from 1740, fears were renewed about
the extension of French power in Europe - an extension,

this time, at the expense of Britain's allies, the Austrian

Habsburgs, in the War of the Austrian Succession. Like

everyone else in the kaleidoscopic European situation of

the mid-century, in which debate continued about where
Britain's interests lay, Pitt became a learner in foreign policy.

Wars were to shape the rest of Pitt's career, as he
made his name in foreign policy. He saw Britain success-

fully maintain a great-power role in Europe while he helped

to entrench antagonism to Bourbon France (and Spain when
the Bourbon family was united) as a hallmark of British policy.

As the contest with France intensified beyond Europe and
became much more important than the lure of the Spanish

empire, Pitt presided, at the brilliant zenith of his career

in 1756-61, over the war which marked Britain's emergence
as the leading imperial power, not only in the Americas

but also to the east, in India. After that, real power eluded

him. Having done little, as Earl of Chatham, in his few months
of effective office in 1766-67, to aid the solution of the

problems of imperial organization that Britain's new status

brought, he spent his remaining eleven years, when not

debilitated by illness, in fruitless opposition. In 1778, in the

midst of another war, he collapsed into his final illness while

speaking against the independence of the American colon-

ies. He died a month later, as once more Britain faced the

Bourbons and came in the next five years to bitter defeat.

Chatham's life ended, it seemed, in nemesis. However, this

grave imperial crisis, bringing not only the loss of the Amer-
ican colonies but also the threat of disintegration of the

small but growing British presence in India, was in the longer

run only a temporary setback in the growth of empire.

This success abroad, as great power and metropolis of a

growing empire, encompassed Pitt's life and is often iden-

tified with him. There were, in fact, much more significant

explanations than the purely personal. Success was made
possible, in the first instance, by the stabilizing of English

constitutional arrangements. These came to make England
the envy of Europe rather than the byword for insecurit)^

she had been in the previous century, while allowing the

development of financial systems which efficiently tapped

2



CONTEXTS: WAR AND POLITICS

national wealth. The generally unruffled subordination of

other parts of the British Isles, less by constitutional arrange-

ments than by an informal union of elites, was also an essen-

tial prerequisite.

Crucial to constitutional stability was the taming of volat-

ile party politics which, in Anne's reign, when Pitt was born
of a Tory father and Whig grandfather, wracked the parlia-

mentary classes, regularly spilled out into the constituencies

and society, and complicated the management of Scotland

and Ireland. Party politics had their roots in longstanding

ideological divisions over the nature of monarchy and the

Church of England and toleration for religious dissent,

exacerbated by the Revolution of 1688-89 and extended by

debates over involvement in Europe. After 1714, securing

their own dominance with that of the new dynasty, the main
body of the Whigs continued their transition, begun at the

Revolution, from 'country' opposition to support of the court.

The Tories, tainted, often unjustly, as Jacobites (supporters

of the exiled Stuarts) , could no longer easily tap the natural

majority for Church and monarchy they had long enjoyed

and were thrust on to the back benches or out into the

counties. There and in growing urban areas, especially Lon-
don, their populist edge, rooted in long-remembered dislike

of busybody Puritans, was sharpened by new alienations from
Whig rule. Stability culminated, from 1721, in the twenty

years of power of Robert Walpole, whose political skills, from
1721, did most to evolve a workable political system - a

parliamentary monarchy - out of the volatility of the past

generation, while moderating something of the bitterness

of party divisions.

Pitt cast his lot with the Whigs, though not with Walpole,

but throughout his career sat light to party ties - which,

in any case, while often ideologically compelling and pervas-

ive, never had the tightly organized or mass base of modern
parties. In the course of his career, he was to contribute to

and benefit from developments which fundamentally altered

the nature and role of parties: the reshaping of a forceful

alternative 'patriot' opposition ideology in his earlier career

and the fracturing and partial reforming of party identities

in the much changed 1760s and 1770s.

Britain's success abroad in Pitt's lifetime was powered
above all, however, by the growth of commercial wealth.

3



INTRODUCTION

particularly the thrusting dynamism of Britain's trade be-

yond Europe, aided by a maturing of the American colonies

which few would have foreseen at the beginning of the cen-

tury. This diversif)^ing economy raised a varied and prosper-

ous middle class below the landed elite, which had emerged
also prosperous and increasingly assured from the travails

of the previous century, and the gentry, whose confidence

grew as this century proceeded.

In Pitt's lifetime, tensions between landed and middle
classes were usually far outweighed by the cohesive strength of

a relationship of recognition from above and emulation from
below and the fusion (in Paul Langford's interpretation) of

one broad, propertied 'ruling class'. The mid-century world
which saw the zenith of Pitt's career and into which Pitt's

children were born was - at least for most of the middle and
landed classes - stable, wealthy, comfortable and cultivated

in ways hardly imagined in 1708. But it was still anxious and
prone to crisis. Commerce sought opportunities in war but
was vulnerable to its vagaries; the equilibrium of a parlia-

mentary monarchy was always liable to upset, whether real

or imagined, and from the 1760s was increasingly susceptible

to pressure from those not fully incorporated into its politics

which was slowly to bring fundamental change.

In fact, the formal political system of court, cabinet and
parliament, though undoubtedly oligarchical and in some
ways increasingly so, was never closed to sporadic pressure

from outside, especially when the elites were divided. In the

course of the eighteenth century, a more continuous polit-

ical interest on the part of those on the edges was fostered,

not only by economic and social change, but also by the develop-

ment of a vigorous press after the lapsing of pre-publication

censorship in 1695. By 1702, London had a daily paper; by

the 1730s, a range of forms - dailies, tri-weeklies and week-
lies - was established; the number of publications and their

circulation continued to grow over the mid-century, while

weekly provincial papers also flourished. In addition, there

was a variety of other periodical publications, as well as

pamphlets, while prints, broadsides and ballads extended
the message beyond the readily literate. These works may
not have reached much beyond the middle classes of the

towns or the gentry in the countryside to touch the bulk of

the population; their purposes were seldom solely political.

4



THE POWER OF ORATORY AND REPUTATION

But they certainly enriched a vital political culture which
could influence parliamentary elections, especially in larger

constituencies - few in number but high-profile and, in peti-

tions, addresses and instructions to MPs, with well-established

means of expression capable of further sophistication. In the

course of Pitt's career, this culture was to break increasingly

frequently and effectively - though seldom autonomously or

as the sole determinant of events - into the heart of national

politics.

Pitt, coming as something of an outsider on to the polit-

ical stage, needed to play on these vulnerabilities, uncertaint-

ies and novelties. In doing so, and by seeming so instrumental

in imperial expansion, he came to be identified by many of

his time and later with the new: he was seen as a patriot above

party, peculiarly sensitive to the interests of 'the people' and
particularly to those of the expanding world of commerce
and commercial people. This view of him is largely mis-

taken; his undoubted stature rested more surely on other

foundations.

THE POWER OF ORATORY AND REPUTATION

Pitt's career is in some ways a strange subject for a series of

Profiles in Power. He may have been driven by the urge to

wield and extend Britain's power in the world; he may have

been seen as bringing that power to unprecedented heights.

But he himself effectively held political office of the first

rank for little more than five of the 40 years or so of his

active career. With dazzling heights of brief success that

career combined long periods of bitter frustration and the

depths of abject failure. Yet few contemporaries would have

denied his power. He held sway in their minds, not by virtue

of office, but by the power of the spoken word. Coming to

politics with few inherited advantages, Pitt derived his chief

political strength from the way he learnt to sway the forum
at the heart of the formal play of politics, the House of

Commons. When he rose, his tall, spare frame - 'with the

eye of a hawk, a little head, thin face, long aquiline nose,

and perfectly erect' ^ - and, above all, the emotive power of

his words commanded the attention of the House and cowed
opponents as few others could do. His rhetorical power gave

5



INTRODUCTION

credence to his claims to the status of 'patriot'. Those
who tried to prick his bubble with the sarcastic title 'great

commoner'^ found that it was taken over as a generally

recognized title of honour, one which conveyed the immense
authority of his physical presence and undoubted intellec-

tual power. In Pitt's middle and later career, the element
of drama in his oratory was sometimes heightened by his

appearance as an invalid on his crutch, supported by friends

or servants, his limbs swathed in bandages, occasionally accom-

panied by shouts of acclamation from the crowds outside.

Even in the House of Lords, a very different forum which
he never controlled to the same extent, he did not lose his

power to command attention.

As this power over minds was confirmed by brilliant suc-

cess in war at the zenith of his career, it was amplified by

word of mouth, correspondence and the printed press to

the growing audience of the political nation. Pitt was unique
among leading politicians in his time in the extraordinary

interest he evoked outside parliament, at least from the late

1750s, and in the way he shaped people's image of them-

selves as Britain staked its place on the international stage.

Yet the very source of Pitt's power - this reputation, largely

constructed by the spoken word yet necessarily operating in

the world of political compromise - made him peculiarly

vulnerable to criticism. In his time, Pitt was accused of empty
bombast in his oratory, of unprincipled inconsistency and
unscrupulous ambition in his conduct. The way he played

the political game, how he brought his considerable abil-

ities and, in due course, his formidable reputation to bear

on the components of power - crown, court, parliament,

patronage and party, press and political nation - was never

typical of his time and often deeply flawed. Nevertheless,

the fluctuations of his career - which to a considerable extent

reflect the uncertainties of his age - can throw much light on
the nature of politics in those decades of profound change.

Historians have traditionally attributed enormous power
to Pitt.^ Taking up contemporary celebration of him as the

chief architect of victories won in 'every quarter of the

globe ','^ early biographers began to shape this view by sug-

gesting the means by which his dominance was secured.

William Godwin, generally by no means uncritical of Pitt,

attributed to him in wartime 'comprehensive genius, . . .

6



THE POWER OF ORATORY AND REPUTATION

indefatigable industry' . John Almon's gossipy accounts of a

subservient Admiralty, browbeaten colleagues and adminis-

trative zeal added apparent substantiation, while, rather later,

Francis Thackeray's adulatory study, influenced by a new
emphasis on military analysis prompted by the Napoleonic
wars, contributed an over-arching strategy and comprehens-
ive planning to Pitt's supposed achievements.^

Macaulay reacted to Thackeray by returning the picture

of Pitt as war minister more to the proportions given by his

contemporaries, allowing him spirit but not comprehensive
views, while later finding much to criticize in his behaviour

in the I760s.^ The predominantly Whig historians of the early

Victorian period, however, generally accepted the established

view of Pitt as great patriot and war leader, while discover-

ing other virtues to admire. While they criticized George III

and largely adopted Horace Walpole's dismissive account of

the Duke of Newcastle, Pitt's partner in the wartime coali-

tion, they praised Pitt as parliamentary orator, incorruptible

defender of liberty and spokesman of the people.

This rising tide of admiration dried to a trickle in the

high-Victorian period of free trade, laissez-faire imperialism

and concern for economy, which found more to praise in

the younger Pitt. In the early twentieth century, however,

when a newly self-conscious imperialism, uneasy about for-

eign challenges and domestic criticism, coincided aptly with

celebration of the bicentenary of Pitt's birth and the devel-

opment of professional history, the heroic picture of Pitt

was fully constructed. He was transmuted into a great imper-

ial statesman with a clear vision of Britain's destiny beyond
Europe which reached towards the ideal of an 'empire based

on liberty'.^ At the same time, a growing interest in naval

strategy attributed to Pitt the kind of systematic thinking

about strategy which had lessons for the very different age

of the steamship and cable telegraph.^ The first substantial

biographies of Pitt which appeared at this time, by Basil

Williams and the Prussian, Albert von Ruville, although too

scholarly to capitulate entirely to this heroic view, were shaped

by it.^ It was entrenched and magnified in all subsequent

biographies until very recently; it remains largely intact even

in Stanley Ayling's consciously post-imperial view of 1976,^^

while analyses of British strategy over the centuries still

appeal to it.^^

7



INTRODUCTION

In its fully constructed form, this historians' myth about
Pitt represents him as from his youth marked out for an out-

standing political career. Soon, it is suggested, he became
the far-sighted statesman who, having watched impotently

while the Duke of Newcastle 'blundered' in the 1740s and
1750s, turned attention in the Seven Years War to Britain's

'true' interests outside Europe, kept it there despite the opin-

ions of his colleagues, and co-ordinated a 'world-wide' strat-

egy which allowed the navy to fulfil its role in European
waters while supporting 'combined operations' there and in

theatres beyond Europe. According to this view, Pitt exercised

effective oversight over nearly every branch of government
and, particularly, ensured the success ofAmerican operations

by his sympathetic understanding of conditions there and
his detailed oversight and support. This heroic view is often

combined with an emphasis on those virtues the Whig his-

torians saw in Pitt, so that, in his later career, he is presented

as the standard-bearer of Whig liberalism in the domestic

and imperial disputes of the 1760s and 1770s, one whose
influence, if only he had been heeded, might have saved

the American colonies.

This view of Pitt standing head and shoulders above

his contemporaries and powerfully dominating his world,

prescient even when powerless, still in varying degrees con-

tinues to influence much scholarly writing on his period.

However, the more rigorous study of eighteenth-century

politics in the 60 years and more since the first publications

of the great historian of that century. Sir Lewis Namier, has

raised quite different questions about Pitt the politician,

questions often strongly reminiscent of the more sceptical

view taken by some of his contemporaries and sustained by

Macaulay and others. Behind the mask of patriot and
imperial statesman lurks the intensely ambitious politician.

Because he came from outside the elite predestined for

power, he harboured a fierce determination to protect his

independence; he often used ideas and policies instrument-

ally to his ambition, rather than constructively. Disruptive and
often arrogant, he was a complex character playing a deep
political game in a fluid and changing world.

The time is ripe for a thorough reappraisal of Pitt's pol-

itical life in his times as they are now understood, a re-

appraisal which can penetrate the veneer of mythology and

8



THE MAN AND MADNESS'

hold these various views in balance. Jeremy Black's recent

biography has begun this process of contextualization/^ This

book attempts to advance it further, especially for Pitt's later

career, and to unfold his life as he lived it and contem-

poraries saw it, not allowing it to be coloured prematurely

by the glow of his later reputation but taking due account

of that reputation when it is won.

THE MAN AND 'MADNESS'

There will always be major difficulties in the way of a satis-

factory biography of Pitt, even one attempting to deal only

with his political career. We will never have that knowledge
of the man that a biographer of a person of his stature in

more recent times would expect as a matter of course, the

knowledge which would allow recovery of his complexity

as a full historical personality. Unlike most of his contem-

poraries, except to his wife and then usually on private mat-

ters, Pitt did not often commit his thoughts to paper. There
are few letters to trusted colleagues and little other com-
ment. So, despite the magnificent recent chronological

calendaring of the Chatham papers in the Public Record
Office which has made work on them much easier, there is

still, except for brief periods, great difficulty in knowing
what Pitt's real views and intentions were. Even more import-

ant for one whose power rested so much on the spoken

word is the fact that the records of parliamentary debates

are very imperfect. This is particularly the case for the Seven

Years War period; and the ongoing discovery of revealing

fragments in letters and diaries of others hardly fills the

gap. We may have known for some time that Dr Johnson,
writing up the debates of 1741 for the Gentleman s Magazine,

composed for Pitt his supposed sarcastic confession to 'the

atrocious crime of being a young man' in answer to rebuke

from the venerable Horatio Walpole.^^ We do not know
exactly what Pitt said, or even all the occasions on which he

spoke. At times, especially in his later career, increasing com-

petition among magazines and newspapers produced fuller

and possibly more reliable accounts. But still there is reason

to suspect they were manipulated by publicists anxious to

9
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claim his support, while Pitt himself never countenanced
the publication of his speeches.

Even a reassessment limited to Pitt's political career must
go beyond the public man, however imperfectly known, and
make some attempt to understand the formation of the

personality that helped to shape ideas and behaviour. For

this purpose, this study makes cautious use of the available

fragments of evidence, both long-known - from which some-
times too much has been wrung - and new. Much of this

evidence concerns Pitt's chronic ill health. It is probably

insufficient to allow firm conclusions about the nature and
interconnectedness of Pitt's many complaints, even by a

medically qualified biographer. This work certainly does not

attempt such conclusions. However, it can be said that, from
school and university days, Pitt suffered frequently from a

variety of ailments in various parts of the body - limbs,

stomach, bowels, head - generally loosely referred to as

'gout'. A 'veteran invalid', he called himself quite early,

and his crutch, his limbs bandaged in red flannel or black

velvet, his sedan chair with a fixture for his gouty legs,

became public hallmarks. But there was more than physical

illness; perhaps from his thirties, Pitt was also prone to

nervous or psychological disorders which he and his doctor

came to refer to as 'lowness'^^ and we might call clinical

depression. Brian Tunstall diagnosed Pitt's condition as

manic-depressive insanity.^^ Certainly, at two periods in his

life, 1767-68 and 1775-77,^^ he was totally overwhelmed and
mentally incapacitated to a degree which contemporaries

thought 'approaching to insane melancholy'. His condition

deeply moved those few who were permitted to see 'the

lowest dejection and debility that mind or body can be in'

and misery 'beyond conception'.

Pitt's constant struggle against such manifold complaints

was probably the most formative influence on his personal-

ity and the gravest handicap to his career. It deeply affected

his relations with other people, helping to turn him from a

sociable young man into an impatient, irritable recluse who
increasingly hardened the shell he put between himself and
others beyond his family. Frustration at the limits ill health

put on his undoubted abilities enhanced the natural tend-

ency to arrogance and autocracy which made him such a

difficult colleague. Other characteristics - rapid swings of

10
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mood from deep despair to exultation, histrionic pronounce-
ments, the reckless political extremism which sometimes led

observers to call him 'mad' when he was not depressed -

were also shaped by his condition. More importantly, his

performance in parliament and office was often critically

affected, or he was inaccessible at crucial times. Certainly,

his ill health fashioned the curious rhythm of his political

life, in which periods of intense activity often alternated

with disillusioned withdrawal.

The interaction between his illness and political behavi-

our perplexed Pitt's contemporaries. Sometimes, unsympath-

etic observers suspected him of 'political gout', of using his

ill health to avoid difficult situations. Often these accusa-

tions are without foundation; his complaints were persistent

enough not to require feigning. But just how stress and
intractable political problems affected his health is not

clear. There were circumstances - those of war, for example
- in which he was able to work regardless of illness, inter-

viewing officials and diplomats while bedridden, but many
occasions - when he was first Secretary of State in the minor-

ity Devonshire-Pitt administration of 1756-57, or in the

opposition of 1770 - when, while ill, he seemed more ready

and able to bestir himself on some issues than others. Inter-

action between illness, personality and political performance
there undoubtedly was; its precise nature is unfathomable,

part of the complexity of the man.
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Chapter 1

THE YOUNG DEMOSTHENES,
1735-46

YOUTH, 1708-35

The family into which William Pitt was born on 15 Novem-
ber 1708 had until recently been small landholders in the

county of Dorset, aspiring to little more than local office.

7\lthough a senior branch, established in Hampshire in the

early seventeenth century, had prospered and put its elder

sons into parliament, not until the generation of Pitt's grand-

father did wider prospects open for the junior branch. They
came from the newly dynamic world of commerce. That
grandfather, Thomas, made a fortune out of both inter-

loping and legitimate trade to India in the unsettled late

seventeenth-century years of the East India Company and
was Governor of the Company's factory in Madras from 1698

to 1709. Transferring much of his fortune home in the form
of the large diamond which gave him one of his nicknames,

he used his wealth to acquire estates with which came con-

siderable influence in parliamentary boroughs and to marry
his five surviving children into titled families. William was

the second son of Thomas Pitt's eldest son, Robert, a man
of much lesser stature than his father, and his wife, Harriet

Villiers, of an old, aristocratic family and granddaughter of

the fourth Viscount Grandison.^

The time-honoured application of wealth derived from
commerce to land and aristocratic marriage alliances had
transformed the family's lesser gentry status. But the evid-

ence does not allow much speculation about the influence

on William of this diverse background. As a young boy
he had some contact with his paternal uncle, James, Earl
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Stanhope, an experienced soldier and leading Whig, and in

his schooldays his formidable paternal grandfather saw

enough of him to recognize him as 'a hopeful lad'.^ The
letters of his young manhood suggest more familiarity with

his mother's side of the family.^ His paternal inheritance

was perhaps the source more of tension than of inspiration.

With his grandfather's wealth came 'the Governor's' feud-

ing family relations and something of his tempestuous char-

acter - evident even in the young man's correspondence, in

occasional heated outbursts.

Conventionally enough for a family of the status to which
the Pitts could now aspire, from 1719 to 1726 William was

sent to school at Eton, where, in contrast to his brother,

Thomas, he applied himself and did well, being commended
to his father by his tutor as 'of so good abilities, and ... so

good a disposition' as to 'answer all your hopes'."^ However,
Eton's harsh regime may have begun the warping of an
affectionate disposition. Certainly, much later in his life,

Pitt was to comment that 'he scarce observed a boy who was

not cowed for life at Eton',^ and his own sons were to be
educated at home.
Then followed eight unsettled years during which the

impecunious younger son's search for a suitable career was

disrupted by family upheaval. In 1726 Governor Pitt's death

brought William a small annual income. Any thought on his

father's part that Pitt might become a clergyman - a natural

career opening in a landed family that had church livings in

its gift - was given up by the time he left Eton. Nevertheless,

as a career in the church would have required, Pitt went
up to Trinity College, Oxford, in 1727, despite his father's

grumblings about expense. But after only a year, and pos-

sibly because of his father's sudden death in its course, he
moved on to further study in Utrecht, renowned as an inter-

national centre of Protestant learning, more forward-looking

than Oxford if now rapidly declining. For this study, Pitt

had some support from his brother, who, as elder son, had
inherited the family property. By the beginning of 1730,

however, William was back in England, kicking his heels on
various family country estates. Then early in 1731 another

career, with a small immediate income but promise of much
more, was opened for him with the help of a friend from
Eton days, George Lyttelton, whose sister his brother married
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about this time. Lyttelton introduced William to his wealthy

and influential soldier uncle, Richard, Viscount Cobham, in

whose regiment of horse William was granted a cornet's com-
mission. He spent parts of the next two years in camp but

in 1733-34 he was off to the continent once more, probably

again with his brother's help, for the grand tour which was
a normal part of the education of a young man of social

standing. Pitt's was a mini-version of such a tour, as befitted

his limited means; it took him for seven months to France

and Switzerland, but not to Italy, the prized goal of wealthy

grand tourists. The correspondence of these unsettled years

shows a young man both sociable with friends and warmly
affectionate towards his family, especially his sister Ann. Yet

there were evident tensions with the brother on whom he
was so obviously dependent for material support and, in ill

health, for example, other clear signs of strain.

The general election of 1734, the first since Pitt came of

age, opened yet another avenue to explore. The electoral

influence built up by his grandfather gave Thomas Pitt sub-

stantial control in three constituencies, and returning his

brother for one of them would have been a natural move.
However, not until Thomas had secured his own and his

sister's husband's return, and had decided to reject an offer

to buy out William's claim on a seat at Old Sarum, was

William returned to represent the electors of that pocket

borough - all five of them - in February 1735.*"

Under the unreformed electoral system, in which con-

stituencies varied widely in the size of their electorates, there

was nothing at all unusual in a politician sitting for a pocket

borough. For only seven months in more than 30 years in

the Commons did Pitt represent more than 100 voters. On
the other hand, the young man who now entered parlia-

ment was not necessarily yet committed to making his way
in politics. Under the unreformed system, many stood for

parliament for a variety of non-political motives.^ Pitt's let-

ters at this time reflect less the promise seen in him by his

tutor and his grandfather and the broadening of his tra-

ditional classical education by continental experience than

the normal pastimes of a not particularly serious-minded

young man - amorous encounters both flirtatious and more
serious, and even 'a course of drunken conversation'.^ And,
while he was undoubtedly indignant at the proposal to buy
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out his electoral interest, he apparently had no settled polit-

ical views in late 1734.^ Indeed, he may well have intended to

advance his military career by recommending himself, through

his parliamentary behaviour, to a powerful patron. Within

two months, however, he had set a political course. And over

the next seven years his political ambition developed as

he realized his abilities.

WALPOLE'S WORLD

The political world into which Pitt came in 1735 was domin-
ated by the commanding figure of Sir Robert Walpole. For

fourteen years, Walpole had held office in the leading posi-

tion of First Lord of the Treasury, astounding contempor-
aries by a grip on power unprecedented in recent times.

Coarse and ostentatious yet warm and humane, still able to

play the bluff country squire to admiring backbenchers while

flaunting his new status and wealth, Walpole was a calculat-

ing political manager, combining shrewdjudgement of indi-

viduals with a penetrating appreciation of underlying trends.

The exercise of his superb political skills at court and in par-

liament demonstrated an effective new kind of premiership,

one which took account both of the continuing importance
of personal monarchy and of the changing role of parlia-

ment, especially that of the House of Commons in financing

the state. His political skills, together with judicious policies,

had moderated the bitter party strife which had so threatened

stability in the three decades before 1721, even softening the

alienation felt by Tories at their exclusion from office since

the Hanoverians came to the throne in 1714. As justly self-

proclaimed defender of the Revolution Settlement and the

Hanoverian succession, Walpole had impeccable claims, both
ideological and pragmatic, to Whig credentials.

However, by the early 1730s, Walpole's ascendancy was
being challenged. In the later 1720s, the able opponents
Walpole had excluded from his amalgam of court and Whig
supporters, known as the Old Corps of the Whigs - notably

the brilliant debaters in the Commons and Lords, William

Pulteney and John, Baron Carteret - mounted an increas-

ingly sophisticated parliamentary opposition with a small

core of committed supporters. From 1730 they achieved some
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tenuous co-operation with the still substantial body of Tor-

ies in parliament and their able former leader, Henry St

John, Viscount Bolingbroke, who had returned from exile

in 1725 but was still excluded from his seat in the Lords for

his earlierJacobite dabblings. More important to this opposi-

tion than the disappointed ambition of brilliant leaders was
the programme developed to encourage the co-operation

of dissident Whigs and Tories and expounded in a vigor-

ous press campaign led by the newspaper, the Craftsman,

with major contributions from Bolingbroke. This 'country' or

'patriot' programme revived and adapted a stream of crit-

icism of the exercise of power influential from at least the

1690s. It mounted a vigorous critique of Walpole's supposed
neglect of British interests abroad and accumulation of power
at home by means which were held to corrupt the founda-

tions of the mixed constitution and endanger liberty. The
programme - elaborated by some of the most able pens of

the day, among them Jonathan Swift, Alexander Pope, John
Gay and, for a time, Henry Fielding - was capable of a variety

of emphases attractive both to old-fashioned Whigs, alarmed

at their party's compromises in office, and to popular Tory-

ism. It was in many ways backward-looking and unrealistic.

But, especially in major political scandals in the early 1730s,

there was enough in Walpole's 'Robinocracy' - the deroga-

tory term was coined from the diminutive of Robert - to give

the critique credibility. Later, the critique was to prove adapt-

able to more radical ends, both in Britain and America. Thus
the opposition to Walpole was of the greatest importance in

ensuring the continuity of this influential eighteenth-century

political discourse. In modes of opposition as much as of rule,

Walpole's period of dominance provided the bridge from
the seventeenth to the eighteenth century.

The potency of the opposition programme was demon-
strated most strikingly in the excise crisis of 1733.^^ By a

campaign which set a pattern of propaganda and action for

later opposition 'storms', Walpole was forced into a humili-

ating withdrawal of a major and constructive proposal which
would have permanently reduced the land tax by extending

excise duties to wine and tobacco in place of much less effici-

ent customs duties. A chorus of protest across the country,

skilfully orchestrated by the merchants and corporation of

the City of London and the opposition press, operated on
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both Walpole's majority in both houses of parliament and
his support at court. Walpole was able to recover from this

major miscalculation with the help of the firm if belated

support of the king and his own skill in appealing to Whig
loyalties in parliament. However, the election of 1734, one
of the most acrimonious of the century, showed the extent

of the damage to his standing. The force of government and
private patronage in the much more numerous constituen-

cies with small electorates enabled him to retain a workable
majority. But that majority was substantially reduced by losses

in those constituencies - most counties, and boroughs with

large electorates - open to wider opinion.

The excise crisis laid bare the mechanics of power and
opposition in the early Hanoverian world. Walpole's con-

summate political skills won the excise war and his oppon-
ents entered the new parliament daunted and divided. Yet

there is no doubt that the opposition had won the propa-

ganda battle - most notably in persuading country gen-

tlemen to vote against their interest in a reduced land

tax. Moreover, the injudiciously abrupt dismissals Walpole
required of the king in order to restore his position at

court and in the Lords brought prominent new recruits to

the opposition - notably the experienced diplomat, the Earl

of Chesterfield, relieved of his court office. Lord Cobham,
now no longer colonel of Pitt's regiment, and a number of

influential Scottish peers. An even more prestigious recruit

in the person of Frederick, Prince of Wales, a friend of

Chesterfield, looked increasingly probable, as Frederick's

stormy relations with his parents followed the pattern already

becoming typical of Hanoverian monarchs with their adult

heirs - one Walpole had exploited in opposition in 1717-

20, when George II was Prince of Wales. An open breach now
would threaten the restored political calm. Vain, shallow

and unpredictable as Frederick was, any rival court around
him could still offer to opposition politicians protection

against charges of dynastic disloyalty and some patronage,

the more valuable as George II was already in his fifties.

This political world offered difficult choices to a young
man entering parliament. Support for the great statesman

who dominated it could offer the experience and fruits of

office or prospects in any other career. Yet it was clear that

the real intellectual excitement - and the quickest way to
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capture attention - lay in joining the glittering array of

talent who criticized the Robinocracy. And to a young man
Walpole may well have seemed past his prime.

STARTING OUT AT THE END OF AN ERA, 1735-42

Within two months of his election in 1735, Pitt signalled his

attraction to politics and to opposition by a 'distinguished'

maiden speech in support of a bill to remove royal office-

holders (or 'placemen') from parliament - a favourite plank

of the patriot programme. Youthful enthusiasm and loyalty

to his one patron must certainly have drawn Pitt towards

opposition. But his brother had been a government sup-

porter for some time, and very probably it was Walpole who,
in 1731, had met the £1,000 cost of William's commission
in order to secure his brother's electoral influence. Pitt's

surprise that the proposed accommodation at his expense
over the seat for Old Sarum was to be with one 'declared

in opposition' rather than someone 'more agreeable to Sir

Robert' was therefore natural. This surprise suggests that

he was not thinking of taking a similar course. He seems
not to have been aware of his brother's changing sympath-

ies, a change suggested by the return of George Lyttelton,

Thomas's wife's brother, for Okehampton in March 1735.

Lyttelton, it appears, had drawn Thomas - as he had already

drawn William - into the orbit of his uncle, Cobham. Thus
the influence on William of both brother and patron came to

coincide in a commitment to opposition which in retrospect

seems inevitable.

By the summer of 1735, Pitt was enjoying the distinguished

company at Cobham's magnificent country seat at Stowe.^^

Here, by his hospitality, rather than by speeches in the House
of Lords, Cobham - bluff soldier more than politician and
apparently never to make a speech in the Lords - was begin-

ning to shape the implacable opposition to Walpole first mys-

teriously aroused by the excise bill, then confirmed by his

unprecedented dismissal after a noteworthy military career.

Cobham's young nephews, Richard Grenville (his heir) and
George Lyttelton, were returned to parliament at the same
time as Pitt. Affable, promising young men of assured status.
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with few signs yet of later foibles, they readily adopted Pitt

as one of 'Cobham's Cubs' - the spearhead of Cobham's
vicarious display of his new-found patriot principles.

It was not long before the Cubs won their first notoriety

as, with their patron, they began to move into the orbit of

the Prince of Wales. In April 1736, Pulteney provocatively

moved an address to the king on the occasion of the prince's

marriage, a marriage well known to be displeasing to the

king. On this occasion, all three Cubs made 'very remark-

able speeches', aptly summed up as insinuating, 'not in very

covert terms', that the nation owed the match and the dyn-

astic stability it promised much less to the king than 'to the

Prince demanding it of his father, and the voice of the

people calling for it too strongly not to be complied with'.^^

Later in the year, Pitt was said to be 'perpetually with the

Prince, and at present in the first rank of his favour'. The
next February, all three Cubs spoke again on the even more
provocative Pulteney motion, only narrowly defeated, ask-

ing the king to grant the prince an establishment of £100,000

a year.^' Meanwhile, in May 1736, Pitt's notoriety had been
enhanced by his dismissal from his cornetcy. Compensating
reward came after the tensions between the prince and his

parents became an open breach in July 1737, when Lyttelton

became Private Secretary and Pitt Groom of the Bedcham-
ber to the prince, Pitt's position bringing him a welcome
£400 a year.^^

Pitt's career had thus taken a decisive political turn.^^ He
had begun to discover the power to command attention by

his oratory but, in his careless giving of offence to the king,

displayed a recklessness in deploying it that was to become
characteristic. However, for a time, he and his young friends

played only a sporadic role in opposition. They supported

the patriot cause in debates on moves in 1737 and 1738 to

reduce the size of the army. On this issue, typical 'country'

arguments, favouring a militia instead of a professional force

which was seen as a threat to the constitution, were deployed

alongside considerations of the foreign situation. Lyttelton

and Pitt added gibes at the subordination of placemen.

But Pitt was silent on large issues like the religious questions

of the 1736 session, which dangerously challenged Walpole's

control of Church-Dissent hostilities, or Sir John Barnard's

proposal of 1737 to reduce interest on the national debt.
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Pitt was eventually more attracted to the attack on Walpole's

peaceful foreign policy which became the focus of opposi-

tion in the late I730s.^^ Merchants in the City of Lon-
don took up again the longstanding issue of the so-called

'depredations' of Spanish garda castas in the Caribbean
against what they considered to be illegal British trading

practices there. Public opinion could easily be aroused over

this issue and opposition leaders readily took it up. In March
1738, a flood of merchants' petitions to the Commons on
the depredations gave Pulteney the opportunity to demand
strong action - only to have his resolutions emasculated by

Walpole.^^ A year later, on 8 March 1739, the opposition cam-

paign came to a climax when the Convention of the Pardo,

negotiated with Spain to settle the disputes, was presented to

the House. In one of the great parliamentary occasions of

the century, the opposition, supported by further petitions,

opposed the Convention and were only very narrowly defeated.

In 1738, Pitt was noticed only once, propounding the

uselessness of negotiation with Spain. The next year, on
the Convention, he attracted far greater attention. He was

reported to have spoken 'very well, but very abusively' of the

'national ignominy' of yet another negotiated settlement

'odious throughout the kingdom', which, he claimed, sacri-

ficed longstanding vital interests of trade and self-defence

while offering the 'public infamy' of financial reparations.

Spain, he suggested, had more reason than Britain to fear a

war in America, and delay would only strengthen the Bourbon
union with France. Pitt's sentiments were little different

from those of more prominent opposition speakers. However,

his virulence brought Walpole supporters to their feet in

reply. Walpole himself made notes on his speech, which won
for Pitt the accolade of a public kiss from the Prince of

Wales. Indeed, Pitt's much greater enthusiasm on this occa-

sion was probably prompted less by his own opinions than

by the prince's very recent commitment to open parliament-

ary opposition.

However, Pitt's parliamentary contributions remained
erratic even as the tempo of opposition to Walpole mounted.
Despite the Convention, war came in October 1739. Belli-

cose opinion against Spain was further fuelled by the early

success of Admiral Vernon in capturing Porto Bello, a base

for the garda castas. A vigorous press campaign and a spate
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of instructions to members of parliament, beginning in 1739

and continuing through 1740-41, combined concerns about

both the domestic and the foreign aspects of the Robino-

cracy. The multi-faceted swell of complaint began to resem-

ble that against the excise, but its range became far wider.

In the 1739-40 session, the opposition pressed Walpole hard
on a place bill and defeated him on a bill to register seamen,

which was claimed to threaten civil liberties. By the 1740-

41 session, the prospects in the West Indies looked far less

promising and serious complications threatened as war broke

out in Europe.^*' The growing confidence of the parliament-

ary opposition, buoyed by the tide of opinion outside, came
to a further climax in the famous motion of 13 February

1741, for an address to the king to dismiss Walpole.

No speeches from Pitt are recorded for the 1739-40 ses-

sion, although he seconded a motion demanding that no
peace be made without recognition of the major issue of prin-

ciple in the disputes with Spain, the right of British ships to

navigate the high seas without being searched.^^ But from
the beginning of the 1740-41 session, when he and Lyttelton

were 'very warm' in the address-in-reply debate, he was much
more active. In January, he confronted Walpole over a pro-

posed enquiry into naval mishaps, claiming that 'we are now
to examine whether it is probable that we shall preserve our
commerce and our independence, or whether we are sinking

into subjection to a foreign power'. And later in the session

he opposed the revival of the scheme to register seamen
defeated the year before. Most notably, in the great debate

of 13 February, which ranged widely over Walpole 's domestic

and foreign policy, Pitt 'in his emphatic language' supported

the motion by citing precedents for the removal of ministers

on political rather than legal grounds. He criticized 'the

satiety of power' that had increased debts and multiplied

taxes at home, but concentrated on what he called 'a sub-

version in the state of Europe which [had] cost a long war'.

He saw the 'house of Austria lessened, but ... a deference

to the counsels of France', and gross mismanagement in

war with Spain.

This time, Pitt and his fellow Cubs distinguished them-
selves from the rest of the prince's followers, who left the

House without voting.^^ Many of the Tories, who were dis-

comfited by such a blatant personal attack on the king's
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minister, also left. Their qualms allowed Walpole a striking

victory, which brutally showed up the divisions of his oppon-
ents and deflated their confidence. However, Walpole 's relief

was brief. In the election of the spring of 1741 his major-

ity was further dented, this time by defeats in the close

constituencies brought about by the loss to opposition of

powerful patrons: the Prince of Wales, who controlled many
Cornish seats, and the Duke of Argyll in Scotland, alienated

by Walpole 's clumsy handling of Scottish discontents.^^ It

required a further series of debates and votes in the new
parliament to demonstrate that Walpole was weakened be-

yond recovery. Perhaps constrained by the prince, Pitt took

part only in the last crucial policy debate, on an address for

an enquiry into the conduct of the war.^^ When, in February

1742, Walpole was defeated on an election petition and saved

from the enquiry by only three votes, he persuaded the stub-

bornly reluctant George II that he had to go. An era had
ended.

WHITHER NOW?

In the instability that followed, Pitt was eventually to find

opportunities to enforce his claims to advancement in the

political career he had now so clearly chosen and to the

office he needed for financial security. But his immediate
prospects were slight, constrained not least by the fragility

of the parliamentary opposition. It was deeply divided, as

Pitt's sporadic public role in opposition, like that of more
prominent figures, vividly illustrates. As a follower of Cobham
and the Prince of Wales, Pitt associated much less with the

dissident Whig leaders, Pulteney and Carteret, who were

often widely suspected of readiness to reach terms with the

administration, than with leading peers like Chesterfield,

whose public voice in the new opposition paper, Common
Sense, supported a 'broad-bottom' alliance of Whigs and
Tories and looked for the renewal of 'declining morals, and
liberties' under a virtuous prince. These associates were

unimpeachably Whig, but at Stowe Pitt rubbed shoulders

with recently converted Jacobites like Lord Cornbury,^^ and
in the House he supported Tory motions. Alliance with the

Tories had the tactical advantage that it might force a major
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ministerial reconstruction in which the Whig peers and even

lesser followers like Pitt could hope for office. However,

they also knew from the voting and electoral behaviour of

the Tories how fragile alliance with them was.

In fact, parliamentary opposition alone did not bring

Walpole down; his fall was the result of accumulating polit-

ical and personal strains, not least those of a war he did not

welcome. And the fragility of the opposition was soon amply
demonstrated in the outcome of that fall. Aided by Walpole 's

advice and the mistakes and divisions of the opposition, the

remaining leaders of the Old Corps were able to persuade

the king (if he was in any doubt) to reject more thorough-

going options in favour of a limited reconstruction, bring-

ing in Pulteney and Carteret and a few of their foUowers.^^

This outcome was a reminder that, while the House of Com-
mons might in special circumstances be able to force the

king to give up a minister, the initiative lay with him in

reconstituting his administration. By following the pattern

of the reconstruction which ended the 1717-20 opposition

in which Walpole had been prominent, this outcome was one
step on the way to confirming Walpole 's pattern of domin-
ance and was probably essential to maintaining the degree of

stability his skills had ensured. However, it was dismissed as

a 'job' by many of his opponents in and outside parliament.

It left a deep and continuing sense of disillusionment at the

failure to achieve a renewal of government on patriot lines

which would have to be contained if stability was to endure.

It was hardly to be expected that Pitt would gain any

office in this reconstruction, especially when many more
prominent were left high and dry. Furthermore, he was

deserted (although not deprived of office) by his more
powerful patron when the vacillating Prince of Wales made
peace with his father. Pitt's other patron, Cobham, despite

the restoration of his regimental command, typically took

an inflexible stand against any accommodation, even of the

prince with his father. Pitt's very subordinate role at this

stage is emphasized by the fact that he played no recorded

part in the opposition discussions accompanying the recon-

struction, even the very large Fountain Tavern meeting of

12 February 1742.''

The manner of Walpole 's going, almost as much as his

long dominance, confirmed the House of Commons as a
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major theatre of political debate and contention for power.

There, over seven years of sporadic confrontation with the

redoubtable Walpole, Pitt had learned some parliamentary

skills. He had attracted some attention, though often only

as one of a group of 'young gentlemen, who took great

personal libertys'. At the time of his dismissal from his

cornetcy he was noted as 'a young man of no fortune, a very

pretty speaker, one the Prince is particular to, and under
the tuition ofmy Lord Cobham'.^^ Most notably in the debate

on the Convention with Spain, he had tasted the thrill of

mastering the House with 'the prettyiest words, and the worst

language . . . ever heard', although few apart from a French
observer as yet discerned an exceptionally able parliament-

arian in the making.^^ Nor, except perhaps in expression,

was there anything to distinguish his sentiments from those

of others in opposition. Unlike his friend, George Lyttelton,

Pitt had shown no interest in the extra-parliamentary aspect

of opposition.^^ So far, he had played a young man's part,

testing his options for advancement somewhat recklessly,

evidently without much consistency of purpose.

By 1741, however, his correspondence suggests excited

anticipation of a decisive thrust against Walpole"^^ - and
he and his friends had shown in the House that they were

not the prince's puppets. In 1742, as the parliamentary

opposition reformed to face Walpole 's successors, it gave

vent to the widespread disillusion at the outcome of his

fall by setting up a parliamentary enquiry into his years in

power which might provide legal grounds for punishment
by impeachment - the clumsy device to secure accountabil-

ity revived in the seventeenth century. Pitt's two speeches of

vigorous support suggest that he genuinely shared the dis-

illusion. Certainly he showed remarkable venom against

Walpole as he answered objections to the enquiry and once
again ranged widely over the complaints of alleged misuse

of power in domestic affairs and gross mismanagement of

affairs abroad that had allowed French power and ambitions

to increase. Both speeches drew attention to the 'voice of

the people' in complaint and claimed that it ought properly

to be heard and expressed by the House of Commons.*^ His

speeches reinforced his claims as a rising politician, win-

ning him one of the last places on the secret committee of

enquiry.
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The committee's proceedings were soon stonewalled by

essential witnesses, however, and, despite its lengthy reports,

no action eventuated.^"^ The failure of this attempt to add
legal penalties to Walpole's defeat was a further step towards

entrenching the more flexible political processes of account-

ability his practice had exemplified. But the sense of bitter

disillusion was not allayed. Here Pitt, with his Cobham connec-

tions and his budding oratory, was to find his opportunity.

WAR AND THE PATH TO OFFICE, 1742-46

Despite the success of the Old Corps in avoiding major
disruption following Walpole's fall, the political situation

was far from settled. In the administration, the 'new Whig'
recruits vied for supremacy with the remaining leaders of

the Old Corps, Henry Pelham (Walpole's chosen heir), his

brother, the Duke of Newcastle, and the Lord Chancellor,

Lord Hardwicke. Like Walpole parvenus in national poli-

tics, Revolution Whigs by dint of service rather than family,

the latter all had solid political and administrative experi-

ence behind them and a shrewd appreciation of the political

system as shaped by Walpole. They soon out-manoeuvred
Pulteney. He bore the brunt of the outcry against false pat-

riots and when, in July, he was persuaded into accepting a

peerage as Earl of Bath, his political career was effectively

over. Pelham then seemed set to become the recognized

leader in the Commons. A year later, when he was appointed

First Lord of the Treasury, he had in his hands the makings
of an ascendancy like Walpole's. But Carteret, Secretary of

State, was a much more formidable rival. Although widely

distrusted by his new and earlier colleagues, he was a gifted

Europeanist with diplomatic and political experience and a

fluent command of languages. His broad views, his German
and his easy affability quickly won the favour of the king.

Thus arose the distinct possibility that the sources of power
Walpole had so skilfully combined would be separated and
a more courtly 'prime minister' might emerge.

This possibility, and the likelihood of further political

instability - which opposition politicians might exploit -

were gravely exacerbated by the complex new issues arising

in Europe. There, the unexpected death of the Emperor,
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Charles VI, in October 1740 brought into operation his care-

fully negotiated provisions - the Pragmatic Sanction, which
Britain supported - to protect the Habsburg inheritance

of his daughter, Maria Theresa, who could not be elected

emperor. In December 1740, Prussia's new king, Frederick
- whose skills as statesman and soldier were to make him
Frederick the Great - defied it by invading Silesia, Austria's

richest province. France soon widened the challenge with

extensive victories in Germany in 1741.

The Austrian succession posed the biggest question to arise

in Europe since Britain's emergence as a great power in the

struggle over the division of the Spanish empire settled in

1713-14. The balance of power then established and later

defended was now seriously threatened by the 'rape' of

Silesia, which launched the recently cobbled-together state

of Prussia, Europe's rising military power, into a longlasting

competition with the hitherto mighty Habsburgs which was

to change the face of Europe. More immediately, the suc-

cesses of the leading European power, France, aroused anew
the threat of French hegemony.

This Britain could not ignore - even though the oppor-

tunity distracted France from the possibility ofjoining Spain

in the Caribbean war. The policy of the Walpole era of gen-

erally peaceful management of controversial issues in concert

with other powers could not cope with the ambitions raised

by the Austrian succession. So in 1741, Britain intervened

to help Maria Theresa - whose desperate plight aroused

popular sympathy in Britain - and early in 1742, without

any parliamentary dissent, the new ministers continued

subsidies for Austria and potential allies and dispatched

British troops to the army being assembled in the Austrian

Netherlands.^^ Very soon, however, the rapidly changing

circumstances of war inflamed again the debate about how
best to protect Britain's European interests which had gone
on since the turn of the century. All attention was diverted

from concerns outside Europe as, on this bitterly divisive

issue, both Carteret's distrustful ministerial colleagues and
those remaining in opposition, not least Pitt, found their

opportunities.

Carteret, who, as Secretary of State dealing with north-

ern Europe, had principal responsibility for British moves,

favoured an active policy like that of William III. This
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deployed British money, troops and ships and aimed to

build up alliances to support Maria Theresa in all spheres

of Habsburg influence - the Netherlands, Germany, Italy.

This policy was firmly backed by George II, who had an experi-

ence and knowledge of continental affairs much greater than

most of his ministers and was deeply interested, as he always

was, in foreign policy. Also in his mind were the concerns

of his beloved German electorate, where, except in wartime,

he spent as much time as possible every summer. Already,

in face of the French victories of 1741, the king had nego-

tiated a humiliating convention of neutrality for his Hanov-
erian dominions which directly conflicted with British policy.

The convention was quickly repudiated, but at the cost of

promises of British help in the defence of Hanover.

Carteret's policy had some success. The Austrian cam-
paigns of 1742 brought a dramatic deterioration in French
fortunes in Germany, while the Treaty of Breslau, guaran-

teed by Britain, was negotiated between Austria and Prussia.

At the zenith of the policy in 1743, the allied army, under
the personal command of George II, won its own victory

over the French at Dettingen, on the Main, while the Treaty

of Worms brought Maria Theresa a very useful new ally,

Sardinia. But not all was well. Carteret failed to detach the

new Emperor, Charles Albert of Bavaria, from the French,

who also reactivated the Family Compact with Bourbon
Spain. Other British ministers were far from happy with the

scale of British activities, not least because the expense was

difficult to defend in parliament. The opposition were able

to suggest that British interests - as distinct from those of

their allies - would be much better defended by strictly

limited continental commitments, or even by concentration

solely on war by sea.

The reversal of French successes in 1742 - which made
help to Austria seem much less necessary - gave the opposi-

tion the first issue on which to focus this debate. In the

summer of that year, the ministers had to agree to take

16,000 Hanoverian troops into British pay in order to avoid

a reduction of the Hanoverian war effort. This move gave

force to allegations in the press that British interests were
being subordinated to those of its foreign monarch^^ - a

charge which had been a standard 'country' accusation since

the 1690s. The issue also tapped deep springs of popular
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distaste for the Hanoverian monarchs and their Whig poli-

ticians, which George II's frumpish court and personality, his

well-known obsession with routine and his volatile temper,

did nothing to allay. As Pulteney (by then Earl of Bath)

warned Newcastle in September, the ministers were giving

their opponents a potent new issue on which to focus public

disillusion.^^

Caught up in the power of this feeling, Pitt was given an
issue on which he emerged as a speaker of first-rank import-

ance. He took the lead in the Commons as the issue burst

into view at the opening of parliament in November 1742.

Then, according to Richard Grenville, 'Pitt spoke like 10,000

angels' against Britain's payment of Hanoverian troops.^^ A
little later, the particular virulence he brought to the argu-

ment was shown when he argued that the hiring of troops

was but another instance of the way in which 'this great, this

powerful, this formidable kingdom is considered only as a

province to a despicable electorate'. Such reckless personal

venom could only compound his offence to the king and
extend it to his heir - the Prince of Wales had already said

that 'Pitt might as well have spit in his face as spoke as he
did'.^^

Pitt's part in these foreign policy debates early in 1743

won him a new kind of notice. To one back-bencher (who
had been in the House since 1734), on this 'infamous job

of the H[anove]r t[roo]ps' Pitt stood out as 'in the opinion

of several as well as me ... a greater man than any I have

ever sat with', one who 'if he preserves his integrity will be

transmitted to posterity in the most illustrious of charac-

ters'. To others, he was beginning to 'speak like a man of

business', and as one 'who does not intend to be under any

one'.^^ Most significant was the opinion given to Henry
Pelham by Sir Robert Walpole (now Lord Orford) , that Pitt

might be included on Pelham 's first Treasury Board. 'Pitt is

thought able and formidable', he wrote; 'try him and show
him. '^2

The Hanoverian issue was vigorously taken up in the press

from December 1742, in close collusion with opposition poli-

ticians like Chesterfield, who took the lead in the Lords, and
the Earl of Marchmont (one of the Scottish peers dismissed

after the excise crisis) . Cobham maintained his behind-scenes

role as 'the secret life and spirit of the party' in animus
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against Carteret. Carteret's successes in 1743 encouraged
the accusation that the threat of France was being exagger-

ated in Hanoverian interests. The press campaign rose

to a climax in October and November.^^ In October, Ches-

terfield concluded that, to exploit the strains becoming evid-

ent in the administration, '[a] 11 we have to do ... is to

prepare for battle' in parliament and 'to blow the Hannover
flame to the height'.

Once again Pitt spearheaded the attack in parliament,

probing these strains with a new sharpness of political pur-

pose. He claimed that Hanoverian influence had hampered
and distorted Britain's war effort, putting the king in dan-

ger of losing the affections of his people. At the same time,

'Lord Carteret was severely reflected upon, and styled . . .

an execrable, a sole minister, who had renounced the Brit-

ish nation'. At the battle of Dettingen, Pitt said, the king

had been 'hemmed in by German officers, and one English

minister without an English heart'. Pitt's strong language

was widely noted.^^ His attack went on throughout the session.

In January, Carteret was berated as 'a Hanover troop minis-

ter', while 'the amiable part of the Administration' was urged
to give up policies 'which only tend to advance another's

power in the closet'. Later still, Pitt charged Carteret with

establishing 'a Prerogative Administration'.^^ Although Pitt's

extremism sometimes antagonized potential supporters, the

opposition attack achieved some high votes damaging to

the administration.^^

There was more to Pitt's attack than rhetoric. Behind the

detailed criticisms of the campaigns, he was developing an
alternative policy that would recognize Britain's interests in

Europe but not strain the country's resources as the long

war of Anne's reign had done: a limited commitment, to

the defence of some but not all of Maria Theresa's territor-

ies and to an alliance against France only at the request of,

and in concert with, other powers. Much of this was well-

established argument; much was closely paralleled in discus-

sions in the press.^^ However, as Pitt developed his case, the

question of British troops in the army in Flanders divided

the opposition. In December 1742, when the opposition

reversed their support for the troops, Pitt had rejected the

charge of inconsistency on the grounds that what had been
a request for money and auxiliary troops had become an
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'aggressive' policy of committing British troops.^^ Now he
and Lyttekon, with Chesterfield and Marchmont, refused to

oppose the continuation of British troops in Flanders, while

others, including Cobham and the Grenvilles, reverted to

the traditional line of opposing any British commitment
except possibly by subsidies. The issue was bitterly argued
out in an opposition meeting at the Fountain Tavern on 10

January 1744. The next day, in the Commons, the divisions

became clear when Pitt and Lyttelton stuck to their agree-

ment to vote against continuing the British troops, but

did not speak. A week later, in attacking the vote for the

Hanoverians, Pitt carefully distinguished this question from
the wider issue of intervention on the continent. Other
opposition speakers did not.^^ The bitter chronicler of these

differences, the poet and political intriguer Richard Glover,

attributed Pitt's views to his hopes of office. Pitt himself

offered three not entirely consistent explanations: that 'the

nation being involved in a war, the ministry ought not to be
disarmed'; that the ministry was not now supporting a 'war

of acquisition', but seeking peace; and that there was a need
'to keep up sufficient strength on the continent to oppose
France '.^^ Only the last argument was fully consonant with

his emerging policy of limited intervention.

Within weeks, another dramatic change in the fortunes of

war gave force to this last justification as Marshal Saxe led

a French army into the Netherlands. French preparations

for an invasion of Britain with possible Jacobite collusion

became obvious. In March, war between Britain and France

was formally declared. As these threats emerged, Pitt per-

sisted with his more moderate line. He firmly declared his

loyalty, warmly supported an increase of the army and navy,

and dissociated himself from Tory protests at various moves
againstJacobites.^^ Nor did he always join other Cobhamites
in opposition moves.^*^ These new hints of moderation were
far from universally recognized; to many Pitt was still the

hot young firebrand - who appeared to support an enquiry

into the state of the navy 'in the most indecent manner '.^^

Nevertheless, his sustained efforts in this session^^ reinforced

his claim to be recognized as a leading parliamentary speaker

with some independence of his aristocratic patrons.

Furthermore, these efforts made him a much more cred-

ible contender for office. More immediately, they apparently
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took their toll. Pitt spent most of the parliamentary recess

at Bath, crippled by the first major attack of the complex
'gout', possibly associated with depression, which was to

afflict him all his life.^^ Incapacitation struck at a crucial

time. Over the summer, the course of the war heightened divi-

sions in the ministry. The French invasion threat was foiled by

the weather, but Saxe's advance in the Netherlands, although

stalled, was not reversed, while the situation worsened in

Germany and Italy. The previous year, as the ineffectiveness

of Carteret's expensive schemes made them even less justi-

fiable to parliament, the Pelhams had made intermittent

overtures to opposition peers, especially Chesterfield and
Cobham, in which Pitt played an occasional subordinate

role in bringing the parties together.^^ Now the Pelhams saw

their chance to break Carteret. In November, they demanded
his dismissal. In three weeks of negotiations the opposition

peers chose to support the Pelhams, not Carteret (who had
recently become Earl Granville). The king was forced to

submit. In place of a dozen or so of Granville's and Bath's

'new Whigs', enough of the opposition were brought in to

create the appearance, at least, of the 'broad-bottom' adminis-

tration they had long desired. The 'new allies' included a few

Tories, Lyttelton, and the second Grenville brother, George
- who had joined the Cubs in parliament with another

brother, James, in 1742, and whose steady conscientious-

ness was already making him more active than Richard.^^

The Pelhams had forced the king to recognize the need
for ministers able and willing to defend policies in parlia-

ment. Yet the king won on one count. Pitt was the only

leading Whig excluded. During the negotiations, Pitt made
no difficulties. Indeed, unlike Cobham, who at first irascibly

resisted any deal with Walpole's heirs, he had been one of

the majority in an opposition committee which voted not to

insist on policy stipulations.^^ But, with the king grudging

about any changes, there was no hope that he would accept

the most vitriolic of opposition speakers in the office Pitt

chose to press for, that of Secretary at War. This was not

only an important office of second rank, but also one which
required much attendance on the king on matters in which
he took a keen interest. Pitt had to go along with the opposi-

tion peers in their acceptance of the Pelhams' assurances

that they would attempt to mollify the king in time.
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In fact, for the moment, Pitt acquiesced readily.^^ There
can be no doubt that he wanted office - while his choice of

office suggests a high estimation of his bargaining power^^
His complaisance was perhaps the result of continuing ill-

ness. The ensuing parliamentary session was to see the first

of his many appearances 'with the mien and apparatus of an
invalid', leaning on his crutch,^^ and he spoke very little.

But that session also confirms a more probable reason for

acquiescence - that he continued to see his future with the

Pelhams rather than with the remnants of the old or with

Granville's new opposition.

Certainly, in the new session, which was remarkably peace-

ful, Pitt amply demonstrated his potential usefulness as a

government spokesman. His two recorded speeches helped
to hold together the still fragile 'broad-bottom' alliance on
difficult issues of foreign policy. On 23 January, he 'made a

very strong and much admired speech' - indeed a striking

overview of recent policy - defending the proposal of an
increased number of troops for Flanders on the grounds
(once again) that the administration's measures had sub-

stantially changed. No longer were they abetting Austria, he
said, in 'romantic schemes' of acquisition, but were directed

(in concert with the Dutch) to limited objectives and peace.

Lambasting Granville and praising Pelham in equal meas-

ure, he declared his belief that 'a dawn of salvation to the

country had broken forth'. On 18 February, despite his

former bitter hostility to the Hanoverian troops (who were
no longer to be employed by Britain), he defended as 'a

meritorious and popular measure' the ruse of granting

increased aid to Maria Theresa so that she could pay for at

least half of them. With 'all the art and temper imaginable',

he smoothed some prickly Old Corps feelings raised by his

speech. Both measures passed with negligible opposition.

And, unlike other members of the former opposition whether

now in office or not, Pitt in this session took no advantage

of several other opportunities to embarrass the administra-

tion. Particularly when, in March, he regularized his breach

with the Prince of Wales by at last resigning his household
post, Pitt's commitment to the Pelhams seemed clear.

They responded with warm gratitude for his 'fulminating

eloquence '.^^ But their appreciation was not likely to bring

Pitt to office while, all through 1745, the king remained

34



WAR AND THE PATH TO OFFICE, 1742-46

manifestly hostile to them, continuing to favour a greater

commitment to the war in Europe than they recommended
and remaining open to the influence of Granville as informal

'minister behind the curtain'7^ Meanwhile, the war situa-

tion deteriorated on all fronts, particularly in the Nether-

lands, relieved only temporarily by news in July of the fall

to a colonial force of Louisburg, the French fortress con-

trolling the mouth of the St Lawrence. That same month
brought the worst news of all: of the landing of Charles

Edward, the Young Pretender, James IFs grandson, in Scot-

land. The long-held fear of a Jacobite rebellion rapidly

became a threatening reality as he advanced unchecked
through Scotland into England by November. The possib-

ility of a further French invasion attempt to support him
could not be discounted. The administration, badly served

by its Scottish managers, was caught unprepared. Their stand-

ing with the king plummeted further, while the Duke of

Cumberland, the king's younger and much more able son,

who, at 23, had just assumed command of the allied army
in Flanders, was recalled with his troops to meet the threat.

In these dire circumstances, parliament, recalled in Octo-

ber, earlier than usual, was likely to be unpredictable. The
administration could rely on a certain degree of loyal re-

sponse; on the other hand, there would be awkward issues

for opponents to seize on.^^ Pitt, fully active again, had the

chance to demonstrate his value to the Pelhams more force-

fully. He sought judiciously to advertise his own loyalty and
concern for proper measures; at the same time he attempted

to embarrass the ministry and exploit its divisions with-

out completely alienating the Pelhams. Thus he opposed
as untimely an amendment to the address calling for the

'patriot' remedies of shorter parliaments and elections free

from influence, but on 23 October he moved for the recall

of the remaining British troops in Flanders to meet the

threat of rebellion. This motion was clearly opportunistic:

most of the troops were already under orders to return and
it was obviously unwise to advertise this possibility to the

French.^^ But the motion, seen by some as 'very respectful',

appealed to the House and was defeated by only eight votes.

Five days later, Pitt attempted to exploit the shortcomings

of the administration's Scottish officeholders, who were

supporters of Granville, by seconding a motion, of which
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Pelham was forewarned, for an enquiry into the causes of

the rebellion. This time, a comfortable majority saw the

motion as premature. And Pitt also helped to agitate the

deeply divisive issue of the rank to be given to officers serv-

ing in the controversial private regiments to be raised by
noblemen.

This pressure, applied with the obvious sympathy of the

Cobhamites in office, secured approaches from the Pelhams.

For the first time Pitt negotiated on his own behalf, initially

with Pelham on 25 October and then as part of a larger

group of Pelhamite and 'new ally' peers on 16 November.
He signalled a new independence by taking a tough stance,

laying down three popular 'patriot' conditions at the initial

meeting. The first two - 'constitutional bills', particularly a

place bill to exclude lower-ranking army and navy officers

from parliament (a strange comment on Pitt's own experi-

ence), and the removal of remaining Granville supporters -

were acceptable enough to the Pelhams but would, if pressed,

have only exacerbated their relations with the king. Negoti-

ations broke down chiefly on the third, the very fully debated

demand for a major redirection of war policy towards acting

only as 'auxiliaries' on the continent, with strictly limited

help to the Dutch, and concentrating 'as principals' on mari-

time conflict with the Bourbons.^^

Pitt now stepped up his pressure in parliament. This new
stage in his views on the war - 'his favourite notion of a

maritime war', as Newcastle was soon calling it^^ - was
brought into the open on 21 November. Then, without

notice this time, he moved an address to the king to aug-

ment the navy. In a striking speech notable for its abuse of

Pelham, he claimed '[w]e are designed by [nature] for a

maritime power. Experience sufficiently confirms . . . when
we endeavour to exert our strength by sea we become the

dread of the world when by land the contempt of it.' He
dwelt on the advantages to trade to east and west that the

success of the last campaign by sea had brought, in contrast

to that by land, drawing attention particularly to the fall

of Louisburg.^^ In normal circumstances, such a rousing

appeal to 'the natural way of exerting our strength' would
have won much support. Now, however, the thin House
readily accepted Pelham 's argument that, as Horace Walpole
put it, ' [s]hips built a year hence' were little use 'to suppress
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an army of Highlanders, now marching through England'.^

There were even larger majorities against Pitt when he
pressed for the recall of cavalry from Flanders, and again

when, following the announcement of the arrival in Eng-

land of Hessian troops, he attempted to exploit the usual

unpopularity of foreign mercenaries. With rebellion ramp-
ant in the north, not even the Tories would risk the taint of

disloyalty.

It was obvious to all now that Pitt was 'ravenous for the

place of secretary at war'; he was within reach of securing

his ambitions in some form. But this unfathomable beha-

viour seemed deliberately to have flagged away his chances.

With a mere 40 or so votes in the House, he had, it seemed,

'nothing left but his words, and his haughtiness, and his

Lytteltons and his Grenvilles' against 'the whole royal fam-

ily, all the Cabinet Council, and both Houses of Parliament

in a matter that concerned all Europe'; he seemed to have

made impossible the compromises necessary to gain office.

T cannot decypher Pitt's behaviour', exclaimed Chesterfield,

who wondered whether he intended 'setting himself at the

head of a Party, however small, independent of us'.^^

Pitt's demonstration of independence had indeed been
carried too far. Pelham might not fully agree with the king

that Pitt's defeats in the House made negotiation unneces-

sary,^^ but he made no further approaches. It was Pitt who
had to change tack. Early in the new year, as the Young Pre-

tender retreated to Scotland, a French invasion failed to

materialize, and the situation abroad improved, Pitt renewed
contact indirectly through the Duke of Bedford, a powerful

young peer of patriot inclinations who hadjoined the adminis-

tration in 1744 as First Lord of the Admiralty. Pitt expressed

only 'an inclination to know our foreign scheme', handed
over negotiations to Cobham and became co-operative again

in the Commons. Newcastle approached Cobham, who ac-

cepted the 'foreign scheme', and agreement was reached

on further places for Cobhamites. But once again the king

absolutely refused to consider Pitt as Secretary at War. Pitt

complaisantly withdrew his claims.^°

Then, however, in mid-February, the issue of Pitt's pre-

ferment as part of a deal to secure the Cobhamites was

swallowed up in the much larger problem of the king's

intensifying hostility, as the crisis of 1745 passed, towards his
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ministers and their policy of seeking matching commitments
from the Dutch to the war in the Netherlands. Now, with

the worst of the crisis over, the Pelhams and their Old Corps
supporters enforced their protest at the king's attitude with

quite unprecedented mass resignations. When an attempt

to form an alternative ministry around Bath and Granville

(Pulteney and Carteret of old) failed within days, the Pelhams
insisted, as one part of the extensive terms for their return,

that the king should 'perfect the scheme' for giving 'hon-

ourable employment' to Pitt.^^ The employment he was
offered, however, was not as Secretary at War, but, first, the

sinecure office ofJoint Vice-Treasurer for Ireland, and then,

when the chance arose in May, that of Paymaster General -

an office which required no attendance on the king.

ARRIVAL

The Pelhams' stand ended the political uncertainty that had
followed Walpole's resignation with victory for his heirs and
his 'system' for making parliamentary monarchy work. By
successfully insisting that the king should be seen to give his

confidence to the ministers who took responsibility for his

measures and could secure parliamentary support for them,

the stand elucidated an important corollary to that system.

The obverse was total defeat for Granville - the courtly fav-

ourite who had claimed 'give any man the Crown on his

side and he can defy^ everything'^^ - and apparent humilia-

tion for the king. The victory went to those with superior

judgement of political realities. However, while it confirmed
practical limits that had long existed on the king's freedom
of action, within those limits it did not alter his political

influence - as Pitt's career was to continue to demonstrate.

From 1743, Pitt had attached his prospects to the Pelham-
ite Whigs, in the process muting his 'patriotism' and aban-

doning contact with Tories. He benefited from their final

victory. He was not essential to it; but satisfying him could

make the administration's task in parliament easier, and
Henry Pelham's instincts were for inclusiveness, at least of

Whigs. So, Pelham held in May, Pitt 'must be had, and
kept', even at the risk of surprise to members of the now
resurgent Old Corps that 'Mr Pitt should be thought on for
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ARRIVAL

SO high and so lucrative an employment' as that of Paymas-

ter.^^ Pitt thus became a politician in his own right. The
breach with Cobham, which had been incipient since 1744
as Pitt tested his independence, was soon open; Cobham's
irascible inflexibility had become a liability; the other Cubs
were Pitt's loyal allies.^^

Pitt had demonstrated his usefulness chiefly by his role in

opposition. At first that role was largely shaped by his patrons;

perhaps even in the early 1740s he was still influenced by

Cobham's inveterate hostility to Carteret and Hanoverian
troops. But, having discovered his abilities, his political ambi-

tion grew. The issues of war and political instability opened
opportunities. Pitt did not create the skilfully orchestrated

anti-Hanoverian outcry; he did not as yet appreciate the

potency of its out-of-doors aspect; but by 1743 it had enabled
him to emerge as the chief opposition spokesman in the

Commons. Now he was clearly playing for office.

However, in exploiting the possibilities of opposition, Pitt's

politicaljudgement was marred by an extremism which often

deterred likely allies^^ and was most obvious in his gratuitous

and costly offensiveness to the king. Without the divisions

at court, he could have continued to fulminate impotently

in opposition. He was further weakened by that reluctance

to build political alliances - with Chesterfield, for example,

or the young Duke of Bedford - which was becoming appar-

ent in these years. Bolingbroke found him 'supercilious',

Cobham thought him 'narrow . . . and a little too dogmatical',

Chesterfield perspicaciously commented that 'he has neither

love nor hate in his disposition'.^^ And the final process

of coming to office made apparent the limits that still con-

strained his independence: he had to give up his policy

stipulations, hand over his case to peers, and endure the

denial of his chosen office by the king. It was not easy to

break unconnected into the narrow circle of aristocrats who
controlled political power in mid-eighteenth-century Britain.

After youthful extravagances in support of the Prince of

Wales, Pitt had made foreign policy his chief concern, show-

ing only an intermittent interest in the domestic aspects

of opposition campaigns. The issues of these years gave

him a rapid education in the demands of Britain's recently

acquired great-power status. He had shown himself, on a

number of occasions, capable of surveys of foreign affairs
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of some power and insight which insisted on the para-

mountcy of British interests, particularly in reducing the

'exorbitant' power of France. He seems, however, not yet

to have reached any consistent conclusions on how this

end could be achieved. He had shared the quite unrealistic

opposition expectations about war with Spain in the New
World, but his reiterated complaints against Walpole were far

more concerned with supposed mismanagement of Euro-

pean affairs. In the early 1740s he had certainly propounded
a limited defensive role for Britain in Europe in opposition

to Carteret's grand schemes. No doubt his vigorous stands

won some reputation as a 'patriot' - in 1744, Sarah, dowager
Duchess of Marlborough, had bequeathed him £10,000

'upon account of his merit in the noble defence he has

made of the laws of England, and to prevent the ruin of his

country'.^^ But Pitt vacillated over how Britain's role might
be exercised, whether by mere auxiliary aid or the com-
mitment of British troops; the call for greater concentration

on maritime war - a 'blue-water' policy - came only late in

1745 after the fall of Louisburg. He was as perplexed as

anyone, it seems, by the difficulties created for Britain -

especially for the 'old system' of alliance with Austria and
the Dutch which had served British interests since 1689 - by

the rise of Prussia, the consequent shift in Austrian priorities

to Germany and the decline of the United Provinces.

To some extent, these changes in emphasis could be

defended as well-considered responses to the changing for-

tunes of the continental war - initially wildly fluctuating and
then increasingly gloomy, as the Netherlands became the

focus of British concern. But at least equally obvious is their

adaptation to Pitt's political need to demonstrate his value

as an ally. It is tempting to conclude that his aim was prim-

arily a share of power, not a redirection of it. Now he had
at last achieved this aim, at a similar age to Walpole and
Pelham when they were given second-rank office. What
prospects lay before him?
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Chapter 2

DORMANT VOLCANO? PITT
AND THE PELHAMS, 1746-57

PELHAMITE POLITICS

The securing of the Pelham administration in February 1 746

brought with it a period of unusual ministerial and par-

liamentary stability. With the essential, albeit initially reluct-

ant, support of the king assured, Henry Pelham had at last

effectively reconstructed the bases of power which Walpole
had enjoyed, while reuniting with the Old Corps most of

the dissident Whigs. But the seeming calm was all too brief,

lasting only until Pelham's premature death in March 1754.

Pitt's career, too, entered a more settled phase. He was
now more firmly committed than ever to the Pelhams. The
cost - further muting of the patriot stances which had so

potently tapped public disillusionment with post-Walpolean

politics - was soon dramatically demonstrated. In mid-April,

to Newcastle's ecstatic delight,^ Pitt defended the year's vote

to employ Hanoverian troops as warmly as he had previously

attacked them - and endured some not very damaging public

obloquy, with pointed barbs from some hostile observers.^

Yet Pitt and the other Cubs seemed more than content. Ches-

terfield might predict further difficulties from them but early

in March Henry Fox reported a very amicable 'coalition din-

ner at Pelhams'.^ Indeed, once Pitt became Paymaster General

in May, he had all that he could reasonably expect as a first

step. By then, the main lines of his role for the next eight

years were established. In office of second rank - and some-
times now seriously handicapped by his apparently chronic

ill health - he was to be at times a significant parliament-

ary spokesman for government foreign policy, often at the
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expense of his earlier stands. Complaisance, however, brought
no further advance.

Henry Pelham was a worthy successor to Sir Robert
Walpole, his gifts complementing those of his mentor. With
Walpole's precedent of the management of power under
the Hanoverians behind him, he could afford to give full

rein to his instinct for conciliation. Even Granville came back
into office in 1751 to the non-executive position of Lord
President. With Pelham's equable temperament went con-

siderable skills which ensured some constructive achieve-

ments, notably in financial management and reduction of the

burden of debt. These won wide acknowledgement among
MPs and, combined with a command of extensive patron-

age, melded the Old Corps into cohesive support for the

now established Whig ideal of service to the Crown. Given

the longevity of his brother, Newcastle, Pelham might well

have gone further in recognition and control of new forces

and issues in politics, both foreign and domestic, managing
more smoothly than turned out to be the case the transition

from the reign of George II to the era of George III and
North.'

Opposition was greatly muted. In face of the hostility of

the Old Corps and the king to the Tories - and despite the

great upsurge of loyalty during the Forty-Five^ which might
have prompted some reconciliation - the broad-bottom

experiment was not persisted with. So the Tories remained
in opposition. Their numbers in parliament were further

reduced in the 1747 election and they lacked consistent

leadership. Attempts at alliance with them by the Prince of

Wales from 1747 gave opposition greater purchase, espe-

cially as the king was in his late sixties. But the prince was

politically inept and was caught by surprise by the early

election of 1747, while Pelham's careful control of poten-

tially divisive issues further weakened the opposition, even

before the prince's sudden death in March 1751 robbed it

of its figurehead. After 1751, Horace Walpole could justly

remark that in 'the memory of England there never was so

inanimate an age: it is more fashionable to go to church

than to either House of Parliament'.^

Thus most political tensions in the Pelham years arose

from personal strains within the administration, often over

the still crucial issues of foreign policy - issues which Pitt's

48



PELHAMITE POLITICS

parliamentary activity had already identified as his major
interest. Newcasde, with more than two decades of experience

in the office behind him, was now the dominant Secretary

of State. His fussy anxieties, timorous, almost pathological

insecurity and constant need for reassurance - notorious

to contemporaries and, through his voluminous papers, to

generations of historians - disguised solid competence, con-

scientious hard work, good nature and skill in management
of men. His personality compounded differences with his

brother over policy by inventing a host of imagined slights.

Pelham, too, was sensitive to the constant complaints. How-
ever, fraternal affection and the soothing skills of Lord
Chancellor Hardwicke kept the tensions from coming to an
open breach. Hardwicke was the third major figure in the

administration, an able, eloquent lawyer of considerable repu-

tation whose cool, sensible political judgement, while not

profound, made him an essential ally of Newcastle through-

out their long political dominance. Newcastle's quarrels with

fellow Secretaries he found insufficiently submissive created

further tensions. Chesterfield, the first to be eased out of

office, in 1748, might disavow further politicking, but his

successor, the much younger Duke of Bedford, a leading

Whig peer, went into open opposition with his ally, the Earl

of Sandwich, when forced out in 1751.

More serious frictions were created by the rising influ-

ence of the king's able younger son, the Duke of Cumber-
land, made Captain-General of the army by his father while

still in his twenties and thus given an inevitable voice in

foreign policy even if he could win victories nowhere else

than at CuUoden. This voice was generally not sympathetic

to Newcastle, while both Pelham and Newcastle were uneasy

about Cumberland's possibly exorbitant ambition. The king

did more to exacerbate than to settle these tensions. Bed-

ford was drawn into Cumberland's circle as his differences

with Newcastle grew, while in Henry Fox, after his reluct-

ant acceptance of the post of Secretary at War in 1746,

Cumberland had an increasingly loyal and effective polit-

ical lieutenant. Fox, an ex-Tory of already dubious personal

reputation for his sexual and gaming exploits, had entered

parliament at the same time as Pitt but, choosing to support

the administration, had become one of 'Walpole's whelps', a

minor officeholder from 1 737 and a firm and valued Pelhamite
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from 1742.^ The counterpoint of his career with that of

Pitt was soon to become increasingly obvious as both sought

to fish in the administration's sometimes troubled waters.

The reinforced administration had to cope first with a

war situation which was increasingly gloomy, particularly in

the Netherlands, so vital to British interests, where French
success continued unabated. Peace negotiations, begun in

August 1746, were prolonged in hope of better things, but

by 1748 the fall of the United Provinces to the French seemed
likely. Naval victories for Britain off the Spanish and French
coasts in May and October 1747 pre-empted another inva-

sion threat and gave Britain control of the Atlantic and the

Channel - but too late to allow the highly popular capture

of Louisburg to be capitalized on by the Canada expedition

projected in 1746. So, in October 1748 the Peace of Aix-

la-Chapelle was at last concluded largely on the basis of a

return to the status quo ante bellum. Louisburg was exchanged,

in part for Madras, which had fallen to the French East

India Company in 1746, but even more for the French evacu-

ation of the Netherlands - but Pelham's adroit early general

election helped to defuse dissatisfaction. Not until 1750, in

the Treaty of Madrid, were the Anglo-Spanish commercial
disputes out of which war had begun in 1739 settled.

France's challenge to the post-Utrecht balance of power
had been checked, but no fundamental issues had been
resolved. In Europe, the Peace recognized the acquisition

of Silesia by France's ally, Prussia, and gains by Bourbon
Spain in Italy. Frictions in Franco-Spanish relations were

small compensation for the manifest weakness of Britain's

'old system' of alliance with Austria and the Dutch. Beyond
Europe, Anglo-Spanish disputes slipped into the background,

but unresolved conflicts with France were intensifying all

round the world. The clash of Companies in India, where
French successes reached their height in 1750, might not

yet excite much interest from government or public. Dis-

putes over 'neutral' West Indian islands and border con-

flicts in North America were a different matter. The capture

of Louisburg, particularly, had heightened awareness of the

importance of the rapidly growing North American colonies

to Atlantic trade, the most dynamic sector of British com-
merce. Yet, unchecked by either the government-sponsored

military settlement at Halifax in Nova Scotia in 1749 or the
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negotiations of impotent commissioners appointed accord-

ing to the peace terms, the French advanced their scheme
to link the Great Lakes and Louisiana by a series of forts

along the waterways, beginning on the Ohio and threaten-

ing to hem in the thirteen British colonies.

While Henry Pelham responded to the Peace with per-

haps unwisely drastic financial retrenchment to reduce the

burden of debt, foreign policy was effectively if not entirely

in the hands of Newcastle, who in 1751 at last found a

sufficiently pliable fellow Secretary in the Earl of Holderness.

Newcastle recognized the significance of the conflicts be-

yond Europe;^ but he also recognized that they could not

be tackled unless France's power to threaten British interests

in Europe was controlled, and he was naturally influenced

by the king's continuing concern for Hanover and suffi-

ciently a continentalist to become preoccupied with settling

the French threat there.^ Seeking to revivify the 'old sys-

tem', he was drawn increasingly into a grandiose scheme to

secure the election of Maria Theresa's son, Joseph, as King
of the Romans and thus virtually guaranteed successor to

his father, elected Emperor in 1745. While soundly con-

ceived as an effort to bring peace to a crucial area, the

scheme proved immensely complicated in execution and
eventually ended in failure, even to the extent of alienating

Austria and leaving Hanover open to Prussian attack. Mean-
while, Pelham (with others) became alarmed at the consider-

able costs and the suspicions of subordination to Hanoverian
interests which the scheme aroused.

PITT: PAYMASTER AND PARLIAMENTARLVN, 1746-54

Office as Paymaster gave Pitt some insight into eighteenth-

century administration. His duties involved issuing the sums
voted to pay regimental soldiers, the Chelsea military pen-

sioners and army contractors, and remitting to their Lon-

don agents the subsidies voted to foreign rulers. Pitt might
well have left these duties largely to his deputy, as did some
of his predecessors. Instead, he gave them energetic if hardly

innovative attention - though whether more so than one of

the calibre of Henry Pelham, Paymaster from 1730 to 1743,
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it is impossible to say.^^ In the longer run, Pitt showed some
concern for the proper use of public money - and some
humanity - by his successful bill of 1754, providing for

payments in advance rather than arrears to the Chelsea

pensioners which relieved them from the grip of money-
lenders/^ In the shorter term, he refused to accept the

customary perquisites of office: the investment for personal

benefit of the huge balances paid over by the Treasury well

before they had to be expended, and the one-quarter per

cent of foreign subsidies which usually went to the Paymas-

ter. Pelham, too, had refused these perquisites. But others,

notably Henry Fox, deliberately sought the office for the

personal fortune that could be made from it. From Pitt's cor-

respondence with deputies abroad, especially with Thomas
Orby Hunter in 1747, he was kept informed about the mil-

itary situation. He seems quickly to have won the respect of

his subordinates and with one. Peregrine Furze, established

a relationship of some warmth, even to the extent of Furze's

reporting on the welfare of Pitt's wife, 'Lady Esther', in

1755.^^

Pitt had been given office not for administrative ability

but for his far more publicly visible parliamentary skills. Yet

the administration had no lack of capable parliament-men.

Pelham himself was a weighty and incisive debater and,

among members of Pitt's generation, Henry Fox was a ser-

ious rival if only William Murray, the Solicitor-General, could

match Pitt in compelling oratory while outweighing him in

argument^^ - and Murray, like Fox, had been in office much
longer. Moreover, the Pelhamite quietude made parliament-

ary sessions much less threatening, especially after the gad-

flies of the prince's opposition were silenced in 1751. These
circumstances suggest that perhaps Pitt's silence was more
important to the administration than any political speeches.

Certainly, relatively few such speeches are recorded. Fur-

thermore, Pitt's impetuosity could be a liability to govern-

ment as well as to himself. This impetuosity was still very

evident on a number of election petitions in 1747-8, when,
in the case of his own constituency of Seaford, he earned a

well-deserved public rebuke for treating a petition 'with great

contempt' and turning it into 'a mere jest'.^^

However, Pitt's ostensible wish, somewhat later, to be

released from the 'oar of parliamentary drudgery', together
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with hints of regular attendance, confirm the supposition

that he contributed more to routine parliamentary business

than the sparse records of political occasions allow. More-
over, he could also justly claim to have given his 'most zealous

endeavours in parliament, on the points that laboured the

most', questions of military discipline and foreign affairs.

He took an immediate part against the new opposition and
particularly helped to counter attacks on the annual mutiny
bills which became a feature of the Earl of Egmont's leader-

ship of the Prince of Wales's party.^^ As a second-rank office-

holder Pitt was not of the inner circle of policy makers, but,

on his major interest, foreign affairs, he signalled his acqui-

escence in the administration's policies by both speeches

and silence, despite their variance from his earlier views. On
occasion, most notably in the only session in which he was

particularly active, that of 1751, 'Pitt the Thunderer' could

be so useful as to rank as a major government speaker.

Pitt's deviations from his earlier views in service to the

administration were immediately evident, of course, in his

support for Hanoverian troops in April 1746. This he de-

fended on political grounds: he 'was now with a set of men
with whom he should ever think it an honour to act, and
that he should not act with them falsely, hollowly, or coldly',

he declared; at the same time he was contemptuous of

the opposition, 'putting them on the foot of children and
idiots'. But in February 1750, when taxed with his formerly

more aggressive attitude after he had defended the Peace

as a remarkable achievement 'when our condition and the

situation of our allies was so bad', he frankly admitted his

changed views. He acknowledged 'that upon some former
occasions I have been hurried by the heat of youth, and the

warmth of debate, into expressions which, upon cool reflec-

tion, I have deeply regretted'.

Pitt adopted a similar justification the next year, when he
took the lead in successfully defending the Treaty of Madrid
with Spain against vigorous attack in the address-in-reply

debate. In face of the treaty's abandonment of virtually all

that the opposition to Walpole had demanded of war with

Spain, Pitt 'frankly acknowledged' the 'errors' of his earlier

opinions. 'I was then very young and sanguine', he said. 'I

am now ten years older, and have had time to consider

things more coolly.' He added some substantial if specious
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argument that 'by the conditions of the treaty, British

commerce had acquired greater advantages than had been
enjoyed for many years'. The address was approved by 203
votes to 74.^^

The most fully attested and striking aspect of Pitt's views

on foreign policy in the Pelham years, however, is his whole-

hearted support for Newcastle's European negotiations. In

a lengthy correspondence over the summer of 1750, Pitt com-
plimented Newcastle on having 'advanced the great work of

the election of a King of the Romans far beyond my most
sanguine expectations', although expressing 'the highest satis-

faction' that 'new subsidiary engagements' were confined

to Bavaria only.^^ More to the point for the administration,

in debates in the House in January and February 1751, Pitt

publicly 'made a great panegyric on the Duke of Newcastle's

German negotiations', giving them substantial and cogent

justification. He

applauded the care of his Majesty for the preservation of tran-

quillity; expatiated on the danger, which must arise from a new
vacancy in the imperial throne; and argued that the Bavarian

treaty was justifiable, on every principle of sound policy, as a

proceeding subservient to that end, and to the important pur-

pose of detaching Bavaria from the French interest.

Intervention in European affairs by subsidy arrangements,

even in peacetime, was justifiable, he argued, on grounds
of preservation of the balance of power against France's

attempts at subversion, and the importance of uniting in

the preservation of peace with 'our most proper, our most
natural allies', 'the Dutch, and the empire of Germany'.

By the next year, 1752, the complex electoral negotiations

were running into difficulties. When a further subsidy treaty

with Saxony came before the House in January, Pitt was

privately more cautious about 'foreign expenses, and . . .

entanglements abroad'. But by then he was ill and reser-

vations were expressed publicly only by Richard Grenville,

now Lord Cobham, seen by hostile observers as his 'absolute

creature'. Friendly exchanges with Newcastle over European
policy still went on for some time, and in September 1753

Pitt was happy enough with a projected subsidy treaty with

Russia if savings could be made elsewhere.
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Moreover, Pitt did not continue the emphasis on mari-

time and colonial war he had adopted in late 1745. When
in April 1746 he 'pressed the case jfor a strong navy', he was
simply supporting the promise in the King's Speech of par-

ticular attention to naval war.^^ There is no evidence that

he played any part in the plan to follow up the capture of

Louisburg by an expedition into French Canada or that

he supported its retention in the peace negotiations. New-
castle, rather than Pitt, supported the Canada expedition as

one way to strengthen Britain's position while maintaining

public support for the war.^^ Newcastle, too, was firm on
North American questions through the negotiations of 1746-

48. Pitt showed no interest in continuing public discussion

of these issues, and it was left to Dr George Lee, for the

opposition, to claim in the debate on the address in Nov-
ember 1748 that by proper use of British sea power all the

French colonies in America and the West Indies could

have been conquered.^^ Pitt seems to have been consistently

on the side of those who saw an early peace rather than

attempts to strengthen Britain's position as the only way out

of the gloomy foreign situation. And, although in 1751 he
was to praise Pelham's financial reforms as grounds for hope
'that England would make as great a figure, in a few years,

as it had done in any age',^^ there is nothing to suggest that

he saw any more need than did others in the administration

to do more than hold the peace.

Nor was Pitt particularly assertive over the situation in

North America in the early 1750s. In correspondence with

Newcastle in the summer of 1750, he demanded firm pro-

tests over an incident there in which French officials stirred

up French settlers in British Nova Scotia. But, when Newcas-

tle's replies showed that he had 'not neglected the immedi-
ate interests of Great Britain' in this case, Pitt was apparently

placated, and did not take up Egmont's comments on French

encroachments in North America at the beginning of the

next session of parliament.^^ Nor did he soon return to the

escalating North America issues. Rather, in August 1753,

he was concerned about 'clouds' over 'the calm of Europe',

and in September he indicated 'Dunkirk and the West Indies

as 'our points with France' to be adhered to.^^

Nor was there much consistency in Pitt's attitudes to

Prussia, still France's ally. By this time, he was arguing the
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need for the support of a Russian army to help restrain

Prussia. Earlier, in the last stages of the war and peace nego-

tiations, he, like others in the ministry, had been strongly in

favour of agreement with Prussia in order, as Pitt put it in

December 1747, 'to see Europe pacified, and France con-

tained within some bounds'. But neither when Henry Legge
was sent to Berlin in 1748 nor later did Pitt continue to

press this possible but by no means obviously easy alterna-

tive to the 'old system'.^^

There were powerful political considerations behind Pitt's

warm support for Newcastle's foreign policy. From the 1747
election, he was indebted to Newcastle for his seat in parlia-

ment for Seaford - Thomas Pitt, electoral agent of the Prince

of Wales, had other uses for Old Sarum - and the relation-

ship was warm enough by 1750 for Newcastle to invite Pitt

to open a private correspondence with him when he went
to Hanover with the king and to give Pitt 'full power' to act

for him in his increasingly difficult relations with Pelham.

This invitation led to an extensive correspondence over

the next few months. Pitt naturally hoped to exploit this

opportunity both to improve his relations with the king and
to raise his profile in the administration.^^

However, Pitt also readily granted that experience had
changed his mind over major issues, pointing out that

others, too, had changed theirs. He developed substantial

arguments to support his new views, which make it difficult

to dismiss them as pure sycophancy. The conclusion seems

clear: Pitt's continuing education in and increasing grasp of

the complexities of foreign policy had made him something

of a continentalist by conviction. He had, of course, never

been as committed as Cobham or other Cobhamites to dis-

engagement from Europe, and it is significant that by 1750

he had broken his reportedly close relations with Bedford,

just at the time when Bedford was moving to oppose the

granting of subsidies in peacetime. Certainly, a thread of

concern about expense runs through Pitt's correspondence

with Newcastle; he was perhaps developing some scepticism

about grand schemes, and he kept his conviction that Brit-

ish interests should be paramount. But, equally certainly, he
also argued that involvement in the affairs of the 'empire of

Germany' could serve Britain well.
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Even before the sterling parliamentary service of 'Pitt the

Thunderer' on foreign policy in 1751, Pelham had recog-

nized him as 'the most able and useful man we have amongst
us; truly honourable and strictly honest. He is as firm a

friend to us, as we can wish for, and a more useful one
there does not exist. '^^ However, recognition of service did

not bring Pitt the advancement he might reasonably have

expected. In 1748, it was too early to hope to replace Ches-

terfield as Secretary of State,^^ but by 1750-51 Pitt's obvious

ambition to take Bedford's place was more reasonable.^^

Instead, Pelham, in the same breath as acknowledging Pitt's

usefulness, objected again to a Secretary of State in the Com-
mons as he had in 1748,^^ and, when Bedford finally went in

June, Pitt was again passed over for the much younger Holder-

ness. Holderness, like Bedford - also younger than Pitt but

the holder already of two first-rank offices - had the advan-

tage of being a peer.

By 1750-51 Pitt was renewing contacts with the Prince of

Wales - until they were cut short by the prince's death on
20 March. Just what lay behind these negotiations, which
Pitt conducted together with the other 'Cobhamites' and
probably in collusion with Newcastle, who was also courting

the prince, is far from clear. It was wise to be in touch with

the heir to the throne. Horace Walpole, linking these nego-

tiations with Pitt's unexpected opposition to the decreased

number of seamen, suggested that Pitt intended to go fur-

ther, to the extent of breach with the Pelhams, and take

advantage of the gathering momentum of the prince's

opposition to push once again for advancement 'by storm' in

the Commons.^^ This seems unlikely. Pitt had recently urged
Newcastle to 'cordial intercourse' with his brother, in order

to preserve 'that union which alone can inform and main-

tain a solid system for carrying on our business'. At this very

time, he was zealously defending the administration's foreign

policy and he was soon carefully mending his bridges with

Pelham. For their part, Newcasde sought to soothe the ruffled

feelings of the Old Corps over Pitt's behaviour, while the

next year Pelham proposed an increase to 10,000 seamen.
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reportedly so that 'the Pitts and the Lytteltons' would be
' cajoled'.

More probably, Pitt was driven both to Leicester House
and to much greater parliamentary activity during this ses-

sion by widely shared concern over the growing power of

the Duke of Cumberland and his influence with the king^^

- which gave Pitt good reason to stay with the Pelhams.

Certainly, 'the long-smothered rivalship'^^ between Pitt and
Cumberland's lieutenant, Fox, now became obvious, not only

over the seamen, but also over an unsuccessful bill to facil-

itate the naturalization of foreign Protestants, which Pitt sup-

ported and Fox initially opposed, and most remarkably over

moves to call the MP and former Governor of Minorca,

General Anstruther, to account by parliamentary enquiry for

allegedly vindictive harshness in the conduct of courts mar-

tial. There was some force in Pitt's argument for improve-

ments in courts martial, and he was often to assert in diverse

circumstances the right of parliamentary enquiry (in this

case saying to Pelham after the debate that 'he would never

consent to lop the bough on which he stood'). However,

he pushed his argument with grave indiscretion, not only in

heated exchanges with Fox, but also against Pelham's wishes

and, most importantly, with great offence to the king, who
regarded army affairs as matters of prerogative. This offence

was grossly compounded in debates on the Regency Act,

made necessary with a minor, Frederick's son, George, now
heir to the throne. Pitt, again in competition with Fox, not

only extravagantly bewailed 'the loss of the most patriot prince

that ever lived', he also played offensively on growing pre-

judice against Cumberland by referring to 'dangers' from
'the great person who might have become sole regent' and
gibing at 'any ambitious person' who might, in the future,

'think less of protecting the Crown, than of wearing it!' Well

might Fox exclaim on one occasion, 'He is a better speaker

than I am, but thank God! I have more judgment' .^^

In this session, Pitt was undoubtedly flexing his muscles,

perhaps against Pelham, certainly against Fox and Cumber-
land. However, over the next three years and more, Pitt's pol-

itical activity was seriously constrained by his first prolonged

bout of illness.^^ He remained close, even more obsequious,

to Newcastle, it seems, although their correspondence was

reduced to a trickle.^^ When he returned briefly to parliament
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in November 1753, he supported Pelham's decision to repeal

the Act to facilitate Jewish naturalization, passed in May, over

which an indignant popular outcry had been fanned by the

Bedford group - the one issue that broke the quiet of these

three years.^^ Pitt, like Pelham, supported the repeal on prag-

matic grounds. Yet, as on the 1751 bill on the naturalization

of foreign Protestants, he revealed his tolerant Whig religious

principles by defending the Act for modifying 'our persecut-

ing unchristian laws relating to religion' and regretting that

the 'old High Church persecuting spirit' had taken hold of

the people.

Virtual silence in the House over these three obscure

years had diminished Pitt's chief political strength, his now
mature oratory. Although praised less for substance than

for 'ornamental eloquence', '[b]itter satire' and 'ridicule',

by 1751 he was widely recognized as 'beyond comparison'

(except with the Solicitor-General, William Murray) the best

speaker in the Commons, enjoying an easy supremacy over

all who might challenge him.^^ But oratory alone had not

helped Pitt overcome his greatest political handicap, the

hostility of the king, which Newcastle and Pelham had
manifestly failed to ameliorate. Rather, the king gloated over

Pitt's 'indiscretions'.

Moreover, Pitt continued to provoke the resentment of

the Old Corps.^^ He might have cast his lot with them, but

he was never seen to belong wholeheartedly with them. To
the generally reliable support from the Grenville-Lyttelton

'faction of cousins' Pitt had added a valuable new ally,

Thomas Potter, the able, lively, but dissolute son of the last

Archbishop of Canterbury, a very good speaker. Pitt had
also developed some contacts with another younger polit-

ician, well experienced in office and entrenched in the Old
Corps, Henry Bilson Legge.^^ But such a tiny connection, even

when coupled with oratory and sterling parliamentary ser-

vice, scarcely offset Pitt's handicaps, especially when matched
against the legal and parliamentary service of William Murray
and the experience, debating weight and princely and aris-

tocratic connections of Fox.

And matched they were very soon to be. On 6 March
1754, the political world was thrown into turmoil by the

quite unexpected death of Henry Pelham. In fact, once

Newcastle decided to take the Treasury, an administration
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satisfactory to the king was easily reconstructed. Sir Thomas
Robinson, a holder of household office with diplomatic

experience, joined Holderness as Secretary of State, and
Legge took Pelham's other office of Chancellor of the

Exchequer. The administration, to which Newcastle brought
long experience, conscientiousness and some judgement,
the firm loyalty of the Old Corps and good relations with

the king, promised competence - especially when soon
strengthened by a decisive general election victory, in which
Pitt was once again beholden to Newcastle's patronage, this

time in Aldborough. Whether the ministerial stability Walpole
and Pelham had constructed could be maintained or not

would depend on the containment of divisive issues and on
Newcastle's ability to manage a House of Commons which
had grown used, over more than 30 years, to the presence

in it of the leading minister. Newcastle's pathological lack

of self-confidence was likely to inhibit a working relation-

ship with the able spokesman he needed in the Commons;
even Pelham, after all, had been wary of a Secretary of State

in the Commons as a possible rival. And indeed, so limited

was the initial offer Newcastle made to the most obvious

candidate. Fox, that it was refused, and the 'lead' fell in-

stead to Robinson, a parliamentary lightweight.

Pitt still found advancement elusive. Like Fox, he was of

a similar age to Walpole when he seized the great opening
of his career; unlike Fox, Pitt's fitness for office was thrown in

doubt by his seemingly chronic ill health. He was entirely

passed over in the initial reconstruction, though George Gren-

ville and George Lyttelton got some crumbs of advancement.

Now, however, Pitt was newly determined to press his

case.^^ Serving under someone of Pelham's stature was one
thing - and Pitt was genuinely upset at Pelham's death and
concerned about its public consequences.^^ Being passed

over for Fox and Robinson was quite another. Pitt began
with uncharacteristic caution, born perhaps of awareness of

his weakness. He sought to exploit Newcastle's 'own fears and
resentments' against Cumberland and Fox by negotiation

within the administration. However, despite hints of retire-

ment, his expectations were clear. He wanted 'marks of Royal

favour, one of the connection' - more specifically, himself

either as Chancellor of the Exchequer or Secretary of State

- 'put into the Cabinet, and called to a real participation of
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councils and business'. No longer would he defend pol-

icies he had no share in making. And, in his seemingly

respectful letters to Newcastle and Hardwicke, there was a

growing resentment at the humiliation of the king's 'neg-

ative personal to me' while others were promoted, and an
unwillingness to wait any longer in the 'general hope' that

it might eventually be removed. ""^^ Well aware of his group's

parliamentary service to the administration, he ominously

reminded Newcastle that 'the inside of the House must be
considered in other respects besides merely numbers, or

the reins of government will soon slip or be wrested out of

any minister's hands'. And there were half-formed hints of

alternative strategies for his own advancement - remarks

that, if 'royal favour' did not give it, 'consideration' in the

House could also come from 'weight in the country, some-
times arising from opposition to public measures' and reit-

erated professions of 'attachment' not only to the 'King's

government' but also to 'the future plan under the Princess'

(mother of the Prince of Wales) .^^

The test of Newcastle's arrangements came when the new
parliament assembled in November 1754. Soon Pitt was show-

ing his old brilliant form. In uneasy partnership with Fox
born of shared dissatisfaction,*"^ he took advantage of debates

on election petitions and the army vote to show up Robin-

son's inadequacies, embarrass Murray over his Jacobite

past, and (forgetting his own levity of 1747-48) to thunder
rebukes to the House for levity on 'the topics of bribery

and corruption'. He even gibed at Newcastle (his own elec-

toral patron) for seeking to reduce the House merely to

registering 'the arbitrary edicts of one too powerful a subjecf.^^

Newcastle had recently told the Sardinian envoy in London
that only Pitt could manage the government's affairs. Yet

Fox rather than Pitt was bought off in December with the

offer of a cabinet place, while Pitt was threatened with dis-

missal.*"^ Pitt went on alone to incipient 'patriot' stands later

in the session, with 'spirited declamations for liberty' which
attracted some attention but were no real embarrassment to

the administration.^^

Still preoccupied with 'his Majesty's irremovable displeas-

ure', Pitt had intended to apply pressure, not to precipitate

a breach with either Newcastle or Fox. However, by late

April, Fox and his patron, Cumberland, had been appointed
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to the Council of Regency to preside over government while

the king was in Hanover, while Pitt's 'state with the King'

had not been brought 'to an explicit point' in further over-

tures from Newcastle. Encouraged by tentative contacts with

Leicester House - where the young Prince of Wales's mother
and the Scots Earl of Bute (recently returned to favour there)

were alarmed at Cumberland's growing influence - Pitt was
provoked to a decisive if ill-considered breach with Fox. By
now his impatience with Newcastle was also reaching break-

ing point.

MARRIAGE, 1754

At this crucial point in his career - at the beginning of

perhaps the most important three years of his life - Pitt's

confidence had been reinforced by a dramatic change in

his personal life. In September 1754, while on his usual

summer sojourns with his friends, he had fallen in love with

Lady Hester, the young sister of the Grenvilles, whom he
had known since girlhood; in October, they were engaged;

the wedding took place on 16 November, 'the day on which
I shall date all the real honour and happiness of poor life'.^^

It was an unusual match, he at 46 twelve years her senior,

both of them old by the standards of any time. However,

their correspondence over many years amply testifies to their

intense mutual devotion and delight in the happy family life

brought by the five children born over the next six years.

Pitt had good reason to be grateful to Hester for joining

'part of her best days to a very shattered part of mine'.^^ The
marriage, greeted ecstatically by all the brothers, initially

strengthened his ties with them, bringing generous financial

support from Richard, now Earl Temple, when Pitt lost office

a year later. It must also have contributed to the surge of

energy that was to drive Pitt over the next seven years of

high achievement. And indeed, without Hester's unstinting

devotion and skills of family management, Pitt's chronic ill

health, financial irresponsibility and personal arrogance might

well have wrecked, rather than merely hampered, his later

career. However, whether that career was in fact enhanced
by unquestioning, cosseting adulation which widened the
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already developing gulf between the public and the private

man is another question.

THE CHANCES OF WAR, 1755-56

As yet, Pitt had not sought to embarrass Newcastle over any
major issue of policy. However, the situation abroad was
deteriorating in ways which provided potentially divisive

issues. In America, disputes with France were coming to a

crisis. In 1754, the defeat of a Virginian force sent to check
the French on the Ohio led to the dispatch of British troops

under General Braddock in December. It was this need for

military measures that brought Cumberland into the cab-

inet, and eventually the regency, which in May 1755 took a

further step towards war when it dispatched a squadron
under Admiral Boscawen to intercept French reinforcements

for America. With Austria and the Dutch less reliable than

ever as allies, over the summer new subsidy treaties were
negotiated with Hesse-Cassel and Russia to discourage French
reprisals on Hanover or the Netherlands in the event of open
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The growing public interest in North America had already

led to parliamentary debate in 1754, but neither Pitt nor
Fox took up the issue. Instead, as Walpole pertinently re-

marked, their warm campaign diverted attention and 'quite

put the Ohio upon an obsolete foot'.^^ Pitt's role in policy

making remained negligible. He was consulted over the send-

ing of troops to America only late in the deliberations of

1754 and his enthusiasm then for vigorous measures was

probably shaped by his mounting distrust of Newcastle.^*"

Not until the late summer of 1755 did issues of foreign

policy have an impact on politics beyond the cabinet. Then,
however, subsidy treaties, with their controversial implica-

tions of expensive continental involvement and subordina-

tion to Hanover, raised major concerns. And the need to

defend them in parliament brought greater urgency to the

question of an effective lead in the Commons.
A 'system for the House of Commons' was the issue in

negotiations with Pitt between July and September 1755.^^

For the first time Pitt clearly stated his terms to Newcastle.

As a condition for active assistance in getting 'the great
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wheels of the machine' of the House moving again, he
demanded not just the call to the cabinet that the king

had reluctantly agreed to, but 'an office of advice as well as of

execution concerning the measures he was expected to sup-

port. Newcastle had no doubt he meant a Secretaryship.^^

About policy, in these conversations Pitt was chary about
any 'general plan for the Continent' or 'subsidiary system',

while concurring in 'a national war' and coming 'roundly

into' the 'maritime and American war'.^^ He was cautious

about further offence to the king to the extent that he
promised - and generally showed - restraint on the issue of

Hanover. Nevertheless, he advanced substantial grounds for

opposition to subsidy treaties, fearing both that they would
be inadequate to defend Hanover and that their cost would
compromise the maritime and American war. He seemed
prepared to accept the Hessian treaty on the grounds that

it was useless anyway, but not the Russian treaty, despite his

earlier support for a similar measure. Yet Legge rather

than Pitt had first begun to exploit the subsidies issue, and
there is little doubt that Pitt could have seen both treat-

ies as acceptable and necessary, had his political objectives

been met.^^ Percipient observers recognized his tactics as

chiefly intended 'colourably to raise the terms for himself '.^^

Undoubtedly he was encouraged by his now openly avowed
connection with Leicester House, where the king's unwel-

come proposal of a marriage for the Prince of Wales had
widened the breach caused by Cumberland's advance.

By late September, Newcastle - not yet 'sufficiently intim-

idated to make any Man a Minister who had frankly told

him, he would not be directed'^"^ - had closed with Fox rather

than Pitt. Fox, it was agreed, should be leader in the House
with full authority and, after he had faced the opening of

parliament, also Secretary of State. Outmanouevred in min-

isterial negotiations, Pitt was forced to other tactics: to con-

tinue, with the help of Leicester House, to build support,

even among the Tories he had excoriated less than a year

before, for a parliamentary opposition and to stand forth as

its leader in November.^^
Then Pitt - 'haughty, defiant, and conscious of injury and

supreme abilities' - magnificently revived on a broad scale

the patriot argument on foreign policy. In the great night-

long address-in-reply debate, Pitt's 'eloquence, like a torrent
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long obstructed, burst forth with more commanding impetu-

osity'. Not only did he attack the subsidies as 'incoherent,

un-British measures', likely to lead to a general war in Europe
and waste away British resources; he also attacked the peace

he had hitherto defended and spoke clearly for a war 'under-

taken for the long injured, long neglected, long forgotten

people of America', a war in British interests to be fought

by 'our proper force', the navy. Unusually restrained in its

references to Hanover, the speech was embroidered with

the famous mocking comparison of the union of Fox and
Newcastle to the confluence of the Rhone and Saone.^^ With
George Grenville and Legge, Pitt reaped his reward in sum-
mary dismissal from office.

Pitt's arguments, foreshadowed in the summer nego-

tiations, were reiterated in later debates before and after

Christmas. 'This waste on Hessians' (brought to England with

Hanoverian troops to meet the threat of French invasion)

'would have conquered America', Pitt proclaimed - unconvin-

cingly - early in May.^^ He also joined in pressing the admin-
istration closely on the question of new taxes and deployed
standard patriot arguments to support Lieutenant-Colonel

George Townshend's proposal for a reformed militia, pre-

senting it as an alternative to the ignominy of paying others

for Britain's defence and as a support to the constitution.^^

And through the whole campaign ran an attack on a ministry

'disjointed . . . united only in corrupt and arbitrary measures',

'an unaccording assemblage of separate and distinct powers
with no system . . . driving a go-cart on a precipice '.^^

However, there was no sign yet that Pitt's attempt to re-

claim the patriot ground - with all its attendant risks - could

overcome the disillusionments of the 1740s. His reversion

to aggressive oratory in parliament had little success. The
administration was forced to allow the militia bill through
the Commons, but otherwise only occasionally did the opposi-

tion vote rise above 100.^^ Pitt's vehemence aroused sus-

picion and his support amounted to 'little more than his

own family, the Grenvilles, 2 Townshends [George and his

brother Charles] , and the Tories' - and the latter were as

yet lukewarm and unreliable. Fox could show up the hypo-

crisy of Pitt's attacks on an administration of which he had
been a part and could, in the new year, credibly claim 'a

complete conquest' over Pitt's 'violent speeches '.^^ As the
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situation slipped towards open war with France it was gen-

erally felt that Newcastle's policies were appropriate.

However, the misfortunes of war were on Pitt's side. On
6 May, news arrived that a French force had landed in

Minorca, a highly valued British naval base in the Mediter-

ranean. A British force, perhaps too cautiously commanded
by Admiral Byng, proved unable to prevent its fall, news of

which reached London on 14 July. On his return, Byng was
arrested. For more than four months from June, the ques-

tion of responsibility for this humiliating disaster was vigor-

ously debated in an outburst of public indignation even more
intense than the clamour over the excise or that accompany-
ing the fall of Walpole. Fuelled by the interaction of press

propaganda with formal expressions of opinion to crown
and parliament, the outburst seemed indeed to have 'opened
every sluice of opposition, that have been so long dammed
up'.^^ In mid-October, its effects were brought to the heart

of politics when fear of being left 'as the only figure of a

Minister' in the Commons to 'draw all the Odium on me'
helped to shape Fox's decision to resign.

Suddenly, with the meeting of parliament only weeks away,

the lead in the Commons became an urgent concern again.

With Murray determined on the vacant position of Chief

Justice which would take him to the Lords, Newcastle in-

sisted that the king allow another approach to Pitt. How-
ever, although he was offered the Secretary's seals, Pitt's

terms had hardened beyond stipulating policy. Now con-

vinced both that Newcastle 'had so engrossed the King's

confidence that he could expect no share in it' and that

Newcastle was responsible for the 'mistakes' and 'ill suc-

cesses' in the war that had 'incensed' the nation, he refused

point blank to serve with him.^^ When Newcastle, his nerve

shaken and unable to make alternative arrangements for

the Commons, declared he could no longer continue, Pitt

went on to refuse to serve with Fox. By mid-November,
the king had been forced to agree to a ministry with the

independent but inexperienced Whig peer, the Duke of

Devonshire, at the Treasury, Pitt as Secretary of State and
his followers in major positions.

The temerity of 'mad' Pitt's terms startled the political

world.^^ Driven first by utter disillusionment with Newcastle,

he was further emboldened by the support of Leicester
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House - though he went into negotiations ostentatiously

alone^^ - and above all by the swell of indignation over

Minorca. When negotiations began, public attention had
turned tentatively to him.^^ Now, unlike Pulteney, he came
at last to high office apparently true to the patriot role for

which he had laid the basis in the last two sessions and
now clinched in his terms of negotiation - at least to the

extent of demanding a militia bill and enquiries into fail-

ures abroad.^^

HIGH OFFICE WON, LOST, SECURED, 1756-57

But would Pitt be able to ride the crest of the patriot wave?

The great enthusiasm from Tories, City of London and wider

opinion which greeted the new administration obviously

expected far more than he had promised.^^ Yet, clearly lack-

ing the confidence of the king, the administration could

hardly be supported in parliament by Pitt's 'fifteen or six-

teen' personal followers - 'one single family against the

united force of the principal nobility', as one observer had
it^^^ - and depended on the forbearance of Fox and New-
castle, many of whose supporters remained in office. Pitt's

rashness seemed merely to have produced impotence -

especially when illness kept him much of the time from
court, parliament and even his office. It is hard to see

what he hoped to gain from office in such circumstances.

Furthermore, the foreign situation was threatening on
every side. In America, on top of Braddock's defeat and
death and Boscawen's failure to intercept the French fleet

in 1755 had come the loss in 1756 of Fort Oswego, an
important trading post on Lake Ontario, while in India

the East India Company had lost Calcutta to Indian forces.

Much more serious, in Europe Newcastle's subsidy diplomacy

in defence of Hanover had precipitated a reversal of alli-

ances which, in immediate consequences anyway, was hardly

favourable to Britain. Prussia, alarmed by the threat of Rus-

sian intrusion into Germany, at last responded to overtures

from Britain from which came the Treaty of Westminster

in January 1756, guaranteeing German neutralit)^. Prussia's

desertion stung France into accepting advances from Austria

in the defensive Treaty of Versailles, soon joined by Russia.
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When, in September 1756, Frederick the Great of Prussia

once again launched a war by rashly invading Saxony, Hano-
ver was left exposed to the vengeance of his enemies and
Britain's new ally seemed a distinct liability rather than an
asset. As Pitt well knew from his previous experience, the

blue-water patriot programme's stark alternatives of 'a Con-
tinent war' or 'a truly British war, by sea'^^^ provided no strat-

egy to meet this dire situation.

The foreign situation was handled with some address.

When parliament opened on 2 December, the King's Speech,

shaped by Pitt, promised the 'succour and preservation of

America', and Pitt was soon energetically planning further

ambitious reinforcements there, as well as sending a further

small squadron of ships to aid the East India Company and
encouraging an expedition to the West African coast. Here
was fresh vigour, if not new policies. But the speech also

referred to the 'new and dangerous crisis' in Germany, and
Pitt's speech spoke of help to the continent when every-

thing had been done 'for yourselves', acknowledging that

'the interests of this country were combined with those of

the Powers on the continent'. Observers saw little change in

policy here - and, indeed, the other Secretary, Holderness,

had already assured Prussia to this effect. Others heard only

a sterling call to 'strain every nerve in this important con-

test with France ';^^^ and when, more than two months later,

Pitt next appeared in the Commons, he came to ask for

extraordinary supplies to support an 'army of observation' of

mercenary troops for the defence of Hanover, in fulfilment

of obligations to Prussia. Less than a year earlier (when
circumstances were very different), Pitt had resoundingly

declared of the Treaty of Westminster that he 'would not

have signed it for the five great places of those who had
signed it'; he now replied to gibes from Fox by distinguish-

ing 'moderate sums' for 'a continent war' from squandering

'millions' - and £200,000 was granted.^^^

Domestic policy was more problematic. In the chequered
but eventually successful progress of a militia bill Pitt played

no part. He was similarly cautious on the question of the

enquiries into failures abroad, which proceeded lethargically

and eventually produced an innocuous (and fair) result. The
novel and supposedly popular financial measures of the admin-

istration were miserable failures. But most compromising was

68



HIGH OFFICE WON, LOST, SECURED, 1756-57

the administration's record after Admiral Byng was sentenced

to death by court-martial for failing to do everything possible

to defeat the French fleet, but with a strong recommenda-
tion for mercy. As part of moves to save him prompted by

this strange verdict, Pitt spoke twice in the Commons and,

with Richard Grenville, now Earl Temple, the First Lord of

the Admiralty, made representations to the king. There were

good political reasons for not wanting all public indignation

diverted from the previous ministers. But the tide of opinion

was overwhelmingly hostile to Byng, and he was executed on
14 March. Pitt reaped bitter criticism for his efforts, while their

failure added to the impression of ministerial weakness.
^^"^

This impression and his ill health compounded weakness

at court. By February and March, the king, further antag-

onized by representations on Byng's behalf, was putting out

constant feelers for a change. Early in April, with Cumberland
unwilling to leave to command the army of observation

without a change, Temple and Pitt were dismissed. Legge,

George and James Grenville and Thomas Potter resigned in

protest.

Pitt's pretensions seemed thus duly chastened. Yet in fact,

the very circumstances of his dismissal helped Pitt escape

the ignominy of failed patriotism by making him appear the

victim of the 'old junto'. Casting of him in this role had
already begun, in reaction against the very pungently writ-

ten Foxite essay paper, the Test, which, from November, had
amplified to a wider audience the attacks on Pitt's inconsist-

ency, illness and inertia made privately and in parliament.

The Test had been founded to answer the established but

less effectively written paper, the Monitor, which had come
over to Pitt at the beginning of his ministry with its patron,

the Tory Alderman and City of London MP, William Beck-

ford. More tangible expressions of support came in the 'rain'

of gold boxes, conferring the freedom of a dozen cities on
Pitt and Legge as a mark of protest at their exclusion from
office. Most were, in fact, produced by the manoeuvres of

Pitt's supporters and the Tories but, orchestrated by the

press, they helped to produce the impression of overwhelm-
ing public support.

Pitt turned this clamour to political advantage by parad-

ing his patriot zeal in the House just sufficiently to sug-

gest the trouble he might cause, without at the same time
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antagonizing potential allies. Late in April, he made another

theatrical appearance as an invalid to speak strongly for

enquiries (on which Grenville took the lead) without press-

ing charges home. In May, on a motion to ask for a vote of

credit of £1,000,000 for war expenses, Pitt professed his readi-

ness to consent 'if it was to be confined to Great Britain and
America', rather than supporting 'the troops of Hanover',

while adding 'some hints of his own popularity, and on the

independence of the country gendemen who favoured him'.^^^

Thus, in time of crisis, Pitt could make himself seem essen-

tial in managing the House of Commons if potentially divis-

ive opposition was to be contained while the deteriorating war
situation was faced. Fortunately for him, in extraordinary

circumstances, the very appearances that strengthened him
weakened powerful rivals. Fox's now inveterate rivalry with

Pitt and the general hostility to Cumberland undermined
the otherwise viable alternatives they offered the king. Pitt's

relations with Leicester House now restored, his cause was

helped by the promise of reconciliation in the royal family

and - if not always unequivocally - by the determination of

the Earl of Bute, now ensconced as the prince's Groom of

the Stole and confidant, to demonstrate his influence. New-
castle, whose Old Corps could anchor a ministry, preferred

to have the necessary leader in the Commons provided by

Leicester House's 'reversionary' interest rather than Cumber-
land's military one. The king, robbed of alternatives in the

midst of war, was now, at last, by force of necessity, not

implacably averse to Pitt if he was restrained in a coalition.

In fact Pitt, still afraid of Newcastle's 'engrossing chican-

ery', did most to keep the country with only a caretaker

administration for virtually three months in the midst of

unsuccessful war. Only when he was persuaded to moderate
his terms could the Newcastle-Pitt coalition at last kiss hands
on 29 June.''2

ON THE THRESHOLD OF POWER, 1757

At the end of perhaps the three most important years of

his political life, Pitt had apparently achieved what he had
set out for in 1754 - and more than he could have hoped
for had Pelham lived. True, the king was only reluctantly
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reconciled; Newcastle had not been excluded. But no longer

was he Pitt's patron; after re-appointment to office as Sec-

retary of State, Pitt was returned for Bath, elected by its

thirty-member corporation. The duel with Fox had been
decisively concluded, as Fox - probably as able as Pitt and
a better dealer with men - threw away his great chance in

finely balanced politicking behind the facade of public

encounter, while safeguarding his opportunities to make
money in his long-desired office of Paymaster General. At
least as important, the king and Leicester House were now
reconciled. Thus the coalition was so broad as to offer hopes
of easy containment of opposition. Although none was given

office, there was even some prospect of Pitt holding the

Tories he had courted with such shameless opportunism^
- and hence of some further attenuation of the party divi-

sions earlier so marked in Hanoverian politics. This satisfac-

tory outcome owed something to Pitt's sometimes shrewd
tactical skill and nerve. But without the misfortunes of war
and the mistakes, lack of nerve and changing ambitions of

Fox and Newcastle - who could well have survived in 1756
- Pitt's rashness could have left him fulminating on the

opposition benches in this war as in the last.

However, the turns of fortune had now made him, quite

suddenly, something more than a parliamentary orator and
aspiring politician. He had felt, for the first time for him-

self, the force that wider opinion could exert on the politics

of court and parliament, at least in times of crisis and divi-

sion. This time the interconnection of opinion and high

politics was more powerful even than in the events of the

late 1730s and early 1740s and working for rather than

against a major politician. More by luck than skill or sub-

stance, Pitt had successfully defended his revived 'patriot-

ism' and, in so doing, turned to good effect his ambivalent

relationship with the Old Corps. He thus added a new
dimension to this interconnection - the possibility that

wider opinion, and the tangible support it could give (for

example in the City of London and among groups of

Tories) could be used as part of the armoury of a politician

in power, aided by the perception that at last the forty-

year grip of 'corrupt' Walpole-Pelhamite politics might be
broken. Pitt was hardly yet, as Johnson was later to say, 'a

minister given by the people to the King'. But 'the popular
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Cry without doors . . . violent in Favor of Mr Pitt' had given

him a new strength/

It was, however, a vulnerable strength. While many kept

their new expectations of Pitt, other admirers, more per-

cipient perhaps, had already been disillusioned by his vehe-

ment opposition and rampant ambition/^^ More recently,

the very formation of the coalition, and especially the return

to the Admiralty ofAdmiral Lord Anson, who had dispatched

Byng's expedition, was said to have 'ruined the popularity

of Mr Pitt and his party' and had offended some important

recent allies.^

Moreover, if popular mood or circumstances changed,

the king could well still undermine Pitt. The Old Corps
were hardly reconciled to him, and his own connections

had been weakened, if anything, in the struggle for power.

George Lyttelton - gifted but too amiable and high-minded
for the ruthless business of politics - had refused to follow

Pitt into renewed opposition in 1755, thinking it unjust-

ified. Relations were strained with the prickly, ambitious

George Grenville when Pitt grew close again to Legge over

the subsidy issue and promoted him as Chancellor of the

Exchequer. Newcastle still held most of the cards - con-

trol of the Commons majority, the ear of the king (likely to

be only temporarily estranged from him), the Treasury.

Although Newcastle needed Pitt as leader in the Commons,
could the embittered relationship between them be satis-

factorily mended? It was by no means certain yet that the

modification of the Walpole-Pelham model the coalition

represented would resolve the dangerous crisis of ministerial

and parliamentary instability and contain the threat of revived

anti-Hanoverianism so obvious in the negotiations as well as

in the public debate surrounding its formation.

Above all, the coalition had still to face the strains of

unsuccessful war. Just what Pitt would contribute to this task

was far from clear. True, in giving voice to the swelling

sense of injured national interest, Pitt had been identified

with a 'patriot' foreign policy - 'Whig and English' in one
formulation, 'our insular policy', he called it himself.

Devonshire, for one, with some foundation and like Horatio

Walpole earlier, thought him 'averse to continental extra-

vagance . . . attentive to the interest of his country'.^^^ How-
ever, Devonshire also assured the king in June 1757 that
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if Pitt saw 'his way in the closet' he would 'go as far as

another' towards the continental policy the king wanted,

and Pitt's flexibiUty over Prussia supported his view. More
sceptically still, the courtier Earl Waldegrave pointed out

that Pitt's 'former Violence against Hanover' would not

be any kind of Obstacle, as he had given frequent Proofs that

he could change Sides whenever he found it necessary, and
could deny his own words with an unembarrass'd countenance/'^^

Much more certain than Pitt's commitment to policy and
long obvious to contemporaries was 'his passion' for 'power',

his ambition. Equally recognized were his boldness and
resolution, his 'independent spirit and energy of character',

which made him, in Fox's words, 'single, imperious, proud,

enthusiastick', but also 'capable of over-ruling the waver- -

ing counsels of a divided cabinet' and likely to exercise power
with more 'vigour and effect' than either Fox or Newcastle.

Whether more solid abilities undergirded this vigour re-

mained to be seen. Horatio Walpole and Devonshire thought

so; a junior colleague saw 'greatness of mind' and 'noble-

ness of . . . spirit', and those more distant from power 'emin-

ent Faculties'. However, the king and Granville (still in the

cabinet) thought him 'impracticable'.
^^'^

Pitt's single-minded ambition for power, so evident in these

three years, widened the gap between the public and the

private man. At their beginning, the lively, personable young
man was still to be glimpsed in middle age - 'surprisingly

well and grown fat' - in a tea party with horn music and a

five-day tour of Sussex, organized to relieve the dullness of

taking the waters at Tunbridge. Service to a friend was 'given

with a grace that few know how to put into any action'.

There was warm family affection. But then came the bit-

ter breach with Lyttelton, his oldest friend, and the tensions

with his brother-in-law. As emotional solace came more
and more from marriage, Pitt's already scarred personality

developed a hard crust in his more public dealings, accen-

tuated by the burden of illness. At the same time, a tendency

to histrionic pronouncements, suggestive at least of self-

dramatization, perhaps of self-deception, became more
obvious. 'I am sure I can save this country, and nobody
else can', were his famous reported words to Devonshire in

November 1756, perhaps echoing those Charles Lyttelton
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wrote to him, 'If this poor country can be rescued from
destruction you alone can do it'. His private reply was more
ambivalent, if no less self-important and melodramatic: with

'feeble hand' and 'hea\der heart', he wrote, he would 'crawl'

to embark on his task, 'in all senses unfit, for the work'.^^*"

In Pitt's private and public life, as in British politics and
foreign policy, these years indeed were a turning point. As
the coalition began to face its responsibilities, it remained
to be seen whether the personality and political base shaped
in these years could sustain the high expectations now thrust

on Pitt.
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Chapter 3

WAR MINISTER AND GREAT
COMMONER, 1757-61

In little more than two years from the difficult inception of

the Pitt-Newcastle coalition, the early disasters in war were
totally reversed. Pitt came to be hailed as the great war
minister, 'that Genius', whose leadership in diplomacy and
strategy 'first raised the abject Spirits of the Nation and . . .

conducted them to Glory and Conquest'.^ This remarkable
transformation of Pitt's fortunes concurrently with those of

Britain gave him an enduring reputation which profoundly

affected his future career. Yet this outcome was hardly imag-

inable in July 1757 as the new coalition, in which his posi-

tion was so weak, turned its attention to the dire war situation.

How the transformation was wrought and how far he deserved

the credit given him for Britain's success - these are the cen-

tral questions of this chapter and, indeed, the most impor-

tant questions about his whole career.

NEW ISSUES OF DIPLOMACY AND STRATEGY

The Seven Years War presented novel problems of diplo-

macy and grand strategy for Britain, about which more than

half a century's experience as a great power provided little

guidance. The war was the first in which non-European
theatres remained the chief focus of interest: Britain con-

fronted France in open war from the beginning, not so

much now as a challenge to the balance of power in Europe
but as the major competitor in the contest for advantage in

the New World. Over the long term, this situation was the

natural result of that fluctuating yet substantial growth of

Britain's trans-oceanic commerce for more than a century
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which had given Britain commercial aims in all the major
wars marking her emergence as a great power, led the state

dominated by a landed elite to recognize the importance of

trade, and shaped among the wider political nation a per-

ception of itself as a peculiarly commercial people. These
developments came to a climax in the mid-eighteenth cen-

tury, when growing interest in regions outside Europe came
to be concentrated on Britain's mainland colonies in North
America. In part, attention was drawn to those colonies -

away from the sugar-producing Caribbean, the slave trade

which sustained its plantations, and traditional dreams of

gains from the Spanish empire - by their dramatic tenfold

increase in population since 1700 and growing prosperity,

which created a thriving market for British goods and diver-

sified Britain's growing 'Atlantic economy'.^ Even more import-

ant. North America was also the area where competition

with France outside Europe had become most intense. Convic-

tion of the importance of the American colonies in inter-

national rivalry not only brought British regular troops to

the Ohio in support of the colonists in the immediate colo-

nial origins of the war; it also made the security of those

colonies Britain's paramount war aim.

To many contemporaries, of course, the 'patriot' policy

of reliance on maritime rather than continental war clearly

answered the question of how such a war should be fought.

And, arguably from the later seventeenth century, Britain's

growing commercial strength had indeed shaped general

agreement on a 'blue-water' grand strategy of reliance on
the navy rather than a large army to defend her interests.^

But a blue-water strategy did not necessarily give Britain a

decisive advantage. Britain might have the edge, but France,

too, was a formidable naval power and a renewed 'family

compact' with Bourbon Spain would decisively change the

balance. Unrealistic expectations of naval power also con-

sistently underestimated the constant attention necessary to

mobilize resources, especially manpower, let alone the dif-

ficulties created by hazardous weather and uncertain com-
munications.^ Nor did a blue-water strategy automatically

decide crucial questions of deployment of over-stretched

resources in favour of objectives beyond Europe. The French

invasion threat of 1756 reinforced the priority of home
defence, while the seizure of Minorca drew attention to the
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needs of Mediterranean trade. Reconstitution of a 'west-

ern squadron' which could deny the Channel and Atlantic

approaches to French ships was vital if Britain and her trade

were to be protected while war was waged overseas. But unsuc-

cessful early attempts at such a reconstitution indicated

substantial practical problems in keeping ships at sea in the

right place for long periods: the French were still able to

get substantial reinforcements to America.^

Moreover, Britain also had interests in Europe which could

not be ignored. Her European trade to north and south was

still the most substantial, if relatively stagnant, sector. Even
without her connection with Hanover, Britain would have

been concerned - as in the last war - about the threat of

French dominance in the Netherlands posed by France's

alliance with Austria.^ The Hanover link and Hanover's

openness to French attack intensified British vulnerability

- and to follow Pitt's hint of 1755 that Hanover might be
abandoned, to be bought back in a peace settlement, might
well prove too costly of valuable conquests elsewhere.

Furthermore, such a course of action would undoubtedly
offend the king. His considerable interest in foreign pol-

icy and particular concern for his electorate - at least to

keep it out of the war zone, at best to secure territorial

gains - drew Britain further into Europe in ways soon to

be demonstrated, ways that British ministers could not eas-

ily control. Pitt's clear preference for the northern Secretary-

ship^ illustrates the primacy the king's interests tended to give

to German affairs, while his denial of Pitt's wish emphas-
izes an influence that went far wider. The king took a keen
interest in appointments, especially in the army, and the final

sanction he gave to administrative, diplomatic and military

instructions issued in his name was no mere formality. It

often had to be won by argument in the closet.

So when Newcastle's attempts to 'keep the war out

of Germany' were subverted by Prussia in 1756 and the

European situation became even more volatile, Britain

could not simply abandon her only possible ally. Yet she had
few resources to add to the subsidized foreign troops and
Hanoverians in the army of observation Cumberland com-
manded in 1757. Her navy was already stretched, her troops

numbered tens of thousands, rather than the hundreds of

thousands continental powers could raise, and at least half
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were deployed overseas.^ Against France's much greater popu-
lation and strong military tradition, Britain could set only

her sounder ability to raise money.
Success in the war so disastrously begun turned on these

major problems of conception and execution of policy, prob-

lems requiring a balance between developing, for British as

well as Hanoverian interests, an effective new relationship

with Prussia and directing major resources to the war be-

yond Europe. Yet to them Pitt initially brought neither dir-

ect experience of foreign affairs nor any special wisdom.
Policy questions were certainly not discussed in the coalition

negotiations. Pitt's short ministry in 1756-57 had suggested

little more than basic agreement with the policy followed

by Newcastle, while his proposal of the utterly inexperienced

Temple for the Admiralty and his own wish for the northern

Secretaryship hardly suggest particular sympathy for the war
overseas.^

His role in coalition policy making had yet to be deter-

mined.^^ As Secretary of State for the Southern Department
he certainly held a leading office. With Holderness, the

other Secretary, he conducted diplomatic correspondence
and shared domestic responsibilities, and they also had the

formal task of transmitting the king's orders, when necessary,

to executive departments and military commanders. It was
not unusual for one Secretary to be dominant, and Newcastle

was soon commenting that '[p]oor Holderness is a greater

cipher than ever'.^^ But according to eighteenth-century con-

stitutional convention, always suspicious of overweening
ministers, such domination did not extend to oversight of

other departments to which orders might be transmitted.

Their heads were, like the two Secretaries, responsible dir-

ectly to the king, the important ones dealing individually

with him in the closet on their normal business. In any case,

the cumbersome methods and machinery of administration

hindered any effective oversight.

Furthermore, while the Secretaries might transmit the

king's orders, they did not determine them. The necessary

co-ordination, especially of foreign and military affairs, was

achieved informally through discussion in the king's closet

and especially in cabinet - the meeting together of the king's

leading ministers. During the coalition negotiations Pitt

and Newcastle had explicitly agreed on the need for such a
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body, and it continued to meet frequently, comprised - as

under the Newcastle and Devonshire-Pitt ministries - of a

varying group of people determined partly by office and the

business under discussion, partly by political standing. Of
course, a minister might come to exercise a predominant
influence in closet or cabinet, but that would depend, not

on constitutional or administrative position, but on political

weight - and initially in both venues Pitt was weak. No wonder
he took up 'this bitter, but necessary cup' of coalition with

'foreboding', fearful that 'a mutilated, enfeebled half-formed

system' would compromise the power and voice in policy

he had fought for over the last three years.

Nevertheless, Pitt's status and office gave him an assured

place in cabinet, while the Secretary's extensive correspond-

ence, which, despite prolonged spells of debilitating illness,

he tackled energetically,^^ provided other opportunities. He
handled the major theatres of war overseas, especially in

America, and the process of turning cabinet minutes into

detailed orders gave room for a personal imprint. Further-

more, while diplomatic correspondence with France lapsed

in wartime and much of the rest was predominantly inwards

or obviously delegated to clerks, this personal imprint could

be evident here also, notably in dealings with Spain - for

example, in an early abortive attempt to buy an alliance

with the return of Gibraltar.

THE GERMAN WAR, 1757-58

Much about the internal politics of the coalition remained
to be determined as the new ministers turned from politick-

ing to the business of war. In Germany, they faced a rapidly

deteriorating situation. France and Austria had signed a

second, offensive, alliance at Versailles in May. Prussia was

under pressure on all sides: forced to reverse a hitherto

triumphant advance into Bohemia by a bad defeat at Kolin

in June, exposed in East Prussia by a Russian victory in

August, and threatened by both Russians and Swedes in the

Baltic. Meanwhile, and most worrying for Britain, Cumber-
land's army of observation was forced into retreat by the

French, and he could not stop them advancing into and
across Hanover. On 10 September, he signed with them the
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Convention of Klosterseven, by which the army of observa-

tion was disbanded and Hanover virtually abandoned to the

French. Prussia, with its western flank thus opened to the

French, began overtures for a separate peace with France.

At home, riots over the high price of corn and disturbances

provoked by attempts to implement the supposedly popular
Militia Act created dangerous tumult. The early weeks of

the coalition were indeed ones of black crisis - not least for

the Secretaries of State.

If the German theatre was not to collapse entirely, a new
Anglo-Prussian agreement had to be negotiated to meet
changed circumstances. But the dire German situation threw

into stark relief the divergent expectations of Britain and
Prussia. Each wanted to receive, not give, aid, Prussia chiefly

against the obvious territorial designs of Russia and Austria,

Britain to contain the French threat in Europe while she con-

centrated on defeating them overseas - while Hanover wanted
above all to keep out of the war.^^ Tortuous negotiations

stretched over nine months before a new relationship was

settled, and another two elapsed before the extent of Britain's

commitment to the German war was clarified in June 1758.

By July, when the ministers first turned to the issue,

Frederick, in increasing desperation, made three suggestions

which crystallized the divergence of objectives. Ministers

quickly rejected the first two - a renewed request for a Baltic

naval squadron and a plea for British troops for the army
of observation - although Newcastle and Hardwicke were
inclined to send troops until itwas clearly too late. Holderness's

letter conveying the decision, while assuring Frederick of Brit-

ain's friendship, carefully explained that Britain's priorit-

ies lay outside Europe. But Frederick's third suggestion of a

diversionary raid on the French coast was accepted as compat-

ible with the Channel fleet's tasks of defence of Britain and
her trade. In fact, an expedition against Rochefort in the Bay

of Biscay was decided on before Holderness's reply was sent.^^

Pitt was fully involved in decision-making concerning Prus-

sia, although Prussia lay outside his formal sphere of respons-

ibility. Soon he was particularly associated with the expedition

- the administration's first decisive action. While its planning

throughout was a joint operation of the ministers, the king

himself suggesting the commanding officers, the execution

of decisions lay within Pitt's responsibilities. He pushed on
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preparations, drew up instructions with Sir John Ligonier,

Master-General of the Ordnance, and kept in touch with

the commanders when the expedition at last departed on
8 September/^ By that time, the expedition was publicly

seen as peculiarly Pitt's and, in keeping with his supposedly

patriot policy, as just the sort of operation that would 'pres-

ently cure [the French] of marching the strength of their

country . . . beyond the Rhine' and so allow Britain to con-

centrate on America/^
Meanwhile, however, Pitt had committed himself to sub-

stantially increased German expenditure. In supporting the

army of observation in February, he had defended spending
'moderate sums' on the continent. Then in May, captivated

like others by Frederick's notable victory at Prague, he had
turned attention more to Frederick by suggesting that he
was worth far more than 'little princes here and there '.^^ So

he was able to accept, even perhaps suggest, Holderness's

proposal in July that, while 'men are not to be furnished

from hence; money may . . . enable his Prussian majesty to

supply what is wanting on our part'."^ After Cumberland's
army of observation was defeated at Hastenbeck on 27 July,

Pitt himself proposed a grant to Prussia and increased money
for Hesse and Hanover, while obtaining the agreement of

his supporters; 'we must depart from the rigidness of our

declarations', he said.^^ He was even more annoyed than

other ministers at the king's attempts to secure peace for

Hanover with Austrian help, writing with typical bombast of

'the fatal consummation of the impending mischief and
'black machinations' of Hanoverian ministers and insisting

that the English ministers must 'disculpate themselves' from
the moves. Newcastle thought Pitt might even resign over

the threatened subordination of English to Hanoverian needs

and especially the 'change of system suggested by 'flinging

off the King of Prussia and returning to the Queen of

Hungary'. But the British ministers could not give advice

on Hanoverian policy until given an opportunity by the king's

anger at Cumberland's negotiations at Klosterseven in Sep-

tember, which sacrificed the electorate in order to save the

army. Then Pitt was foremost in urging disavowal and active

breach of the convention. At length the king was brought to

this by the ministers' offer on 7 October to take the army of

observation into British pay.
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At one stroke this offer increased continental expend-
iture sixfold and clearly recognized the German war as in

Britain's interest.^^ With Pitt's full support, the disasters

of Hastenbeck and Klosterseven had helped to clarify the

distinction between a continental policy which was a mere
'Hanover job' and one which could, while still defending
Hanover, serve British interests by supporting Prussia. The
change was reflected when the army became known as 'His

Britannic Majesty's Army in Germany' and acquired a new
commander. When Cumberland, humiliated by the king's

disapproval, resigned as Captain-General, Frederick was again

asked to allow Prince Ferdinand of Brunswick, a distinguished

general, to be seconded to command the army in Germany.
And it soon became established that his letters passed

through the northern Secretary's office, not by way of the

Hanoverian authorities.^^ By the end of November Ferdin-

and's army was on the move.

However, increasing commitment created political diffi-

culties, especially for Pitt with his patriot pretensions - the

more so because, while disorder was still rampant at home,
the British theatres of war were going badly. In August and
September news arrived from America of the fall of Fort

William Henry in the strategically vital Hudson valley and
of the abandonment of the attempt on Louisburg set in

motion by the Devonshire-Pitt administration. Much more
immediately embarrassing was the return of the Rochefort

expedition at the end of September with very little to show
for an estimated expenditure of £1 million. A public outcry

ensued, one at least as serious as that Pitt had faced earlier

in the year over Byng, possibly rivalling the clamour over

Minorca. Anti-Hanoverian sentiment was aroused again, and
the outcry was only partly defused by the eventual establish-

ment of a commission of enquiry and the court-martial of

SirJohn Mordaunt, commander-in-chief of the land forces.^*"

The black crisis of the administration's early weeks had intens-

ified. Chesterfield bewailed the loss of British honour and
thought the winter 'must produce a peace of some kind or

other; a bad one for us, no doubt' .^^

In these circumstances, Pitt could hardly assume that his

personal supporters, let alone the Tories in parliament -

where the expenditure had to be approved - or patriot opin-

ion beyond, would follow him in commitment to Germany.
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Not surprisingly, he remained very touchy. He even dabbled
briefly with the anti-Hanoverian overtones of the popular

clamour and, as the opening of parliament approached,

kept his distance from administration business. And in his

first major speech in December he declared that, while he
'had never been against continental measures when prac-

ticable', he 'would not now send a drop of our blood to the

Elbe, to be lost in that ocean of gore' - yet another melo-

dramatic statement that was to boomerang on him.^^

By this time, however, two astounding Prussian victories

had occurred: at Rossbach in Saxony on 5 November (an

unprecedented blow to French prestige) and against the

Austrians at Leuthen a month later (driving them out

of Saxony) . These victories began to change the fortunes of

war decisively. Nevertheless, Pitt's irritability carried over into

the continuing negotiations to clarify Anglo-Prussian rela-

tions. The British continued to offer a subsidy in return for

agreement not to make a separate peace. But Frederick was
reluctant to become a mere mercenary dependant. More
important, each party still wanted reinforcements from the

other, Britain for the reconstituted army fighting France in

the west, while Prussia reiterated requests for British troops

and a Baltic squadron. This brought from Pitt a violent

expostulation to Newcastle late in January against Andrew
Mitchell, the greatly respected British representative in Prussia.

Pitt professed to see Mitchell as 'not fit to be the instrument

of the present system of administration in the vital and essen-

tial parts of the Plan of Europe' because he was one of 'the

Tools of another System', 'Tools' which were 'perpetually

marring every hopeful measure of the present administra-

tion'. He demanded - and temporarily secured - Mitchell's

replacement. And when Frederick repeated again that he
did 'not want money but men', Pitt insisted on standing

over Holderness until three in the morning supervising every

phrase of the dispatch detailing Britain's final terms - an

experience Holderness hoped never to repeat.^^

Tense weeks of stalemate ensued, until Frederick capit-

ulated, scaling down his requests to two proposals: that a

British battalion be sent to help secure the Prussian North
Sea port of Emden, recently evacuated by the French and
vital for communications with Prince Ferdinand, and that

another British raid be made on the French coast. Encouraged
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by the striking success of Ferdinand's spring campaign, which
had driven the French out of Hanover and back towards the

Rhine, Pitt accepted the first proposal, provided it did not

lead to more demands; he was naturally delighted by the

second.^^ On 11 April 1758, a new convention with Prussia

was at last signed. The simple document granted a subsidy

of £670,000 and bound the two powers not to make a sep-

arate peace. An accompanying declaration stated Britain's

intention to maintain an army of 50,000 in Germany and to

fulfil these two recent requests.

Now the consequent expenditure needed parliamentary

approval. All ministers recognized the importance of parlia-

mentary support, but to Pitt it was especially crucial that his

claim to an independent stature through command of the

Tories should not be undermined.^^ Already he had assidu-

ously courted them on a number of domestic questions. He
ostentatiously supported George Townshend's act to remove
difficulties in implementing the 1757 Militia Act, despite

the doubts those difficulties cast on its value as a patriot

shibboleth. He persuaded other ministers to reverse their

opposition to George Grenville's act for the better payment
of seamen, and conveniently absented himself with the gout

while his supporters 'minced and managed' opposition to

an untimely Tory motion for shorter parliaments. Most strik-

ingly, he vigorously supported, at court as well as in parlia-

ment, a highly contentious habeas corpus bill intended to

close gaps in the operation of the writ shown up by the

seizing of men for the navy and army. Had the bill not been
defeated in the Lords it would have greatly increased the

difficulties of recruiting.^^

Pitt's campaign was helped above all by Frederick the

Great's rapidly rising popularity. Frederick's celebration in

prints, pamphlets, newspapers and a range of artifacts, the

marking of his birthday, 24 January, by '[a] 11 England', with

'bonfires, illuminations and French horns playing out of

windows all night', helped to unite 'all our parties in his

support' and bring the Tories to declare 'they will give Mr
Pitt unlimited credit for this session '.^^ So it proved when
the new arrangements came before the Commons on 19

April; they passed with little difficulty. And, early in June,

despite Pitt's further fears, a vote of credit to allow the

necessary subsidy to Hesse-Cassel passed smoothly.^^
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Then, just two weeks later, Pitt completed the clarifica-

tion of Britain's continental commitment by proposing what
he had hitherto so vehemently obstructed - the sending of

British troops to Germany to join Ferdinand's army. His

first hint quickly grew into the immediate dispatch of nearly

9,000 men.^*" Timing was the key to this further remarkable

volte-face. The suggestion was made in the context of ensur-

ing that the second French coastal expedition - set in motion
on a larger scale but by the same process as in 1757 - would
be sent to sea again. Its initial success around the Channel
port of St Malo had already demonstrated its value in allay-

ing Tory anxiety. More important, the proposal was first

raised on the very day when the prorogation of parliament

removed the most potent forum of public criticism.

There is good evidence to suggest that Pitt had long

contemplated this move.^^ He probably held back first, and
with good reason, out of fear of Hanoverian influence and
Cumberland's role in the administration. In fact, the pol-

itics of the coalition had already altered markedly to Pitt's

benefit by Cumberland's fortuitous removal the previous

October. But Pitt's fears lingered - as suggested by his com-
plaint to his cousin, John, in December that he was 'broken-

hearted with the wretched interior of our condition, worse

than all the foreign ills which threaten us' and his outburst

to Newcastle in January against the 'lurking, diffusive poi-

son' of 'another System'. Furthermore, having been drawn
into his forthright public declaration against sending troops,

Pitt needed time to extricate himself.^^ He perhaps also

needed the assurance of Frederick's and Ferdinand's suc-

cesses, the latter' s capped by a striking victory at Crefeld on
21 June. He was further reassured by being able to carry his

supporters into increased financial commitment to Germany.
However, he had been clearly warned that they were much
more reluctant to accept the sending of troops.^^ And the

ensuing public debate was indeed evidence of the power-

ful shock the move caused^^ - while Pitt's 'inconsistency' on
this question long remained a standard charge against him.

So the framework of a continental commitment which
remained until 1762 was established. Although the stable

subsidy to Prussia was accompanied by a rapid escalation in

the demands of Ferdinand's Westphalian army, Britain in

fact deployed far fewer troops in Europe than in previous
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wars - never more than 18,000, compared with 30,000 in

America at the war's height - and European costs remained
much less than, instead of exceeding, costs elsewhere.^^ Brit-

ain's commitment was a minimal one - calculated to be just

enough to defend Hanover and keep Prussia in the war
against France while not detracting from British priorities

elsewhere.

Pitt played a central role in shaping this commitment. He
certainly helped to keep it minimal, not only by opposing
the sending of troops for so long but also by vigorously

resisting the suggestion of a Baltic squadron - which would
probably have drawn Britain into complications.^"^ But he
also clearly recognized the need for a continental commit-
ment; his differences with his colleagues on subsidies and
troops were ones of timing and emphasis, not of substance.

Although the king still hankered after gains for Hanover,

no minister had any real interest in Prussia's problems, let

alone grand continental schemes. All agreed that 'money
has always been looked upon as the proper and most effect-

ive contribution that England could make to a war upon
the Continent'. And the process by which the solution was

reached strongly suggests that Pitt's truculence was not about

strategy or policy but about mollifying his supporters. It was

Frederick, not Pitt, who suggested at this time that the 'way

to save America is not to suffer the French to become masters

of Europe '.^"^

In 1758, there was no guarantee that such a limited com-
mitment would work. As early as July, Ferdinand's request

for further reinforcements'^^ suggested the frailty of Pitt's

main public justification for the Prussian alliance, the claim

that, unlike earlier arrangements, it would prevent Britain's

being further drawn in.^^ Moreover, although Frederick was

undoubtedly a brilliant soldier, he might well not be able to

hold his ground against three mighty enemies. There was

some justification in Frederick's complaint that Pitt thought

only of France and not of Prussia's other foes.^^ It remained
to be seen whether this tenuous alliance, together with the

Westphalian army, would indeed provide the continental pol-

icy that struck the right balance between the spheres of war
in Europe and beyond.

Very obvious from the chequered evolution of a contin-

ental policy is how rapidly Pitt had come to command
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respect and influence in the coalition beyond his office,

despite his lack of experience. Newcastle would not move
on German policy without him. His correspondence with

Holderness and his conversations with Louis Michell, the

Prussian representative in London - whom Pitt had courted

in his earliest days as Secretary of State - and Baron Knyphau-
sen, Frederick's special envoy, confirm his influence. Their

reports brought Frederick to recognize Pitt's dominance des-

pite considerable irritation at his opposition to requests for

aid, while Joseph Yorke, Hardwicke's soldier-diplomat son,

on a special mission to Prussia in April 1758, described Pitt

to Frederick's ministers as the man who by then played 'the

leading role in England', 'the life and soul of the whole
English ministry'. By mid-1758, Frederick was urging his

envoys to pay particular attention to Pitt and to explain

policies 'aux ministres anglais et principalement au sieur

Pitt' - a mode of expression that soon became standard in

his letters - while Holderness became merely the channel
for formal communications.^^ Similarly, the leading minister

of Hanover, Gerlach von Munchausen, very soon regarded

Pitt as the minister making the key decisions.^^ Even in the

closet, Pitt, although still acknowledging his need for New-
castle's skills, could take the lead on the tricky question of

a commander-in-chief to replace Cumberland, while Holder-

ness stood silent.^^

Such a rapid consolidation of Pitt's position suggests re-

cognition of some intellectual power and cogency of vision.

Certainly Joseph Yorke recognized 'much genius and very

great talents'. There is, however, more direct evidence - in

his tactics over the habeas corpus bill, for example, or his

harassment of Newcastle over estimates for the army in

Germany - that Pitt's rising influence was asserted less by

persuasiveness of argument than by sheer force of per-

sonality, coupled with fear of the havoc he could wreak in

parliament if not placated. And the king's hostility had not

abated. In the coalition's first month he continued 'very

severe upon Mr Pitt, both with regard to his abilities, and
his intentions'. In 1758, over both the German war and the

habeas corpus bill, the king thought of replacing Pitt. But,

in Yorke 's view, the king's advancing years made him prefer

peace to swimming against the current - and Pitt was able

to consolidate his position.^^
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THE AMERICAN WAR, 1757-60

Meanwhile, operations had been gathering momentum
with far less controversy in the other major sphere of war -

North America. This was certainly within Pitt's area of

responsibility, and it is much more justifiable to assume
that in it he took initiatives - with the help of Anson, First

Lord of the Admiralty, and Sir John Ligonier, appointed

Commander-in-Chief in Cumberland's place. Yet here, as for

other theatres, important decisions were madejointly. Indeed,

in drawing up orders for the coalition's first major campaign
in America, that of 1758, Pitt anxiously sought Newcastle's

help; Newcastle declined to come up from his Christmas

retreat but he read the dispatches, while Pitt worked with

Holderness.^''

Pitt's anxiety was understandable. The coalition had begun,

six months earlier, by sending reinforcements to the sizeable

military and naval forces already in America.^' Before they

could arrive, however, the attack on Louisburg had been aban-

doned and Fort William Henry had fallen. Then the fleet in

America with which Pitt had hoped to begin an early cam-
paign the next year was dispersed by storm.

These reverses threw into sharp relief the problems
of warfare in America, as the British commitment grew
from the diffuse, defensive and ill-supported operations of

1755-56 into an offensive against Canada, shaped first

under a new Commander-in-Chief in America, the Earl of

Loudoun, appointed in 1756, and substantially reinforced

by the Devonshire-Pitt administration in 1756-57. British

troops had not before fought major campaigns there. In attack-

ing Canada overland, they had to learn a new kind of con-

tinental warfare, opening lines of advance and supply over

vast uninhabited distances and difficult terrains. Nor had the

colonies ever co-operated on such a scale. They were notori-

ously reluctant to vote supplies, and provincial troops, while

they knew the country, were often ill-trained and unreliable.

The delays a cumbersome administration in Britain could

impose on the arrival of reinforcements and supplies were
vividly illustrated by the four months it took Loudoun's troops

to get away in 1756. Then early in 1757 the problems of

co-operation and communications across the Atlantic were
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demonstrated when Pitt altered the priorities for Loudoun's
attack from Quebec to Louisburg and his tardy and impre-

cise dispatches deprived Loudoun of essential information.

Above all, the 1757 expedition was doomed by unpredict-

able weather, which allowed three French fleets to slip through

the western squadron's watch and congregate at Louisburg,

delayed the arrival of the British reinforcements, and kept the

expedition cooped up at Halifax, deprived of information

by the fog that shrouded Louisburg.^^

Failure led to the recall of Loudoun, determined chiefly

by the disgrace of his patron, Cumberland, if precipitated

by a characteristically impetuous outburst from Pitt in the

Commons in December. Stung by criticism of army expenses

by the Tory William Beckford, he dwelt on Loudoun's 'Inac-

tivity', declaring that 'he had no hopes for this year nor
could have none from the next whilst the American Affairs

continued in the hands they were'.''^ Failure also meant that

a totally new campaign had to be planned for 1758 - and
without the benefit of Loudoun's hard-won experience.

Only in December - after the King's Speech had promised
action in America*"^ - did serious planning for the 1758
campaign begin.^^

By this time, Pitt had received advice through a number of

intermediaries.^"^ However, the strategy he outlined in instruc-

tions on 30 December followed no one piece of advice. Tak-

ing up Loudoun's insistence on the need for an early start to

the campaign, it proposed a two-pronged attack on Canada,

the capture of Louisburg once again taking priority over an

advance up the Hudson valley by way of Crown Point on Lake
' Champlain. Instead of the long-advocated third main route

of attack on Canada from Lake Ontario there was to be (to

satisfy the southern colonies) a subsidiary expedition against

Fort Duquesne in the Ohio valley.*"^ British regulars were con-

centrated in the main force to attack Louisburg, comprising

14,000 soldiers and a large fleet of 23 ships of the line and
additional frigates and commanded by Major-General Jeffrey

Amherst and Admiral Edward Boscawen. For the Hudson
valley campaign, the mainly colonial force under Major-

General James Abercromby, Loudoun's deputy and now his

successor as Commander-in-Chief, was to assemble by 1 May
at Albany. The southern colonies were to provide troops to

advance into the Ohio, to be led by John Forbes.
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There was nothing innovative about the main lines of this

strategy but there were features of Pitt's instructions that

were to remain characteristic throughout the war. For naval

operations, Boscawen's very specific additional instructions

followed those of the previous year in insisting, probably at

Anson's behest, on the priority of 'conjunct operations of

His Majesty's Fleet and Land forces' over other objectives,

such as the pursuit of the French fleet or protection of

trade. In military matters, in place of Loudoun's over-

all control of operations, the command under Abercromby
was 'divided . . . effectively into three' Amherst received

instructions direct from London and both he and Forbes

corresponded directly with Pitt. Furthermore, the instructions

- for such distant and little-known areas - were notable for

denying commanders any discretion over initial objectives

and, particularly in connection with the attack on Louisburg,

for the detail in which preparations and the main lines of

action were dictated.

Much more remarkable were Pitt's moves towards more
conciliatory relations with the colonies. He had evidently

listened to criticisms that Loudoun preferred 'military to civil

power' and had exerted 'too much authority over the peo-

ple of the country, not treating the provincial troops as well

as they deserved'. He was well aware of the bitter disputes

between Loudoun and colonial authorities, for example
with Governor Pownall of Massachusetts over quartering of

soldiers.^^ Abercromby's instructions suggested more co-

operative relations with colonial governors in place of the

clear superiority envisaged for Loudoun.^^ Furthermore, now,

in Pitt's detailed instructions to governors about the raising

of provincial troops - on which the 1758 campaign relied

much more than previously - the British government did not

merely take responsibility for supplying, transporting and
arming these troops. In order 'that no Encouragement may
be wanting in this great and salutary Attempt', it also prom-
ised, from parliament, 'a proper Compensation' for other

expenses incurred in raising them.^^ Such compensation was

not new,^^ but the systematization of requisition and prior

promise of recompense was. And it relieved Abercromby of

much of the tiresome negotiation that had plagued Loudoun.
The letters to governors and Abercromby's instructions also

removed the grievance that hitherto all provincial officers
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had ranked behind all regular officers by providing that they

be placed after those of equivalent rank.^^ These conces-

sions immediately facilitated the voting of troops by colonial

assemblies, for example in Massachusetts, even if they by no
means removed all difficulties.^'^

In sum, Pitt's administrative changes might well be called

'almost a total revolution in America'. The very high expecta-

tions of the 1758 campaign were also characteristic of him.

Abercromby's 'great, and it is to be hoped decisive campaign'

was to attack either Montreal or Quebec or both; after taking

Louisburg, Boscawen and Amherst were to proceed against

Quebec or other places in the area, or even to detach forces

to attack 'Forts and Places on rivers Mobile and Mississippi'

in the south.^^ The outcome was much more limited. Louisburg

fell without much difficulty on 26 July, but later than hoped,
and Boscawen and Amherst considered no further major
action advisable. Abercromby's advance to Crown Point made
a good beginning, but was decisively turned back at Ticonderoga

earlier in July, at the expense of nearly 3,000 men. The only

success of his campaign was a side attack, in September,

along the Mohawk valley to the west, to raid Fort Frontenac

at the head of the St Lawrence. By that time, Abercromby's
accounts of his failure had secured his recall to England
and replacement by Amherst. Forbes succeeded at Fort

Duquesne - and renamed it Pittsburgh - only in November.
And both his and Abercromby's dispatches bear vivid wit-

ness to the difficulties of their campaigns, not least that of

working with provincial soldiers.

Arguably, Loudoun's plans would have had more success.^^

Pitt's over-optimistic expectations and his equally excessive

'melancholy' reaction to the failure at Ticonderoga - which
Bute thought 'affects you too greatly' - reflected how little

he yet understood the difficulties of American continental

warfare. Nevertheless, the British had won their first major
victory. The news, coming simultaneously with that of the

success of the second stage of the French coastal expedition

in temporarily seizing Cherbourg and destroying its forti-

fications, at last lifted the gloomy mood at home. Now, to

parallel the earlier celebration of Ferdinand's success at

Crefeld, 'British' victories could be marked by displaying

the guns of Cherbourg in Hyde Park and parading the stand-

ards taken at Louisburg to St Paul's.^^
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The 1758 campaign established a pattern for later Amer-
ican operations. Before its fortunes were fully known, Pitt

had already set the colonial governors to raise 'at least as

large a body of men as they did for the last campaign .^^ At the

end of December, orders were sent for a three-pronged attack

very similar in its main lines to that of 1758: an advance
from Louisburg up the St Lawrence to Quebec under new
commanders, General James Wolfe and Admiral Charles

Saunders, another up the Hudson valley and to Lake Ontario

under Amherst, and further operations to the south.^^ More
clearly than ever, the planning of the campaign and the

administrative effort of getting away Saunders's consider-

able fleet and body of transports was a collaborative effort,

chiefly of Pitt, Ligonier, Anson and the Admiralty and Navy
Boards. (As in 1758, the main body of regular troops was
already in America.) Pitt seems to have been decisive

in Abercromby's recall, Ligonier in the decision to send
Amherst with the provincial troops, while he and Anson had
preponderant influence in choice of officers. As before, Pitt

did what he could to hasten preparations.^^

The story of this campaign is dominated by the drama of

the attack on Quebec: the long silence after the expedition

left Halifax on 6 June, a month later than planned, then

depressing accounts of great difficulties, followed, only two

days later on 16 October, by news of the dramatic scaling of

the Heights of Abraham and the battle which secured the

city - at the cost of the deaths of both commanders, Wolfe
and the Marquis de Montcalm, which tinged the delirious

rejoicing with heroic tragedy.^^ But the margin of success

was narrow. The difficulties of the following winter illus-

trated the tenuous British hold on the city, which was almost

broken in the spring by siege from a much larger French
force. Only the timely arrival of a squadron from Halifax

relieved the threat.^^ And there was much less success on
the inland route. Ticonderoga and Crown Point fell, and
control of Lake Ontario and the lakes beyond was secured

by taking Niagara. But Amherst could not advance on either

Montreal or Quebec,^*" and little more came of the ambitious

plans for the south than the rebuilding of Fort Dusquesne.^^

Nevertheless, the successes were noteworthy because they

came despite a diversionary threat of a French invasion at

home rising from late 1758 to a peak in mid-1759. To meet
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the threat, naval resources (except manpower) were rea-

sonable but military defences were deplorably slender. For

long Pitt affected to play down the danger, to the despair

of his colleagues. However, in May, to meet the manpower
problem, he proposed that the militia regiments in various

counties should be called into active service in home defence.

When this 'embodiment' proceeded with surprising enthu-

siasm and success, it redounded greatly to Pitt's credit.^^ The
threatened invasion was eventually deflected by Ferdinand's

major victory at Minden in August, and especially by two

great naval triumphs, Boscawen's against the French Mediter-

ranean fleet off Lagos in August and Hawke's over the Brest

fleet in November. The latter marked success at last for the

western squadron; both gave Britain decisive naval superior-

ity for the rest of the war.^^

In this context, the success of the further campaign neces-

sary to complete control of Canada was virtually assured. This

time, Pitt's instructions - otherwise in now standard form -

allowed Amherst a discretion (only partially conceded in

1759) to direct operations 'as you shall judge proper . . .

from your knowledge of the Countries . . . and from emergent
circumstances', in both 'the vigorous attack of Montreal' and
in 'the Southern operations'.^*^ Amherst's further version of

the three-pronged attack, from Quebec, Lake Champlain and
Lake Ontario, proceeded this time without a hitch once
Quebec was resecured. On 7 September, Montreal fell.

WIDENING WAR, 1758-62

Naval supremacy and success in America allowed the deploy-

ment of resources elsewhere. Indeed, already in 1758, long

before that success was assured, Pitt had initiated an expedi-

tion to the West Indies, against the important French island

of Martinique, at the expense of troop reinforcements to

America and despite Anson's concern at sending so many
ships beyond Europe. The aim here was not defensive but

'to distress [the] enemy in [a] principal branch of commerce
and cut off a considerable source of riches'. By May 1759,

after a repulse from Martinique, the other major French
island, Guadeloupe, was taken. This turn to the offensive in

an area where there was little immediate French challenge
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came from Pitt. And he insisted that both troops and ships

should stay in the West Indies, again despite Anson's objec-

tions. However, the wider offensive had general support

in the ministry. After the fall of Canada, Pitt redirected his

energies to the West Indies, applying there the techniques

of the American campaign in a stream of instructions which
required troops from America for a large expedition against

Martinique while promising transports from England. The
expedition continued, again with general approval, through

1761. The eventual fall of Martinique in February 1762 capped
some previous lesser successes.^^

Even earlier, Pitt had also taken the lead in extending the

war to the West African coast. In his first ministry, he had
responded more warmly than other ministers to the urgings

of the Quaker merchant, Thomas Gumming, to attack French

stations there. Gumming' s plans were taken up again 'with

Vigor' in 1758, leading to the capture of Senegal in May
and Goree at the end of the year. Gareful steps were taken

to secure both conquests.^^

Operations in India were a different matter. Robert Glive's

victory at Plassey in June 1757, which made British influ-

ence dominant in Bengal, was certainly momentous for the

Gompany. So too was the slower defeat of the French chal-

lenge on the Garnatic coast by victories at Wandiwash in

January 1760 and Pondicherry a year later. However, both

developments were, in the eyes of administration and pub-

lic alike, subordinate to the main theatres of war. Moreover,

for India, the issue was not one of planning and implement-

ing expeditions, but of responding to requests for help from
the East India Gompany - which came through the south-

ern Secretary. In 1754 and 1755 Holderness had persuaded

the administration to respond generously with ships and the

first regular troops. Pitt continued this trend, even initiating

contacts with the Company's Secret Committee. Further help

along these lines continued to 1760 as resources permitted,

while from 1757 the Company was paid an annual grant of

£20,000 to help to defray its military expenses.^^

Pitt certainly won warm gratitude for this help.^^ And
in the dark days of late 1757, he seized the opportunity

of dive's success to praise him lavishly as 'that heaven-born

general' . However, Pitt did not succumb to Glive's attempt

to lure the government with visions of sovereignty and
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rich financial rewards into direct involvement in territorial

aggrandizement in India.^^ The most Clive could secure from
Pitt was a projected expedition, early in 1761, to seize the

French naval base on Mauritius, so important to operations

in India. Although generally supported in the ministry, the

plan was dropped when the situation in India improved.^^

Forces for the abortive Mauritius expedition were to have

been diverted from another French coastal attack, on the

island of Belle lie. The planning for this from October 1760
well illustrates the process of decision-making at the height

of the war. The initiative, once again an attempt to relieve

pressure in Germany, came from Pitt. However, he had to

exert a mixture of artful persuasion, high-handedness and
threatening rage, both in some unusually large ministerial

meetings and in the closet, to win over his reluctant col-

leagues whose co-operation was essential. Interrupted by the

death of George II on 25 October, then by winter and the

proposed Mauritius diversion, the expedition went forward

in March - with the help of the new king's favourite, the

Earl of Bute, by then Pitt's fellow Secretary of State. Belle

lie fell in June.^^ Pitt could cajole by force of personality;

but he never exercised an unquestioned dominance, nor
could he manage even his spheres of the war without the

co-operation of colleagues.^^

THAT GENIUS': THE GREAT WAR MINISTER?

As the responsible Secretary of State - by default, not choice
- Pitt certainly left his mark on the war beyond Europe, if

not as much as traditionally thought, and probably no more
so, in America anyway, than Fox, for example, might have

done. A world-wide strategy was impossible. The difficulty

of communications across oceans and continents made it

so, to say nothing of a cumbersome administration. Pitt did

not even give an innovative thrust to American strategy -

although his dispatches suggest he kept attention focused

on it. To many, his dispatches seemed to breathe vigour and
urgency. Forbes wrote of 'being actuated by your spirits' in

capturing the fort he renamed Pittsburgh. Later, in the after-

glow of victory, Americans remembered a 'new Minister'

who 'by an animating Letter to each of the Provinces gave
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a turn to their drooping Spirits Pitt's conciliatory atti-

tude to the colonies certainly helped the mobilization of

their resources for the immediate task; however, his col-

leagues recognized as well as he did the primacy of the

American war and the conditions necessary for its success -

as outlined by Joseph Yorke in July 1757 - and when Pitt

later tried to claim that in 1756 he had found 'America

unsupported by a preference for Hanover', he was, justifi-

ably, 'contradicted flatly'. The commanders in America
overcame the problems on the ground - and there is some-
thing in the arguments that in this they were hindered more
than helped by Pitt. The detail of his dispatches was not

always appropriate and they were received relatively late

in the preparations for the next campaign. The successive

replacements of Loudoun and Abercromby delayed victory

by removing their hard-won experience of unfamiliar con-

ditions. In London, when his health allowed, Pitt pushed
vigorously for results from the creaking administrative machin-

ery. However, he did not envisage, let alone undertake, any

fundamental reform or attempt to provide the ongoing plan-

ning which might have made ambitious visions feasible. And
his conciliatory attitude to the colonies aggravated long-term

problems of imperial relations of which his incoming dis-

patches constantly reminded him,^^^ not least by placing the

financial burden of defence on Britain. Amherst's doubts

whether ministers were 'thoroughly sensible of the vast ex-

penses attending offensive operations' certainly applied to

Beyond his sphere, Pitt was by 1760 more obviously than

ever the dominant Secretary, his correspondence with Holder-

ness on policy matters dying away to a trickle. Military com-
manders and diplomats, both British and foreign, regarded

Pitt as the animating force in the conduct of the war.^^^ For-

eign ministers in London habitually made contact with him
as 'the effective minister', regardless of department. The
German war situation and policy were discussed not only

with Granby, commander of the British forces in Germany,
but more notably in a long and mutually congratulatory

exchange of letters with Prince Ferdinand. Frederick the

Great's expressions of confidence in Pitt grew steadily warmer
- if not entirely without suspicion or ulterior motive. Faced
with military crisis in August 1759, Frederick rested his hopes
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on Pitt's 'firmness and integrity'. As prospects of peace arose,

his reliance on Pitt's goodwill and confidential communica-
tions to him increased. Time and again, his envoys were told

to speak first to Pitt and only then, and as guided by him,

to other ministers. On occasion he wrote to Pitt himself,

responding lavishly in kind to Pitt's public praise, assuring

him, on the death of George II, of continuing faith in Pitt's

'true Roman character', of which his ministry had given

such striking evidence. Obviously, to Frederick, Pitt had
become the mainstay of his alliance with Britain and Britain's

continental war effort.

Such clear dominance shows how the opportunities

offered by the Secretary's office could be exploited to stretch

its constitutional limits and must modif)^ recent refreshingly

sceptical reassessments of Pitt's role.^^^ However, in diplo-

macy, quiescent in wartime anyway, Pitt was less prominent.

His first major initiative, the approach to Spain offering the

return of Gibraltar, was a desperate gamble (and clearly

shaped by European thinking) and fell flat, although Spain,

if uncommitted, remained friendly. Holderness conducted
crucial negotiations with the Dutch and other northern mari-

time states over neutral shipping rights in 1758-59, although

Pitt's skills were essential in getting through parliament the

controversial Act of 1759, designed to placate these states by

controlling the activities of British privateers. The biggest

test of skills - the negotiation of peace, yet to come - was

to suggest Pitt's abilities lay more in organizing expeditions

than diplomacy.

By 1760 - when Britain had won unprecedented victories

giving her dominance over the French in all areas of their

world-wide competition - it was evident that the two spheres

of the war, in Europe and beyond, had indeed been held in

productive balance. This 'true consummation '^^^ of the blue-

water policy had been achieved not out of any broad strategic

vision, but as a result of an ad hoc process of adjustment to

the unique circumstances of this war - a learning process

in which Pitt shared as much as others. This he publicly

admitted in 1759, when he declared that 'he had unlearned

his juvenile errors, and thought no longer that England
could do it all by herself '.^^^ Although far readier to accept

European commitments than this confession allows, only

gradually did he, along with others, come to recognize that
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German measures not only would not hinder 'the vigour to

be exerted in America' but could give 'evident advantage'

to operations 'both by sea and in America', and to insist on
'the totality of carrying on the war ... in all its parts'. He
had no grand strategic vision; rather, the war was extended
piecemeal, planned only year by year. And the coastal raids

on France - Pitt's most distinctive contribution - were not

successful in their strategic purpose of diverting French
resources from Germany.^

Moreover, the 'system' by which 'America had been con-

quered in Germany' into which Pitt later elevated his learn-

ing process was more political than military in conception

and hardly original. Twenty years before, in a different war,

Hardwicke had recognized that 'America must be fought

for in Europe'; Frederick the Great first made the same
point in this war.^^^ And Pitt's claim overlooked the very

chequered fortunes of the German war, where the situation

of Frederick, 'attacked and surrounded by so many con-

siderable powers . . . concerted with such united force against

him',^^^ was always vulnerable. In August 1759, a victory of the

Austrians and Russians at Kunersdorf virtually wiped out his

army. In October 1760, he reached his lowest ebb when the

Russians occupied Berlin. He was still capable of brilliant

recovery, but his resources were desperately over-extended.

The possibility remained ever present that Frederick might
be forced to a peace requiring unwelcome sacrifices by
Britain. Pitt generally supported the sending of reinforce-

ments to Ferdinand's Rhineland army, but sometimes in

1760 the state of the war was such as to make him hesi-

tate. Certainly, at times - after the spring victories of 1758,

for example, or after Minden in 1759 - Ferdinand's func-

tion could seem to be merely to protect Frederick's western

flank rather than to serve any British purpose - although in

1760 the French again threatened Hanover.
Furthermore, success in all spheres of the war depended

on contributions with which Pitt had little to do.^^^ Anson
chiefly, helped by others connected with the navy, managed
the difficulties hindering its mobilization and - as Pitt was
later to acknowledge^^^ - found the practical solutions which
allowed the western squadron to fulfil its crucial functions,

at least in 1759. Ligonier's professional skill was important to

the military effort, although it also owed something to other
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ministers - including Pitt's perhaps unduly famed opening up
of Highland recruiting^

'^'^ and, more certainly, Newcastle's

generally competent oversight of the commissariat. Probably

the continuing contribution on policy of Granville as Lord
President was important, too. Newcastle had noticed, very

early in the war, that 'Mr Pitt seems better with him than

anybody'. Certainly Pitt (again ready to acknowledge earlier

mistakes) was later to claim that 'to his patronage, to his

friendship, and instruction, I owe whatever I am'.^^^

Above all, Newcastle's skill and experience at the Treas-

ury in activating Britain's superior fiscal system allowed the

raising, often in critical circumstances, of ever-increasing

financial resources. These ensured that no essential part of

Britain's war effort - unlike France's - was restricted by lack

of money. By contrast, Pitt was plainly irresponsible about

the unprecedented costs of war - the national debt almost

doubled, the annual cost more than twice that of the last

war.^^^ He was still 'impracticable', as contemporaries put it,

'an Inigo Jones in politics, a man of great ideas, a projector

of noble and magnificent plans', but, like architects, never

considering himself 'as concerned to find the means'.

Even more fundamental to Britain's remarkable success

were circumstances hardly attributable to any personal influ-

ence: a rising population which eased manpower problems,

the greater resources of the British colonies, the neutrality of

Spain for these crucial years, circumstances on the continent

which, while diverting French resources,^^^ were not gener-

ally seen to require major British (or Hanoverian) involvement

yet gave Britain an ally willing to tolerate limited commit-
ment and able to hold out against the odds. These circum-

stances were crucial in allowing the navy to be, for the only

time in this century, a 'decisive instrument of power '.^^^

To a large extent, Pitt fulfilled the high expectations of

him as he took office. His energy, remarkably sustained

despite debilitating illness and clearly evident in his papers

and the comments of observers, led Newcastle to exclaim,

after Pitt's resignation, that '[w]ith all his faults . . . [t]here

is no one so able to push an expedition as he' - although
to Hardwicke the successful Havana expedition of 1762
proved he was not indispensable. His spirit, to which so

many responded, was typically evident in the invasion crisis

- if essential measures were largely left to others. He was
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decisive where others would equivocate. His nerve, and a

vision of British interests of greater clarity than that of his

colleagues, can be seen in the determined shaping of the

Prussian alliance. His courage and vision gave him a deter-

mination to press France to the limits when others might
well have compromised. He was 'a man who (in the polit-

ical sense) fears neither God nor DeviV }^^^ To this extent he left

his imprint on the war. But no longer can it be suggested

that, largely single-handedly, he shaped its strategy, directed

it and determined its outcome.

SHAPING A REPUTATION: COALITION
POLITICS, 1757-61

Yet, to many contemporaries, including some close to gov-

erning circles, Pitt seemed indeed the 'directing' minister,

the 'Minister as to Measures', while Newcastle was merely

the disposer of 'Places', the 'Minister of Numbers'. And,
as the crescendo of celebration of victories by parades, ser-

vices, bonfires and peals of bells rose and addresses of con-

gratulation poured in to the king, the lustre of victory fell

almost exclusively on Pitt. Even the first successes were

attributed 'cheifly' to Pitt's 'AbiHties and Zeal'. By 1759-60,

partisan notes were muted and acknowledgement grew much
more universal that Pitt was

that great man, who had raised us from a very low state of

political depression, not only in the eyes of all Europe, but in

our own opinion, to make rapid progress to the highest state of

national glory in which ever we had been.^^^

Thomas Percival ascribed the 'glorious success of this year

. . . solely, and under God, to Mr Pitt'; Horace Walpole

considered that 'it will require ten votes of the House of

Commons before people will believe that it is the Duke of

Newcastle that has done all this and not Mr Pitt'; and the

'Citizens of London', buoyed by prosperity unusual in war,

lavished their compliments in the inscription on the founda-

tion stone of their new 'Pitt's Bridge' at Blackfriars.^^^ Under-
tones of criticism never entirely disappeared, yet Pitt seemed
indeed to have performed the unprecedented feat of 'still

uniting, the uncommon Characters of Ministermd Patriot'

108



SHAPING A REPUTATION: COALITION POLITICS, 1757-61

Some reasons for such a meteoric ascendancy are obvious.

Credit for the seemingly miraculous lifting of the nation

from the depths of defeat widely attributed to national degen-

eracy^ accrued naturally to the most obviously new figure

in the administration - especially when he began with a pub-

lic image greater than any preceding minister. He was soon

so clearly the dominant Secretary of State, while the most
valued victories - people framed lists of them to hang on
their walls^^^ - came in his sphere of responsibility.

It is not often realized, however, how Pitt's ascendancy

was further enhanced by artifice, not least by the way he
operated in the coalition. He did not, in fact, need to bully

his colleagues into submission to his views; Newcastle might
often fret and fume over Pitt's 'uncertainty of . . . temper',

but he now readily accepted him as a 'man of great merit,

weight and consequence', consulted him carefully over pat-

ronage, and showed little sign of the old jealousy. Indeed,

it is striking how quickly Pitt overcame his initial weak situ-

ation in the coalition. Nevertheless, Pitt often chose to

hector and harass his colleagues. Where this was not simply

the effects of illness compounding an increasing arrogance,

it sprang from a compulsion to distance himself, to protect

that independence of Newcastle and the Old Corps he had
asserted in the manoeuvres following Pelham's death.

After the frictions of 1757-58 over the German war and
the habeas corpus bill, which could have broken the coali-

tion, this compulsion might well have been eased by suc-

cess. Instead, the lengths to which it took Pitt were displayed

in two notable incidents at the height of the war. Early in

1759, with financial crisis threatening, Pitt was prepared,

largely to oblige his City ally, William Beckford, to subvert

Legge's plans for the year's supply because they included a

duty on sugar. When drawn into public debate in defence

of Beckford, he disingenuously paraded his detachment from
Treasury business. At the time, he dramatically lost the

sympathy of the House. Members 'groaned as he spoke'.

Tories attacked his continental measures and criticized the

troubles of the West Indian expedition, while 'he hung down
his head and was silent'.

Later in 1759, Pitt made a prolonged and eventually suc-

cessful attempt to have a vacancy in the Order of the Garter

given to his ally but largely ignored colleague, Earl Temple.
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Pitt set himself against the king's equal determination not
to give to a man he despised this prized and personal hon-
our, which would also recognize Pitt's status. Pitt's tactics,

in this instance and the first, combined bluster and bullying

of Newcastle with threats that he 'would not undertake the

House of Commons' and might even retire and let the king

try 'another Plan' (which Pitt 'fancied he had').^^^

These incidents also illustrate the way Pitt both asserted

and abused departmental autonomy as it suited him for the

same purposes of distancing himself from his colleagues.

At the height of the Garter affair, Pitt took exaggerated

offence at an apparent trespass on his domain when New-
castle failed to inform him of a ludicrous peace feeler made
to Joseph Yorke at The Hague by an unidentified woman.
On questions of war financing Pitt was always ready to harry

in private and abuse the Treasury 'most exceedingly' in pub-

lic, while equally publicly dissociating himself fi:'om any respons-

ibility. Similar unpredictability later provoked the comment,
'Was there ever such a whirligig as this great man?' Well

might Newcastle complain that it was 'indeed amazing that

a person who by his own measures has thrown the nation

into an immense expense . . . shall think to lay the blame on
the Treasury' and refuse any collective responsibility.

Pitt did not, in fact, 'despotically' govern his colleagues,

terrorizing Newcastle and dictating to other departments, as

the government contractor, Sir George Colebrooke, believed;

but Colebrooke 's vivid account powerfully conveys the impact

of Pitt's personality. As time passed, Pitt was more pre-

pared to admit the support of his colleagues, and relations

eased.^^^ Even the old king, it seems, was won over in his last

months. But Pitt's tactics ensured that the coalition never

melded into a genuine alliance - and that he remained
distinguished from others as successes mounted.
Even more important in shaping his reputation were Pitt's

parliamentary speeches. Beyond question, he was the admin-

istration's chief spokesman in parliament, its public front,

presenting the war to a wider audience. Yet he seldom acted

as a conventional leader of the House, avoiding association

with the pre-session circular to administration supporters and
other normal ways of courting support, while readily leaving

the drafting of the King's Speech to Hardwicke (although

he was carefully consulted). Similarly, his speeches often
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seemed to serve his own purposes more than those of the

administration. This was most obvious in his first major

speech in the critical situation of December 1757 which
seemed to a foreign observer to be that of a tribune of the

people rather than a Secretary of State. His characteristic

impetuosity perhaps then carried him further than he in-

tended, not only into quite unmeasured attack on Loudoun,
accentuated by equally extravagant 'eastern panegyric' on
Clive, but also into his initial dramatic declaration against

sending British soldiers to Europe. Horace Walpole, who
noted how Pitt 'warmed himself' in this speech ('admired

almost beyond any of his orations'), remarked elsewhere

that 'no man ever knew so little what he was going to say'.^^^

But, as Pitt's confidence grew with success, Walpole also

noted the 'art' with which he seemed 'to avoid all ostenta-

tion of power, while he assumed everything to himself but

the disposition of the money'. Yet Pitt insisted - while he
'provoked, called for, defied objections' - that 'heaps of

millions must be raised' for the dramatic struggle he pic-

tured in both Germany and America. In November 1759,

Pitt dwelt on continuing victories 'with great address, seem-

ing to waive any merit, but stating our success in a manner
that excluded all others from a share in it'. Again, he dram-
atized his own role and the continued effort still needed.

'He thought the stone almost rolled up to the top of the

hill, but it might roll back with dreadful repercussion.' The
'least omission' in any part of the war 'might be fatal to

the whole'; the country had resources to fight on for years.

By this time, Walpole had succumbed to Pitt's spell, writing

ecstatically to him of 'the lustre you have thrown on this

country', and claiming 'Mr Pitt himself had done more for

Britain than any orator for Rome. Our three last campaigns
had overrun more world than they conquered in a century'.

Other sceptical critics likewise could not resist some admira-

tion of Pitt's major speeches.^^^

Crucial to Pitt's swelling reputation, as to his independ-
ent power base, was the support of the Tories. His care-

ful courting of them through the crises of 1757 and the

manoeuvres of 1758, if not always successful, limited damage
to his patriot reputation, so that 'British' victories, when they

came, fell the more exclusively to him.^^^ The courting

continued, notably in 1760 with support for a Tory bill to
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enforce the property qualifications of members of parlia-

ment and, more consistently, over militia issues. Already

Pitt had ostentatiously helped to smooth difficulties over

the implementation of the 1757 Act and paraded reliance

on the militia in the invasion scare of 1759. The three militia

issues of 1760 he took up with varying commitment and
success. A bill to establish a Scottish militia was abandoned,
as was the most fundamental question, that of prolonging the

term of the English Militia Act. A scheme to relieve counties

of the burden of family allowances to militiamen was even-

tually passed only in emasculated form.^^^ Over Pitt's deft

manoeuvres through these difficulties, Newcastle protested

(with some exaggeration) at 'a most ridiculous situation':

Mr Pitt, by his situation and consequence, is at the head of the

House of Commons, of which the Tories scarce make a sixth

part; and all extrajudicial business, is to be agreed, and con-

certed with them, without any notice taken of our Friends, who
compose the majority.^''*'

Newcastle missed the point. Pitt wanted not to lead but

to be distinguished from the majority - without endanger-

ing the administration. The disappointments of militia sup-

porters displayed Pitt's lack of a majority in the ordinary

sense. But, as his rhetoric resounded with the bells of vic-

tory, Pitt looked for political strength in other ways. His man-
oeuvres, while certainly not holding all Tories,^^' paraded
and consolidated his independence while helping him to

monopolize credit for success.

At the same time, the message was trumpeted to a wider

audience by the unsolicited aid of his public advocates. The
carefully tailored comment of the Monitor, the organ of Pitt's

City-Tory ally, Beckford, provides one acute register of the

movement of opinion. In July 1757, it reflected the uncer-

tainties of the popular Tory sentiment dominant in the City

with its sharp warning that Pitt's coalition with Newcastle

might 'induce a belief that he, who was adored for his upright

professions, had veered about, deserted the cause of his

country' - while soon hoping, with others, that Pitt might

triumph over the 'faction', the 'old junto', which had under-

mined him the year before. Pitt was rescued from blame for

the Rochefort fiasco by a similar argument. The next year.
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the Monitor sharply registered the shock of the sending of

British troops to Germany by drawing back from growing

support for more limited intervention - while using the same
'faction' argument speciously to exonerate Pitt and suggest

he had been 'over-ruled' by other ministers. The first victor-

ies, which, the Mon2tor argued, reflected 'a dazzling splendor'

on Pitt's character, enabled the paper to return, by early

1759, to defend his policies against biting criticism. By 1759-

60, there was no longer any need for circumspection as it

reflected widely held views in claiming that the people were

'so thoroughly convinced' of Pitt's merit, 'that all the power
of darkness will never be able to deprive him of their con-

fidence and applause'. Nevertheless, the paper continued

to reiterate the 'faction' argument even more vehemently
(echoing Pitt's 'hot' friends in the City) as it answered con-

tinuing undercurrents of criticism and reflected fears that

Pitt's policies might be undermined. Pitt's manoeuvres
for independence bore their fruit; he alone was distinguished

as the great war minister.

Walpole described Pitt's 'greatness' as 'unfinished' or

'artificial', depending as it did not only on the 'vacancy of

great men' among 'his predecessors, now his coadjutors',

but also 'on his words' and his 'art'. Sceptics who saw through

Pitt's 'art' were not few in number. One, Elizabeth Montagu,
ruthlessly mocked his studied detachment and the 'eloquence,

that did everything for you'. That eloquence inspired 'sup-

erstitious veneration' which ascribed all success to him and
all failures to others and persuaded people that he 'did

really work' miracles. ^""^ Chesterfield, who knew Pitt even
better, saw him 'set out with acting the patriot', then, as a

minister, managing 'with such ability' that, while he served

the king's Hanoverian ends more than any before him had
dared, 'He still preserved all his credit and popularity with

the Publick. ... So much easier it is to deceive than unde-
ceive Mankind. '^^^

Such comments rightly saw the artifice in Pitt's reputation,

enhanced as it was by a dominating personality, sometimes
specious rhetoric and subtle propaganda. Yet to recognize

this artifice is by no means to deny his real contribution.

His service in the House of Commons was of the greatest

value, and the solid base of his dominance. The remarkable
ease with which parliament voted ever-increasing sums for
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the war owed much to him (if much also to Newcastle's

continued management of the Old Corps^*"^). Particularly

important was Pitt's careful presentation of the German
war. An early example of what became his standard tactics

is perhaps most striking. In January 1758, when the issue

was still very sensitive, he disguised a vote for the Hanoverian
army with lavish praise of the King of Prussia and attacks on
the Convention of Klosterseven, while insisting that all avail-

able forces were by then directed against France. Michell

recognized the unprecedented unity of parliament in sup-

port of the Hanoverian army as 'the work of this minister',

and Newcastle had good reason for satisfaction. Pitt's

defences of alliance with 'the Protestant Hero' were vital to

public perceptions of it. Of the 1758-59 session, Walpole
wrote that Pitt was 'absolute master, and if he can coin

twenty millions, may command them'; the unanimity of

1759-60 was even more lyrically extolled. By this time,

Pitt's leading colleagues were convinced that without the

strength given by Pitt's wider popularity the administration

could neither carry on the war nor make peace. ^''^ To this

extent, while Pitt capitalized so fruitfully on the new polit-

ical strength that had come to him in 1756-57, his achieve-

ment was an important part of the process of successfully

mobilizing the resources of the eighteenth-century polity

for war.

More than that. As Walpole recognized, Pitt's 'passion for

fame and the grandeur of his ideas' made him aspire 'to

redeem the honour of his country', as 'he taught the nation

to speak again as England used to speak to foreign powers'.

He dramatized the struggle against France 'as if he meant
. . . that his administration should decide which alone should

exist as a nation, Britain or France'. Thus Pitt came to per-

sonify and articulate, with unique panache, the national

mood of growing self-confidence. At this major milestone in

Britain's emergence as a great power, he epitomized that

competition with France which now added the new dimen-

sion of clear imperial supremacy to Britain's status. So he
came to be seen as indeed 'that Genius', the great war

minister.

In the process, however, his already warped personality

was fatally moulded. True, for once his furious energy, at

least in part unleashed by the vagaries of his mental illness,
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was harnessed to his formidable intelligence in service to

the state. But the burdens of office and physical illness

weighed heavy on the private joys that nourished him. 'Busi-

ness crowds upon me', he complained to Hester, urging her

to kiss 'the sweet babes and talk to them of Papa'. There
were mornings filled by foreign ministers 'that never left

me', a day of 'Corps diplomatic, St James's, Parliament and
night meeting. Dinners with the speaker, George Grenvilles'

- but 'on Saturday, I trust in heaven, with my Love'.^^^ Such
pressures produced extremes of behaviour. The sense of

melodrama that permeated his public pronouncements^^^

was more evident than ever in private letters. His mood vacil-

lated in 1758 from anxious hope for a victory so 'that this

almost degenerate England may learn from the disgrace and
ruin it shall have escaped' to extravagant praise of Frederick

as 'the King of Kings, whose last glories transcend all the

pasts'. In 1760 he swung from 'suspense, painful suspense

... in the midst of sollicitudes and gloomy doubts' to 'joy

. . . inexpressible at the [hjappy happy day' of the relief of

Quebec. Drama became self-delusion, as he convinced

himself as well as others that he had 'all the talents he
supposed in himself .^^^ His egotism and arrogance fed on
public adulation, untempered by private realism. His wife

joined in the adulation, while the one colleague who still

wrote to him with easy familiarity, Thomas Potter, died in

1759, and even he could write of 'numberless Cabals' of

'restless Faction' hindering 'your salutary Councils'. 'I will

not be rid with a check rein . . . ; I cant bear a touch of

command . . . ; I cannot be dictated to, prescribed to, etc.',

said Pitt in 1760.^^^ Not only was his reputation decisively

shaped; his political conduct was affected to the end of his

career.

PEACE, NEW REIGN AND RESIGNATION, 1759-61

By 1760 the question of ending the war was coming into

prominence. How would the great war minister make peace?

Initially he had no fixed ideas. The mere making of con-

quests did not determine their retention in the barter of

eighteenth-century peace negotiations, and the conquest of

Canada was first conceived to gain a bargaining counter,
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not an acquisition.^ ^ And in the first serious negotiations

of 1759-60, Pitt followed similar assumptions. Already he
had resisted parliamentary pressure for the retention of

Louisburg. Now he did not insist on either Louisburg or

Quebec, but rather places such as 'Niagara, the Lakes, Crown
Point', regarded as essential to the security of the British

colonies. Outside North America, he 'supposed we must
have Minorca again', wanted to keep Senegal and Goree
and some West Indian islands, but seemed relatively indif-

ferent about Guadeloupe. He made no mention of India.^^^

Such terms caused no serious differences among ministers,

although the king, hoping to extract more compensation
for Hanover, wanted firmer terms over America. By April

1760, however - perhaps influenced by the strong tone of

public discussion - Pitt favoured another campaign and
was probably beginning to contemplate more far-reaching

demands in America.^^^

When peace again came under serious consideration a

year later, the conquest of Canada had been completed and
Pitt's attitude was influenced by other circumstances. Not
least of these was the death of George II on 25 October
1760. The accession of a new, youthful king naturally had
an immediate effect on ministerial politics. Ostensibly, both

the king and the Earl of Bute - the mentor on whom George
III had come to rely - recognized the need to continue the

wartime coalition. But the effective if uneasy cohabitation

into which it had settled by 1760 was profoundly altered.

Pitt was most closely affected. He had unwisely allowed

his former alliance with Leicester House to cool and collapse

to the point where the prince, soon to be king, considered

him 'the most ungrateful . . . most dishonourable of men',

'a true snake in the grass '.^^'^ Bitterness over Pitt's under-

standable but needlessly tactless failure to consult or com-
municate information sufficiendy was intensified by his refusal

to dissociate himself from the general condemnation of two

Leicester House proteges. General Bligh, commander of the

finally unsuccessful 1758 expedition to the French coast,

and Lord George Sackville, accused of refusing to obey orders

to take the British cavalry into action at the battle of Minden
in 1759.^^^ Indeed, in April 1760, Pitt had abruptly rejected

a conciliatory overture from Bute, declaring 'I know it is

impossible for me to act in a responsible ministerial office
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with L[ord] B[ute]'. At issue was the independence he had
so successfully asserted in the coalition. Having achieved a

modus Vivendi with Newcastle which gave him an ample voice

in policy, his growing arrogance precluded even a judicious

show of co-operation with the political lightweight, Bute. At
the king's accession, Pitt reasserted to Bute that 'he must
act as an independent Minister or not at all, that his politics

were like his religion which would admit of no accommoda-
tion'. The well-known hostility of the king and Bute to the

German war gave Pitt good reason to defend that aspect espe-

cially of 'the system of the war' against 'the least change'.

And only with difficulty did he persuade the king to alter

the terms of a reference to the war in an early published

declaration from 'bloody and expensive' to 'expensive but

just and necessary'.^^^

The determination of the king and Bute to assert their

influence was immediately indicated by the king's command
that Bute, though remaining Groom of the Stole, was to be
present at all ministerial meetings. Devonshire noted that

Bute intended to confine 'all the ministers to their separate

departments'. There was no doubt that he controlled the

closet. Well might Pitt soon bewail the new difficulties in

transacting business now that Newcastle no longer could, if

necessary, 'answer for the King's consent'. He had even
greater reason for concern by mid-March, when, despite his

reiterated declaration that 'he would never have anything to

do with Lord Bute as a minister', Bute became his fellow

Secretary of State in place of the docile Holderness and
with the connivance of Newcastle. Yet again, Pitt was ill, and
this crucial move occurred to some extent behind his back.

Walpole was undoubtedly right to see it as intended to check
Pitt. But, for the present, Bute apparently agreed to 'leave

Mr Pitt master of foreign affairs', unless Newcastle, Devon-
shire and Hardwicke 'shall think he goes too far'. And Pitt

seemed to get his way as usual over the revival and planned
diversion of the Belle lie expedition. For the moment, he
seemed set to go on. But ministerial politics were obviously

changing to his detriment.

This challenge to his dominance was the more worrying

because continuing anxiety about the German war seemed
to incline public attitudes more towards those of the king

and Bute. Growing concern about the ever-rising costs of
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war, increasing taxation and war profiteering was crystal-

lized in November 1760 by the publication of Israel Mauduit's

Considerations on the Present German War. Far more influential

than any other wartime publication - 'the best pamphlet
that has been writ a long time' - this work distilled with

fresh clarity, free of partisan rancour, the arguments against

involvement in Germany. It maintained bluntly that alliance

with Prussia brought nothing in return for subsidies except

complications with other powers. Reaction was perplexed
rather than uniformly favourable, but there were parliament-

ary criticisms of expense which Pitt, predictably, tried to

deflect towards Newcastle. Euphoria was clearly giving way
to war-weariness.

In these circumstances, the question of peace again arose,

and in May 1761 substantial bilateral negotiations began
with France. In December 1760, Pitt had been very ready

for a peace in which 'we must give up considerably, but we
must retain a great deal at the same time'. He envisaged

terms involving either the cession of all Canada or substan-

tial gains elsewhere, together with, in both cases, an exclus-

ive right to the Newfoundland fisheries, universally valued

as a 'nursery' of seamen. By May 1761, however, his terms

had noticeably hardened, no doubt largely because suc-

cess made more seem possible, but also, it seems, out of

annoyance at Bute's appointment. He now insisted on the

retention of all Canada and the exclusive right to the fisher-

ies, declaring that, if he signed a treaty 'without it, he should

be sorry he ever got again the use of his right hand'.^^^

He was outwardly co-operative with Bute - who could hardly

be treated like Holderness - but, while accepting that the

substance of negotiation was a matter of collective decision,

he demanded a strong line and insisted that the manner
of execution of decisions was his responsibility.

However, although Pitt was at one extreme of a range

of attitudes among ministers, once France had offered the

cession of Canada he differed relatively little from most of

them on terms. They also wanted a settlement that reflected

Britain's successes. Like them, he was chiefly interested in

the issue on which the war had begun - security in North
America - if rather more ready to keep conquests elsewhere.

His peremptory manner led to some stormy ministerial

meetings, meetings in which there were 'some thumps of
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the fist on the table' as he 'flew into a great passion' and
'would not suffer an iota of a draft to be altered. His abrupt-

ness also caused offence to the principal French minister,

the Due de Choiseul (an adversary of commensurate cali-

bre). But on the two issues on which negotiations came to

turn - the European terms and the extent of French exclu-

sion from the American fisheries - the ministers were unanim-

ous in rejecting Choiseul' s backtracking on the return of

Prussian territory, and Pitt had much support for firmness

on the fisheries, notably from Bute, until the last stages.

Then it was he who, albeit very reluctantly, went along with

the others in a concession of substance on this question.

Although perhaps without Pitt the concession might have

been made earlier and more tactfully, the negotiations failed

primarily not because of his firmness but because Choiseul's

hopes had already moved from peace to the possibilities of

alliance with Spain in a renewed Family Compact. How-
ever, a division was emerging among ministers about the

extent to which they would go to enforce their terms. Pitt,

though still probably wanting peace, was set on delivering a

crushing and lasting blow to France, if not by diplomacy
then by renewed war. He had said, in Walpole's report,

'that some time before he should have been well contented

to bring France on her knees: now he would not rest till he
had laid her on her back'.^^^ His colleagues were much less

sure that renewed war was possible or desirable.

This difference sharpened as negotiations lapsed and
attention turned to Spain. Pitt had always handled dealings

with Spain carefully, recognizing the threat of a Spanish

juncture with France. But relations had deteriorated from
the accession of the less favourably disposed Charles IX in

1759. In response to fears of British dominance in the New
World and the revival of old grievances, Pitt had continued
conciliatory but increasingly firm, with the full support of

his colleagues. The growing threat became obvious when
France formally associated herself with Spanish grievances

in July 1761 (a move unanimously rejected by British min-

isters) , and more so as news of the Family Compact arrived

in early September.
The prospect of a united house of Bourbon crystallized

the incipient division between Pitt and his colleagues on the

future of the war. Pitt was certain, despite the opinions of
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Anson and Ligonier, that Britain was better prepared than

Spain, and was further irked, no doubt, by recent attempts

to rein him in; he came out for a swift pre-emptive blow
against the annual Spanish treasure fleet from America, and
war to the finish. His colleagues would not so hastily accept

such a drastic extension of the war. When, this time, he
could neither cajole nor browbeat them, he, with his sole

supporter, Temple, took the highly unusual step of present-

ing a written dissenting opinion to the king, predictably to

no avail. His colleagues were now prepared to contemplate

with equanimity, even relief, Pitt's often threatened resigna-

tion. On 5 October it became a reality. The great war min-

ister was gone.

During these ministerial debates, Pitt went back on an ini-

tial assurance that he 'execute any resolution' that ministers

came to, even if he did not agree. In his last words to his

colleagues he declared, in phrases that were to ring through
subsequent controversy, that he 'would not continue without

having the direction' and 'would be responsible for nothing

but what he directed'. Granville, too, foreshadowed the con-

troversy when he checked such claims to 'infalibility', reply-

ing that Pitt could not so 'justifye withdrawing himself from
the service of his country at this crisis'. The rebuke brought
Pitt to acknowledge his obligations to 'every one of the Old

Ministry Nevertheless, if it was not mere posturing, Pitt's

emotional speech showed the degree to which he had come
to believe in his constructed public image. He had never, he
claimed, 'asked one single employment'; he was called to

office 'by his sovereign and ... in some degree by the voice

of the people . . . when others had abdicated'; he had been
obstructed in virtually all his plans; nevertheless the war and
its success were imputed solely to him. And the extent to

which this was also still the dominant public view was shown
in the tribute of the Annual Register. While regretting the

personal disposition that 'disabled him from acting any other-

wise than alone', the tribute supported Pitt's claim to the

'voice of the people' and acknowledged the splendour and
success of the war energetically waged ' [u]nder him' and the

'spirit' and 'military genius' he had raised in the nation.

Pitt failed either to end or to extend 'his' war as he wanted.

Driven by a longstanding and intense anti-Bourbonism, his

vision of what the war might achieve had grown with its
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progress and his arrogance until, in Walpole's words, he
aspired to be 'the most illustrious man of the first country

in Europe '.^^^ In this sense, and certainly to most contem-
poraries, he was a great patriot. When the war was ended
under Bute a year later, after further extraordinary successes

at Havana (Cuba) and Manila in the conflict with Spain which
proved unavoidable, Pitt criticized the peace terms. They
were, he said, inadequate to these improved circumstances,

indeed worse than those offered the previous year, dishon-

ourable and dangerous in deserting Prussia and, above all,

insecure because they 'restored the enemy to her former
greatness'. Pitt had some case in condemning the failure

to extract more from Spain. Indeed, it is interesting to spe-

culate whether Pitt, much as he shared the new fixation on
North America, might have turned British attention back to

older dreams of advantage from the El Dorado of the Span-

ish empire, had he remained in office. But his claims for

'his' peace negotiations were tendentious, while he failed to

recognize that the time for the costly Prussian alliance had
passed. And still today it is arguable whether it is wiser to

conciliate or attempt permanently to repress an enemy.
Pitt's criticism was driven at least as much by factiousness as

by vision - or realism. It won little support, either in parlia-

ment or outside. No longer did his rhetoric resonate with

the national mood or the peace need his endorsement to

be acceptable. What future was there now for the great

war minister?
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Chapter 4

PITT, WILKES AND EMPIRE,
1761-66

When he resigned in October 1761, and despite the con-

straints of the new reign, Pitt was incontestably the most
outstanding figure in British politics, not only in popular

reputation but in achievement in office. Yet never again was

he to exercise the power he had come to wield in the war-

time coalition. Indeed, he was to be active in office again

only for a few months in 1766-67. The rest of his career

was increasingly shaped by the interaction of his ill health

with his personality. The periods of partial or complete with-

drawal punctuated by bursts of intense activity pose an enigma
of ineffectualness.

There is much to suggest that Pitt intended his resig-

nation to lead to retirement from active politics. Disillu-

sionment with changed circumstances, compounding the

burdens of office and ill health, had seemed for some while

to point that way, as did statements at the time.^ Although
the favours Pitt finally accepted after resignation - a pen-

sion of £3,000 a year for himself and a barony for his wife

- left him in the Commons, more than once he had said he
would attend only if attacked and otherwise 'should be ready

to support government'.^ However, the detached role of

elder statesman did not come easily to one of his tempera-

ment. The role became even harder to sustain as develop-

ments in war and peace negotiations made earlier policies

contentious. And they were the more contentious because

they interacted with the change naturally consequent on
the accession of a new king and with already excited public

politics to create a new volatility.
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NEW REIGN, NEW POLITICS

The new reign began auspiciously. The young George III,

who could claim that, '[b]orn and educated in this coun-

try, I glory in the name of Briton',^ inspired an effusion

of loyalty quite unparalleled at the accessions, or indeed
during the reigns, of previous Hanoverian monarchs. He
seemed the epitome of the patriot king long promised by
Leicester House. Yet euphoria was short-lived. Pitt's resigna-

tion renewed public contention over the role of the king in

politics. This grew to levels unprecedented in Hanoverian
political debate when Bute became First Lord of the Treas-

ury following Newcastle's resignation in May 1762 over the

refusal to continue the German war. Public turmoil was

hardly assuaged when Bute abruptly resigned less than a

year later, yet seemed set to remain the king's confidant.

Indeed, public politics - encouraged over many years by the

development of the press, more recently excited by the suc-

cesses of war and the celebration of Pitt, only to be agitated

by war-weariness and the issues of peacemaking - were to be
inflamed by political change to new levels of sustained intens-

ity.^ Postwar social and economic dislocation added further

disturbances, while the political effects of long-term economic
and social change - notably commercial development, urban-

ization and the growth of a middle class - although less

obvious, were increasingly apparent. And already before

Bute's fall, the pen of the most skilful demagogue of the

eighteenth century, John Wilkes, had entered the conflict.

In the course of the decade, his provocation to governments
not only helped to keep public politics more continuously

agitated and more influential in high politics, while more
independent of parliamentary politicians, than hitherto in

the Hanoverian period. New social groups - artisans in Lon-

don, the urban middle class all over the country - were also

aroused to more consistent involvement, while new, 'radical'

modes of organization and demands were stimulated.^

Politicians were even more directly affected by upheaval

in the new reign. As the war drew to its close, the collapse

of the coalition was to be expected; its unusual breadth and
tenuous stability were the products of the same extraordi-

nary circumstances that allowed Pitt to shape his dominance.
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However, the advent of a naive young king, at 22 barely

out of a prolonged adolescence enforced by his hitherto

cloistered life, accentuated the political change he was not

well equipped to manage. Certainly, he had no intention

of refurbishing the powers of the Crown in novel ways (as

used to be believed) . But, equally certainly, he despised Pitt

and Newcastle and idealistically wanted to inaugurate more
virtuous politics. (In personal morality, at least, he was a

lifelong contrast to his grandfather.) Moreover, he was de-

voted to his favourite who, while meeting the young man's
desperate need for friendship, was 'a man of learning with-

out wisdom',^ quite lacking in knowledge of the world,

yet ambitious to make his mark in politics. Even when his

effrontery turned to craven resignation under the barrage

of largely undeserved criticism his ministry provoked,^ he
still intended to guide from behind the scenes.

The activism of George III and Bute was in marked contrast

to the resigned acceptance of the ways of British politics into

which the old king had grown by the end of his reign. The
attitudes politicians encountered at court increased their

bewilderment and suspicion as changes in office gathered

speed. A marked reluctance to work with Bute became wide-

spread. Those Whigs long used to a monopoly of office were
particularly affected. For many Bute became, with some jus-

tification, the sinister eminence grise of politics, with whom they

would not work. For some, their views of politics were to be
permanently reshaped. In unaccustomed opposition, they came
to see themselves in magnified 'country' terms as virtuous

defenders of the constitution against a courtly conspiracy of

'secret influence'.

The sense of disorientation was compounded by the con-

fusion of Whig/Tory party distinctions, for so long major
landmarks of politics. In fact, they had long been mitigated

by the normally careful management of both Walpole and
Pelham in the interests of stability and blurred by 'patriot'

oppositions. Party distinctions were further attenuated by

the political manoeuvring of the mid-1 750s and even more
by the emphasis of much wartime propaganda on unanim-
ity in success 'under an administration, that disdains the aid

of party'. ^ Now the 'patriotism' of the young 'British' king,

determined to be ruler for all his people, drew Tories to kiss

hands at a Hanoverian court as never before, while some
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were rewarded with honours and lesser office. Pitt had act-

ively encouraged these developments. Always nonchalant about

party ties, he had swung abruptly fi"om blatant appeals to

the Whigs in the 1754-55 parliamentary session to courting

the Tories a year later, and then to projecting himself as a

war leader above party, as the strains ofwar divided City from
country Tories. In the new reign he actively encouraged Tory
appointments to office, while rejoicing 'at the extinction of

parties' and acknowledging his contribution to it.^

The clear end to long proscription from court and office

further weakened the Tories' sense of identity. In a parallel

process, the Old Corps of the Whigs was also deprived of

cohesiveness, first by the very breadth of the wartime coali-

tion, and then by the ending of its monopoly of power,

brutally signalled in 1761-63 over the winding down of the

war. The process which saw the loss first of Pitt and then

of Newcastle culminated in the dismissal of those of New-
castle's recognized followers still in office who opposed the

peace - the so-called 'slaughter of the Pelhamite innocents'.

In parliament during the 1760s, as they adapted to new cir-

cumstances, Whigs and Tories alike gradually dispersed in

various directions, leaving political competition to be struc-

tured by personal parties - groups adhering, more on per-

sonal than ideological terms, to leading politicians like Pitt,

Newcastle and his successor the Marquess of Rockingham,
Bedford, Grenville. In the same process, rapid ministerial

changes made more evident a group that came to be called

'King's Friends' - those sympathetic to the court or more
interested in office than politics.

Party labels did not, however, completely disappear. Newly
defined and only tenuously relating to political realities, they

continued to be bandied about in public, as some opposi-

tion groups sought to appropriate the Whig label and denig-

rate their courtly opponents - often equally Whig in lineage

and policy - as newly revived 'prerogative' Tories. In such

fractured and agitated politics, the task of securing a compet-

ent ministry with the confidence of both king and Commons
was greatly complicated: the decade saw six administrations

fall. As the mould ofWalpole-Pelhamite politics was decisively

broken, the very stability of the Hanoverian constitution some-

times seemed at risk. Certainly the tackling of major prob-

lems of the financial burden of war and the administration
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of vastly increased overseas possessions was gravely comprom-
ised. So the euphoria of victory and a new reign quickly gave

way to deep-seated anxiety and disenchantment.^^

Pitt's resignation was the first clear sign of political change;

its aftermath made incipient political turmoil obvious; and
Pitt was inevitably drawn in. He came to be inextricably asso-

ciated with the turmoil, helping to fuel it and deeply marked
by its force. Debates over his actions, especially in 1761-62

and 1766, were integral parts of the public contentions, while,

as the decade ended, he returned to politics after a prolonged

withdrawal seemingly determined to provoke controversy.

His unpredictability and arrogant unco-operativeness - to

say nothing of his ill health - greatly accentuated the vol-

atility of ministerial politics, not least in his own adminis-

tration of 1766. He, too, reshaped his party affiliations and
ideology under the decade's pressures.

PITT: PATRIOT OR MAVERICK^ 1761-63

To many of the public, Pitt's resignation 'seemed equal to

a revolution in the state '.^^ For three months, public debate

raged in what became, with the help of paid publicists, the

most sustained attack of all the war years on his policies and
popularity. In ways that are often not recognized, it merged
into and helped to shape later and greater controversies.

By far the most damaging criticisms were the personal ones.

The favours granted Pitt were alleged to cap past 'inconsisten-

cies' and broken promises and to show him up more clearly

than ever as an arrogant, presumptuous 'patriot unmasked'
- and, moreover, one who had deserted his post to avoid

difficulties in a crisis. Even Walpole ironically mocked him-
self as 'an old fool' for having fallen 'a dupe to virtue and
patriotism '.^^ Closely connected were considerations of Pitt's

policies. The broken promises and allegedly questionable

benefits of the German war were still by far the most con-

tentious questions. The great costs of war were seen as tar-

nishing the successes, usually, but not always, credited to Pitt.

When the declaration of a further 'ruinous' Spanish war
seemed briefly to revive Pitt's reputation, he was accused

either of not recognizing the Spanish threat early enough
or of provoking an unnecessary war. In large part, the
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debate merely summed up, more forcefully than before,

the undertones of criticism that had regularly punctuated
the war years. Running through it, however, were subordin-

ate but significant new arguments about the constitutional

propriety of Pitt's wartime dominance. A case, based partly

on 'the peoples voice', for allowing Pitt to be 'to sight at

least and in the general estimation, a Prime Minister', with

responsibility beyond his department,^^ was set against an
equally assertive case, limiting ministerial responsibility and
allowing a large role to the king, which gradually prevailed.

The new features of both cases - overtly 'populist' and 'roy-

alist' respectively - are potent signs of a fundamental change
in political circumstances, soon to be even more evident.^^

The force and significance of these 'violent conflicts'

deserve emphasis. In them, the Annual Register noted, 'the

popular cause was worse sustained, and the ministerial better

. . . than is usual in such discussions'. The 'torrent of pop-

ular rage' on Pitt's behalf was 'beaten back' and returned

only 'weakened, divided, and ineffective'.^^ This time, in con-

trast to the thirteen gold boxes granted Pitt in 1757, the out-

spoken City vote of thanks to Pitt was followed by only eight

other places - a disappointing tribute after four years of

glorious success.^^ The lustre of the patriot minister - now
competing with a patriot king - had undoubtedly been
dimmed.

In the first session of the newly elected parliament, how-

ever - the much more important test - the shock of Pitt's

resignation was considerably less. Issues about Pitt's wartime

status were far less prominent,^^ and only the venom of a new
member. Colonel Isaac Barre, amazed members, by bring-

ing the scurrility of the press into the House. However, the

resignation inevitably intensified debate over past and future

policy prompted by changing circumstances. Complaints

against the German war which 'would have been reckoned

as indecent insults upon the Sovereign in the late reign'^^ were

increasingly vociferous. And, despite his recent declarations,

Pitt was present and soon drawn to justify himself in the

forum where he enjoyed such sway.

In a series of now well-reported speeches, often sub-

stantive and cogent, Pitt comprehensively defended the

coalition's German policy. He claimed that he had turned

an inherited policy to Britain's advantage, at the same time
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making the German war a continuing burden 'heavy on the

neck of France'.^' On the peace negotiations, when taxed

by Beckford, he regretted that he had been 'overborne by

numbers' in making concessions over French exclusion from
the fisheries. On relations with Spain, he justified at length

his call for vigorous measures. He denied that he had courted

war, yet assumed credit when war came. And when, in May,

the question of aid to Portugal arose, he warmly supported

the measure while deploring any suggestion of withdrawal

from Germany. Britain could afford to borrow, he argued,

to continue the continental measures 'practised by all our

great princes' from Queen Elizabeth to King William.^^

Many observers agreed in seeing in these speeches 'great

dignity and temper', which, in the words of the Annual Regis-

ter, 'set a seal upon his character '.^^ The Prussian ambassador
attributed to Pitt's speech the approval without division in

December of continued subsidies for foreign troops.^^ And
there was indeed consistency, unmodified by concession to

royal or public war-weariness, in his insistence that the war
should be pushed on in all directions, regardless of expense.

He 'did not stoop to . . . opposing whatever was the measure
of the adversary. He had stood forth for general war, and
for the reduction of the House of Bourbon. To advise still

larger war was constancy to the same plan.'^°

Other commentators, however, saw in Pitt's justification

of the German war only 'the old trite argument of being con-

nected essentially with the conquests in all parts of the globe',

and Barrington rightly challenged 'Mr. Pitt's assertion, that

America had been neglected for Hanover in 1756'. Walpole,

while often admiring, saw Pitt's first speech as 'artful and
inflammatory'. Several observers noted his theatricality.^^

With the statesmanlike moderation and affected reluctance

to be drawn into debate went well-tried devices of calling for

information which could embarrass, hinting he knew more
than he could divulge, seeming to praise in order to highlight

disarray and affecting modesty while drawing credit to him-

self. He said he 'hoped never to be a public man again. He
would never come into place again'. But in defending his

policies he could not avoid being a 'public man'.^^

Through the summer and autumn, as Newcastle resigned,

further successes in war rivalled those of 1759-60, and peace

negotiations were at last successfully concluded, Pitt remained
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quiet. He denied reports that he approved the peace terms
and would not attend parliament. On the other hand, Tem-
ple wrote of Pitt's 'resolution of retirement', and by the end
of November, as parliament opened, Pitt was once again

seriously ill.^^

When at last, on 9 December, he appeared for the peace
debate deferred to enable him to attend, he came accompan-
ied by acclamations of the crowd outside, dramatically borne
as an invalid, swathed in flannel, in the arms of his servants.

By all accounts his speech of three and a half hours was inef-

fective, 'very tedious, unconvincing, heavy, and immeth-
odical', and he left before the division, which approved the

terms by 319 votes to 65. He seemed 'to bid adieu to politics,

and to despair of his own health'.^^ Nevertheless, there was
much in Pitt's speech that still spoke of active opposition and
the cultivation of his own image, not least his tendentious

claim to have stood firm alone in 'his' peace negotiations

and his new projection of himself as defender of 'this lovely

Constitution against a 'new cobbler', and of 'revolution prin-

ciples' of opposition to France against a new system of policy.

For the rest of the session, Pitt's behaviour remained enig-

matic. He swung between inactivity and warm support for

the administration's decision to maintain a large peacetime

army in North America, which paralysed any opposition

to the measure. Yet he intervened against the budget and
belatedly opposed the new cider tax.^^

Thus, as the war was finally ended, Pitt's intentions re-

mained as uncertain as his future in the new politics of the

1760s. He remained detached, striking an elder statesman

pose with some conviction. Yet he was obviously concerned

with backward-looking self-justification and defence of his

reputation - despite his affected disdain for 'party-papers'^^

- in a way which did not suggest retirement from active pol-

itics. But so far he had only tentatively moved - by opposing

the cider tax on grounds of personal liberty from intrus-

ive excise officers - to the fresh issues his dimmed patriot

reputation needed to sustain itself in peacetime. Despite his

longstanding preoccupation with foreign policy, he showed
no awareness of new postwar European or imperial issues.

What was clear was the support Pitt had lost, not only

out-of-doors but also inside the House. In the 1761-62

post-resignation debates, while he could still attract crowds
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and hold the attention of the House, few supported him
with speeches and only Beckford attempted to defend him
against Barre. By December, the king could rightly remark,

'I suppose his party consist of that Lord [Strange], Mr
Beck [ford], Mr Cooke, and perhaps a very few more who
are of the same hot headed stamp'. 'Mr Pitt may still have

his partizans in the City,' remarked another, 'but at present,

it does not appear he has many at Westminster.'^^ He had
shown himself disdainful of the Tories, whose support had
formerly helped to maintain his prized independence of

'connection'; it was now largely lost.^^ Where now would he
find 'forces to follow him', to realize his potential to 'be

very considerable in Parliament'

Furthermore, his own 'personal party' had been weakened
rather than strengthened by his time in office. Beckford,

although now a warm friend and, as Lord Mayor, holding

the City loyal, was no substitute for Potter as colleague

or ally in the House.^^ Barrington, a follower from the 1740s

with whom as Secretary at War Pitt had co-operated eas-

ily, was now a typical officeholder turned King's Friend.

Warm relations with Legge had turned to open breach by
1759.''

Even the Grenville family support was now bitterly divided.

The as yet faithful Temple and the amiable James had
resigned with Pitt, but George - the ablest and a valuable

lieutenant in the House - was now totally alienated. Dissatis-

faction with lack of advancement coupled with growing dis-

comfort over an expensive war had brought him closer to

Leicester House in the late 1750s, as Pitt's contact there was

broken. Resentment grew as Pitt 'threshed' him in the House
over taxes in 1761 and put them on opposite sides when
Grenville became leader of the House after Pitt's resig-

nation (although he then refused Pitt's seals); Grenville

spoke out against war costs, among other things suggesting

(foreshadowing modern debates'^) that 'want of seamen',

rather than the German war, had crippled France in America.

Pitt's heartless humiliation of Grenville as the 'Gentle Shep-

herd' in the cider tax debates was the most bruising of sev-

eral later exchanges. For Hester, now Lady Chatham, the

cost of her husband's political differences was, not for the

last time, personal: an enforced and painful rift within her

family.'^
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Weakened though he was, however, Pitt not only con-

tinued to reject approaches from Bute in late 1762 and
early 1763, on the grounds that 'he would never abet the

transcendancy of power his Lordship was arrived at'. He
also oscillated quite unpredictably in attitude to Newcastle

and his remaining supporters, as they moved surprisingly

quickly towards unaccustomed opposition - ironically, under
the tutelage of the very Duke of Cumberland whose supposed
pretensions they had previously so feared and who now
re-emerged to bring his considerable skills and nerve to bear

again on politics.^^ Pitt came to the peace debates proclaim-

ing himself 'unconnected', following 'no party'. Then the

cider tax brought warm, if brief, co-operation with Newcasde's

group.^^ For Pitt, such nonchalance about connection and
party ties could well mean political ineffectiveness.

As ministerial politics became clearly unsettled with Bute's

resignation in April 1763, Pitt's role remained enigmatic
- if not without some developing inner logic. In the light

of George Grenville's recent politics, it was no bolt from
the blue when he allowed himself to be persuaded by Bute

to succeed him as First Lord of the Treasury. But the king

accepted him with great reluctance and, as the administra-

tion struggled to establish its credibility as more than a

facade for Bute's continuing influence, its relations with the

king were further compromised.^^ By July and August, the

king was putting out piecemeal feelers to Hardwicke and
Newcastle and even indirectly to Pitt - but all refused to

come in as individuals.^^

Then suddenly, late in August, a 'great political storm'

broke which brought Pitt right into the limelight and to the

verge of office again - under the sponsorship of Bute and
with Beckford as intermediary. The storm was precipitated

by the death of the Earl of Egremont, a leading member of

the administration. On Bute's urging, the king saw Pitt for

three hours on 27 August, when Pitt

went through the infirmities of the peace; the things necessary

... to improve and preserve it; the present state of the nation,

both foreign and domestic; the great Whig families and persons

which had been driven from His Majesty's Council and service,

which it would be for his interest to restore.
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Convinced he had persuaded the king into this major change

of men and measures, Pitt then spent hours in negotiation

with Newcastle and his group. But, when he returned to the

king two days later, to Pitt's repeated insistence on the 'great

families' the king replied, 'Well, Mr Pitt, I see . . . this won't

do. My honour is concerned, and I must support it' Bute, it

seems, had taken fright in the interlude at the extent of change

demanded. The negotiation was over - and the king was

forced into a humiliating reconciliation with Grenville and
acceptance of Bute's complete retirement from politics.^^

'Never, in any history, was there so curious a scene',

said contemporaries of this episode.^^ Pitt's behaviour does

indeed seem incredible in the light of his recent declara-

tions and attitude towards Bute and Newcastle. Observers

wondered at his high-handed negotiating style, which was

drawn to public attention for the first time in a bout of

spirited controversy which illustrated how contentious was

the suggestion that Pitt had sought to impose an 'imperi-

ous plan' on the young 'amiable, but unhappy' sovereign.

There is no doubt that Pitt's arrogance led him to misjudge

the desperation and sensitivities of the young king and his _

favourite. As Lyttelton put it.

My old friend was once a skilful courtier; but since he himself

has attained a kind of royalty, he seems more attentive to sup-

port his own majesty than to pay the necessary regards to that

of his sovereign.

However, those in closest contact with Pitt obviously be-

lieved that he negotiated in good faith. There were, after

all, significant new circumstances about the opportunities

now so suddenly offered. Bute's aspirations to office were
clearly destroyed, and Pitt was never to share the exagger-

ated fears, now developing, of Bute's secret influence 'behind

the curtain '.^^ Pitt - who had declared unwillingness to hold
office against the king's goodwilP^ - was now negotiat-

ing directly with the king in circumstances which gave him
the upper hand over his proposed allies.^^ The episode was,

in fact, a formative experience in shaping his attitudes

to ministerial negotiations in the 1760s. Its outcome sug-

gested that a 'party' approach was not the way either to

secure his dominance or to regain the confidence of the
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king. Nor would he again accept the offices of any influential

intermediary.^^

Immediately, all Pitt gained were three new adherents, to

be of considerable importance later. John Calcraft, for many
years in minor but lucrative office, transferred his 'man of

business' services from Fox (now Baron Holland) to Pitt;

with him came the Earl of Shelburne, who resigned the

Board of Trade, disillusioned with his lack of advancement
under Grenville, and Shelburne 's protege, that same Colonel

Barre who had so recently savagely attacked Pitt.^^ To Pitt,

Calcraft brought industry and a web of valuable lesser con-

tacts. Shelburne had an acute if untrained intelligence and
had demonstrated ability and diligence in gathering informa-

tion at the Board of Trade. But already, as a young peer of

some rank who had switched allegiance from Fox to Bute

and now to Pitt, he was gaining an unenviable reputation

for duplicity which was to win the sobriquet, 'the Jesuit of

Berkeley Square' (his London home). Barre brought wel-

come debating weight. All were prepared to give admiring

and unquestioning service.

WILKES - AND WITHDRAWAL, 1763-65

The greatest ferment of 1763, however, arose not from
ministerial instability but from public politics. Agitation

continued over the cider tax and a much more widespread

wave of addresses approving the peace, which embarrassed

both Newcastle as Chancellor of Cambridge University and
Pitt as MP for Bath, when both refused to present their

constituents' addresses.^^ But the major ferment had deeper
roots in that quickening tempo of press controversy through

1762 generated by the anxieties raised by Pitt's resignation

and the frustration of his supporters at the force of attack

on him.

In defence of Pitt in debate over Spanish policy early in

1762 John Wilkes - to become the most notorious political

publicist of the century - made his debut. On 22 May, just

as Bute was taking over from Newcasde, Wilkes wrote a daring

article on favourites in the Monitor, still Pitt's most consist-

ent and effective advocate. Soon, Wilkes's more provocative

energies were diverted to a new essay paper, the North Briton.

146



WILKES - AND WITHDRAWAL, 1763-65

As Bute founded his own papers, the Briton and Auditor, a

renewed battle of the weeklies was joined. Within a month,
Walpole wrote: 'My father was not more abused after twenty

years than Lord Bute is in twenty days', and the North Briton

became the centrepiece of the campaign of unprecedented
virulence that was to rage over the next eleven months.

Personal abuse of Bute as Scotsman, royal favourite and, by

implication, lover of the king's mother gave the campaign
its cutting edge, but it also clearly contrasted the policies,

successes and constitutional position of Bute and Pitt as

ministers. From September, peacemaking provided further

grounds for forceful discussion, which continued through
the parliamentary session.

In April 1763, just after Bute's surprise resignation, this

vehement controversy was given entirely new importance by

the government's response to the soon infamous North Briton

no. 45. This issue was not notably more forceful than some
preceding ones; but it did accuse the ministers of putting

lies into the king's mouth when, in closing the parliament-

ary session, he praised the peace, and could plausibly be
represented as stirring the people to sedition. Grenville's

administration decided to act. Those concerned with pub-

lishing no. 45 were arrested on a general warrant (one which
did not name individuals), and Wilkes was then charged
with seditious libel. Ministers had reckoned without Wilkes's

flair for publicity. He successfully challenged his arrest on
grounds of privilege as an MP and proceeded to win dam-
ages against the ministers for the 'theft' of his seized papers.

As he publicized his every move as defences of the rights of

Englishmen, enthusiastic crowds responded with the first

cries of 'Wilkes and Liberty'. No one had challenged action

against the press like this before. In retaliation, the humili-

ated administration decided to bring the issues before par-

liament in November. Opposition politicians were offered

the possibility of harnessing unprecedented public excite-

ment to their cause.

The opportunities seemed greatest for Pitt. Wilkes had
been a supporter from the time he entered parliament in

1757 and visited Pitt late in 1762.*"^ Temple was Wilkes's intim-

ate friend and patron - not least as more-or-less approving

backer of the North Briton - and openly took up his cause

in the furore over no. 45.^^ Yet this was a dangerous game.
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certain to offend the king and - as support for the govern-

ment in the 1763-64 session was to show - many MPs. Pitt,

like other opposition leaders, was more cautious.^^

Thus, as the Wilkes affair became the chief question of

the session, Pitt consistently and increasingly seized on the

broad issues of principle involved while distinguishing them
carefully from the person and publications of Wilkes.^^ In

early debates he condemned no. 45 as 'a scandalous, licen-

tious paper, and false', and the whole North Briton series

as 'illiberal, unmanly, and detestable', especially abhorrent

for its 'national [anti-Scots] reflections'. Wilkes was 'the blas-

phemer of his God, and libeller of his King', with whom Pitt

vehemently denied not only his own connection but (remark-

ably) any knowledge of Temple's, while equally warmly
acknowledging his own alliance with Temple. But at the

same time, against the government's first move, to have the

House condemn no. 45 as a seditious libel, he objected that

libels were properly tried in the courts. Next, when a resolu-

tion was sought that privilege did not extend to seditious

libel, Pitt 'vehemently reprobated the facility with which
parliament was surrendering its own privileges', which would
put the House 'at the mercy of the crown '.^*' Most strikingly,

in debates in the new year, he stood out strongly for tack-

ling as broadly as possible the legality of the arrests and
seizure of papers under a general warrant. In the main debate

on an opposition motion condemning general warrants,

having admitted and defended his own issuing of them in

wartime emergencies, he sought to raise the argument above

its long, dry, legal exchanges. 'General warrants are always

wrong, he had earlier asserted. Now, in a final clarion call,

he asked, 'What will our constituents say if we do not ascer-

tain their liberties?' If the House defeated the motion they

would be, he said, 'the disgrace of the present age, and the

reproach of posterit)^'.*"^

Pitt's were major contributions to these exciting post-

Christmas debates, the first - when, in the early hours of the

morning, he 'poured forth one of his finest rhapsodies on
liberty' - the longest sitting of the century, the other attract-

ing one of the largest attendances. Now, in marked contrast

to the earlier divisions, government majorities of merely

ten and fourteen were virtual defeats.^^ Now, too, Pitt had
certainly begun to define new issues. For more than a year.
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in accord with contemporary trends, he had been represent-

ing himself again as a Whig on Revolution principles who
'would stand upon no other ground'; Tories might be taken

into a Whig administration (as in the wartime coalition), but

he would 'never come into' one whose 'bottom and ground-

work' was Tory.^^ The Wilkes affair gave this stand some new
ideological content. His 'own first wish', Pitt now said, 'had

been to crush foreign enemies; now it was to crush domestic.

When that was done he should die willingly '.^^^

At the same time, however, his careful distancing of him-

self from Wilkes's provocative person divided him from his

long-term supporters in the City, and to Newcastle he 'spoke

with much less respect for the City and regard for popular

applause than I have ever heard him before '.^^ It is per-

haps significant that, while in April Pitt and Temple were
reportedly the ' constant public-toasts of Exeter, a later squib

omitted Pitt's name from 'The Worthys of England in the year

1763' but included Temple and Wilkes. Pitt's attitude was

politically wise, no doubt. But it cut him off from his popular

base just when Wilkes was raising excitement to unpreced-

ented levels. It also accentuated the growing rift between par-

liamentary and public politics which left Wilkes's followers

leaderless after his flight to France early in 1764.^^

While ideologically Pitt redefined himself as Whig, in

practice he quickly drew back from the party stance he
had briefly adopted in August alongside those he himself

recognized as the 'great Whig Lords . . . the Duke of New-
castle's friends'. The Wilkes affair complicated relations by
accentuating the legal rivalry between Charles Yorke, who as

Attorney-General had approved the general warrant, and
Pitt's supporter, Charles Pratt, who as ChiefJustice of Com-
mon Pleas had pronounced for Wilkes.^^ By October, Pitt had
slipped back into detached elusiveness.^^ At the opening of

parliament, he startled a supporter by proclaiming that 'he

stood single' and paying 'candid' compliments to ministers

and king.^^ He offered no more than minimal co-operation

in opposition on general warrants questions and did noth-

ing to help on other issues. So Grenville's careful strategy

against Wilkes was embarrassed but not halted. With Wilkes

both expelled and deprived of privilege, the seditious libel

charge could now proceed, and when Wilkes failed to appear

he was outlawed.
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Moreover, throughout the session Pitt had been hampered
by illness. His February appearances were to be the last for

nearly two years, despite a wealth of issues in the 1764-65 ses-

sion that might have been expected to attract him. 'Mr Pitt . . .

we begin to know only by tradition', was Walpole's comment.
By this time, Pitt had clearly established principles of

political behaviour to which he had instinctively been mov-
ing since 1761. These principles, not simply illness, arrog-

ance or old fears of Newcastle, shaped Pitt's continuing

aloofness and 'determined inactivity'. It might remain 'the

unanimous opinion of all [Newcastle's] friends, young and
old, that nothing can be done without Mr Pitt at the head
of us to some degree '.^^ Pitt, on the other hand, in marked
contrast to his pre-war behaviour, was now convinced that

'the subversion of the administration was not to be brought
about by parliament', that 'all opposition was to no pur-

pose'. He 'would never come in by force; or, without the

King's good will; and that of the person who has the great

weight with His Majesty'. So he would attend parliament

only 'upon any national or constitutional points' or matters

'of the first magnitude'; he would not 'mix [in opposition]

... in any bargains or stipulations whatever', but rather would
'oppose or . . . promote . . . independent of the sentiments

of others'. '[M]easures, and not men', the Prussian envoy

Michell told Newcastle, 'were his point'.

Such a stance was much more congenial than party co-

operation to Pitt's personality, especially as moulded by his

wartime experience. It was also driven by a deep, backward-

looking resentment. To his complaints in 1762 that, after

his resignation, he had been 'out-Toried by Lord Bute and
out-Whigged by the Duke of Newcastle', and left with 'nobody

to converse with but the clerk of the House of Commons',
were now added bitter and repeated recriminations 'that his

[war and peace] measures had been unsupported' in the

budget debate of March 1764, 'that he did not know who
would join with him, or act upon his plan, and principles,

if there was to be a change of administration'.^^ Pitt's mood
was undoubtedly intensified by illness. There was, however,

nothing about his attitudes that suggested his withdrawal

was a retirement. Rather, he was caught again at one extreme

of the oscillations between ambition and ill health that

patterned so much of his life.
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In 1765, Pitt's tenets of political behaviour were again

to be tested as once again he came almost to the point of

taking office. Meanwhile, however, Grenville's administra-

tion continued to show its parliamentary and administrative

strength, not least in its 'programme' for America. This was

a comprehensive series of measures, the evolution of which
had begun under Bute, to settle a range of urgent issues

highlighted by the war. The greatly increased national debt

made economy the chief concern of most British opinion
- hence the attraction of the proposals, first outlined in

Grenville's budget in March 1764, to make existing customs

duties effective and raise an internal stamp duty in America.^^

Pitt was no more prescient than others about the con-

sequences either of these measures or of the earlier declared

intention to make the colonists pay for the army to be sta-

tioned in America. His chief concern was that the peace

was 'hollow and insecure', 'an armed truce only'.^*" True,

to Newcastle in August 1763 he mentioned his disposition

against 'measures of power, or force' in 'the settlement of

our colonies, upon a proper foot, with regard to themselves,

and their mother country', but this was incidental to his con-

cern about an 'inadequate' peace. By March 1764, Pitt was

reliably reported to be 'against all taxation' of America. But
not until after the passage of the Stamp Act early in 1765

did he add to his growing litany of complaint about the New-
casde group 'the American Tax being not sufficiently objected

to this ye2i.r' and warmly praise Barre's vigorous opposition to

it.^^ He did nothing himself; he was later to claim that illness

prevented him,^^ although he was certainly well enough at

times to come to London. Still his overriding concern, when
it was not backward-looking self-justification,^*^ was France.

The ministerial crisis that cut short Grenville's promise

of being another Walpole or Pelham was precipitated by his

abysmal relations with the king. His punctilious, overbear-

ing personality, which made him incapable of imagining

the young monarch's feelings, had prevented any improve-

ment. By May 1765, king and minister were brought to such

a point by mutual misunderstanding over the Regency Act

proposed by the king after his recent illness that he could

stand Grenville no longer.^^ He commissioned his uncle, the

Duke of Cumberland, to approach Pitt and the Newcastle

group to form a new ministry. The latter were willing, but
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when Cumberland himself went to Pitt's country house at

Hayes in Kent, Pitt declined to co-operate. Forced into a

further bitterly humiliating capitulation to Grenville, within

a month the king was driven to another breaking point.

This time, Pitt again had two audiences with the king. After

the second, on 22 June, all seemed set for success. Then
Temple declined to serve as Pitt wished, as First Lord of the

Treasury, and to everyone's amazement Pitt refused to come
in without him. Cumberland, following the terms of this

second commission, went ahead to negotiate an administra-

tion without him, nominally headed by one of Newcastle's

'young friends', the Marquess of Rockingham, but in effect

led by Cumberland. It took office on 10 July.

It is easy to explain Pitt's refusal in May. His stipulations,

eventually reduced to three - that army officers and others

dismissed for opposition in parliament be restored, that the

illegality of general warrants be established, and that an
anti-Bourbon alliance be formed, preferably with Prussia -

were accepted, after some demur over the third.^" But this

time Pitt was not in control. The mediation of Cumberland,
whom he had long disliked, 'nettled' him. More than that,

Pitt knew there was little chance of 'settling an Administra-

tion upon his own plans'. The 1763 negotiations had taught

him wariness of Bute, and he may also have wondered about

the implications of Grenville's fate.^^ Temple, on the point of

reconciliation with Grenville, was already much cooler about

negotiations than Pitt, to whom the reconciliation was 'merely

private family satisfaction'.^^

Cumberland was still involved in June, to Pitt's annoy-

ance, but it was Temple, not Pitt, who now condemned the

planned arrangements as 'Butal-Ducal'.^^ This time Pitt nego-

tiated directly with the king, who readily accepted his terms.

Pitt considered circumstances promising and his appeals to

Temple confirm that he was set to take office until Temple
refused. His bewailing of 'the most difficult and painful'

crisis of his life further bears out his seriousness.^*" It seems,

therefore, that his own explanation of his obduracy to all

pleadings after Temple's refusal should carry weight. Tem-
ple's refusal seems suddenly to have made him aware of the

'difficulties that threatened from different quarters' - in closet,

cabinet and parliament.^^ Without his one longstanding ally

and in his present state of health, he feared, as always, for
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that independence which would allow him to be 'guiding

everything'. His attitude, both now and in May, confirms

the principles towards which he had been instinctively mov-
ing since 1761. His audiences with the king were reassuring

and they parted on apparently cordial terms.^'^ But Pitt was

still neither free of intermediaries nor sure that he could

dominate the administration he was called to. Ill health

probably exacerbated his fears; certainly it contributed to

the obscurantism, the 'Fustian', with which he clothed his

pronouncements.
It was a sad sign of the changing generations that, in

default of Pitt, the remnants of the Old Corps Whigs still

with Newcastle could provide no one with significant experi-

ence of any political office to take the major departments of

state. Instead, Rockingham, at 35, was First Lord, the even

younger Duke of Grafton, with little inclination for business,

one of the Secretaries of State, the other, Henry Seymour
Conway, rather older but happier as a soldier, also expected

to lead in the Commons - where the ministry depended for

debating weight on friends of Bute reluctantly left in lesser

office. 'An Administration ofBoys, the king came to call it.^^^

Newcastle, increasingly isolated by age and the loss of experi-

enced friends,^^^ held only subordinate (although honour-
able) office. Rockingham had immense influence in Yorkshire;

office, together with his integrity and genuinely conciliatory

disposition - to say nothing of the support of his astute wife

and the outstanding abilities of his new secretary, the Irish-

bom Edmund Burke - was in due course to make him a leader;

but hitherto he had been more at home in his Bedchamber
post than in the House of Lords, where his extreme reti-

cence was always to make him almost incapable of speaking.

The leading members of 'his' administration were bound
more by their common interest in horse-racing - shared

with Cumberland - than by more overtly political ties. Their

'policy' amounted to an extreme fastidiousness about any

accommodation with those they had hitherto opposed, an
equally extreme suspicion (matching Grenville's) of Bute's

supposed 'influence' - and an initial subservience to Pitt.

So the Rockingham ministry was widely regarded, and
at first largely regarded itself, as a stop-gap for Pitt. In time

it was to evolve a strong group identity shaped almost as

much by Pitt's attitudes to it as by its growing conviction of
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a malign 'secret influence' at court; Pitt would show to the

group to the end of his life a similar ambivalence to that he
had developed about Newcastle. For the present, the nego-

tiations had confirmed a marked deterioration in Pitt's rela-

tions with them.^^^ Hopes of Pitt's support were quickly

'brushed . . . off, and Pitt required his close supporters 'to

declare' that he had 'not the smallest share in the advising

or the directing of measures' Soon he was playing the part

of 'a Somersetshire by-stander' in his new estate at Burton
Pynsent/^^ Clumsy indirect approaches to him at Bath, after

the death of Cumberland on 31 October, brought no change
of attitude In December, overtures to his supporters were
repulsed with his approval. To two direct approaches the

next month, Pitt replied that Newcastle would have to go
and the present ministry be dissolved if he was to come in;

he would negotiate only on the king's express command
and for an 'ample and full' change. When asked whether
Temple's inclusion was still essential, he replied with obfus-

cating bombast.

With Pitt's insistent coolness went a shrill crescendo of

venom against Newcastle, from whom, he said, he could

expect no 'solid system for the public good'. Complaints of

having had his 'principles, and system of measures ... so

often sacrificed' by Newcastle and resolutions 'never to be in

confidence or concert again' with him were of recent origin.

Accusations that 'that Duke was of so irksome, and meddling
a nature that He would marr, and cramp all Councils' looked

much further back, to pre-war wounds. Newcastle himself

saw the irony of these complaints in the context of his much
declined influence. Pitt's complaints, especially when mixed
with obscure castigations of 'faction' and 'corruption',^^^ seem
at best an obsession induced by illness, more probably a

vent for his rampant but frustrated ambition. Pitt had claimed

early in these approaches that he moved 'in the sphere only

of measures'; it seemed, however, that his 'Pride' overruled

his 'Patriotism', whatever the 'Service of his Country' might
require.^

AMERICA AND THE POLITICS OF POWER, 1766

Then, however, without warning, in January 1766, Pitt

emerged again into the public eye after two years' absence.
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He suddenly resolved to 'crawl, or be carried' to the House,

to deliver his 'mind and heart'^^^ on the major issue then fac-

ing the Rockingham administration: a crisis of unprece-

dented proportions in relations with the American colonies.

The crisis brought to a head the gravest issues of the post-

war 1760s. Among Grenville's range of measures for America,

the Stamp Act - imposing for the first time internal stamp
duties, similar to those in Britain, on newspapers, legal docu-

ments and other printed matter - had provoked resistance

throughout the colonies. Protests culminated in a congress

of colonial representatives in October 1765 to co-ordinate

a boycott of British trade. Deciding an appropriate Brit-

ish response was not easy. Resources were quite inadequate

to enforce the duty; modification of the Act - much dis-

cussed and attractive to the king - was unlikely to satisfy

the colonists; yet repeal looked like an abrogation of

authority. Cumberland's death and an economic recession

in Britain shifted the balance within the ministry towards

conciliation. Yet the king and - as early debates were to

show - many in parliament were dubious. Only over Christ-

mas did the administration evolve an ingenious package
proposing a declaratory act asserting parliament's authority

over the colonies, to be followed by repeal of the Stamp Act.

Not until February were specific proposals put to parlia-

ment. Meanwhile, a further firm King's Speech on 14 Janu-
ary initiated two months when American debates dominated
proceedings.

For once with little exaggeration, Pitt claimed this issue

to be the most important to arise in parliament since the

Glorious Revolution. Having taken it up, his interest was
strong and sustained. And, from his first speech on 14

January when, after so long a silence, his 'torrent of elo-

quence flowed like a spring-tide', his views made a consider-

able impact.^

Enough was known of his views^^^ for few to be surprised

when Pitt called unequivocally for repeal of the Stamp Act.

What startled his hearers were his grounds for doing so.

They were not those of expediency, as earlier put, appar-

ently with Pitt's approval, by Shelburne, now recognized as

one of his followers. ^^"^ Rather, Pitt roundly declared the

principle of no taxation without representation: that 'the

House of Commons did not represent North America', it therefore
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had 'no right to lay an internal tax upon America' It was, he
claimed, 'a nonsensical absurdity' to argue that the Americans
were 'virtually' represented in the Commons like English-

men who had no vote. Thus he crystallized, far more clearly

than any other leading politician was prepared to do, the

issue of right on which Grenville had invited challenge when
he first proposed the stamp duty. He went on in later de-

bates to claim, in 'old Whig' language untempered by the

responsibilities of office, that Britain had broken 'the original

compact by taxing America. True, in response to accusations

of sounding 'the trumpet to rebellion' and in face of obvi-

ous loss of support, he quickly modified his stand and
went on to justify the repeal of the Stamp Act more on
grounds of expediency and the needs of British manufac-
turers than of right. Nevertheless, he firmly maintained his

stand on rights in debates on the Declaratory Act, trying

unsuccessfully to remove the clause asserting authority 'in

all cases whatsoever '.^^^

As Horace Walpole saw it, the major impact of Pitt's

views came from 'the novelty and boldness of his doctrines,

the offence he gave by them at home, and the delirium

which they excited in America'. The exaggerated grati-

tude of many Americans unjusdy neglected the Rockinghams'

contribution - while undoubtedly enhancing Pitt's penchant
for self-dramatization. That said, however, it is clear that

Pitt's stand - despite the reaction against him - did help to

maintain the momentum towards repeal of the Stamp Act.

Moreover, his unequivocal support for the principle of rep-

resentation added a new dimension to his recent defences

of 'liberty' on issues raised by Wilkes. It possibly led him to

contemplate American representation in the imperial par-

liament. When he praised the representation of the coun-

ties and 'great cities' of Britain and predicted that the 'rotten'

boroughs would be 'amputated ... in less than a century',

he became the first politician of his standing to foreshadow

parliamentary reform. Certainly, he helped to stimulate the

debate on the fundamentals of representation that the Stamp
Act crisis precipitated.

Nevertheless, from the beginning, with Pitt's pronounce-
ments on American rights ran an emphasis on the 'high

rights and privileges' of parliament over the colonies - an

emphasis much more generally shared. It was at least as
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important to him as American rights and was increasingly

insisted upon. Even over the Stamp Act, he made it clear

that he was not countenancing resistance to an act of par-

liament. 'An act de facto if not de jure must be submitted to',

he said.^^^ In everything but taxation, he was increasingly

ready to see authorit)^ forcefully exerted if necessary, espe-

cially in 'confining and regulating [colonial] trade and manu-
factures' in the interests of the mother country. When the

needs of British manufacturers were concerned, he would,

he said, 'be an Englishman first and then an American'.

This theme - much less remarked on, especially by Amer-
icans, because quite unoriginal - was informed by a growing
but equally unoriginal appreciation of the economic benefits

of empire.

Pitt attempted to solve the dilemma created by his com-
bination of American rights with British authority by an

abstruse distinction between parliament's right to levy internal

taxation and the right to lay external duties, which he still

allowed. The concept of parliamentary sovereignty, increas-

ingly prominent in British constitutional thinking, made this

distinction a nonsense to most of his Westminster audience.

Certainly, he never clearly explained it, despite an amalgam
of appeals to an 'original compact', to Locke and 'the pene-

tralia of Common Law', and to history. There is no doubt
of Pitt's sympathy with the Americans, or of his instinct for

conciliation. Neither was new; now he asked of those deter-

mined to enforce the Stamp Act, 'will you sheathe your
sword in the bowels of your brothers, the Americans? '^^^

However, his complex position was more an instinctive stand

on general principles of liberty - made with the characterist-

ically exaggerated claim that he was more proud to be in the

majority over repeal than of his part in the last war^^^ - than

a carefully thought out response to specific problems of

imperial relations. The overriding impression is that his stand

was adopted on the spur of the moment, to attract attention

and with little regard for his earlier views. Certainly, he
did not go on to develop the hopes he expressed that 'some-

thing like a system may be set up which may secure and
bind the union between these two countries', or that the

'commercial system' governing imperial trade might be

modified.^^^ And when, somewhat later, the ministry pro-

posed its own carefully calculated variations, Pitt mounted
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what was rightly seen to be a 'peevish and perverse opposi-

tion' to them.^^^

Much more immediately important, in fact, than the

intricacies of Pitt's views was the drama of his resurrection,

with the renewed energy and ambition that it demonstrated.

Cumberland's death had reopened opportunities. Now, the

intensity of the American crisis drew Pitt to make a political

claim - a claim to stand distinguished from the Rockingham
administration's attempts to co-opt his support. His first

speech advertised yet again that he stood 'unconcerted and
unconnected', as he publicized his well-known antipathy to

Grenville's measures while at the same time probing the divi-

sions in the administration. The feelers put out by Rocking-

ham in late January and again a month later^^^ allowed the

devious game for power on Pitt's terms to be advanced in

private as well as public. In March, it came into the open
again. It rose to a climax in the House in mid-April, as

Pitt 'suddenly turned his artillery against the ministry' on a

number of measures.

Pitt's behaviour convinced 'everybody' that he 'wished to

be in office', 'with full power of modelling the administra-

tion as he pleases'. In seconding a bill to repeal the cider

tax, he continued his stand for liberty with an impassioned

plea for 'every man's house, his castle', the poor man's 'mud'

and 'thatch' as much as any; a little later, he paraded his

patriotism with a pointed reminder of his support for the

militia.
^^'^ Above all, his pronouncements were punctuated

with indirect messages to the king. From his first speech, he
detached himself from hostility to Bute simply as a Scots-

man. In March, he 'praised my Lord Bute and said though
he did not wish to see him minister yet it was shameful to

proscribe his relations and his friends'. He continued to

show himself 'independent of any personal connections

whatever' and desirous 'that all our factions might cease;

that there might be a ministry fixed, such as the King should

appoint, and the public approve '.^^^

The Rockingham administration reeled under these blows

from Pitt. Already, the unexpected strength shown by the

passage of its major American legislation in the face of many
problems had been frittered away. Its exaggerated fears of

Bute's influence led it to refuse rapprochement with the

'King's Friends' and bedevilled relations with the king. At
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the same time, while Rockingham was now convinced of the

futility of approaches to Pitt, others continued the courting

of him which diminished the administration in many eyes

besides the king's.^
"^^ At the end of April, the Duke of Grafton

told the king that he wished to resign as Secretary of State

because Rockingham refused to make another approach to Pitt.^^^

When it proved very difficult to replace him, the king lost all

confidence in the ministers' ability to strengthen their base.

With no experienced advisors to turn to, the young mon-
arch was now desperate for the stable and acceptable admin-
istration that had eluded him for over three years. When a

last, plaintive plea to Bute brought no response, the king wel-

comed contacts with Pitt through Lord Chancellor Northing-

ton, a king's man in the administration, and Pitt's old lawyer

friend, Charles Pratt, recently made Baron Camden on the

advice of the Rockinghams in their efforts to please Pitt. These
contacts reinforced Pitt's public messages that he would this

time form an administration 'of the best of all party's and
an exclusion to no descriptions'. But no immediate call came.

The king had good reason for wariness of Pitt; anyway, he
had now learnt to prepare carefully for change. It took

two more months of unwitting ministerial maladroitness

before the king was ready. Meanwhile, Walpole thought Pitt

had overplayed his hand and Pitt was left bewailing that 'all

the Lethe of Somersetshire' could not 'obliterate' thoughts

of 'a public world, infatuated, bewitched . . . unintelligible '.^^^

Then on 7 July Pitt was at last summoned to town.^"^^ This

time negotiations went relatively smoothly. Having displayed

his moderation to Northington, Pitt saw the king. He now
answered questions complaisantly and without obfuscation:

he 'ardently wish'd' to have Temple at the Treasury, but

would if necessary go on without him; he was ready to see

some of Bute's friends in office again; while wishing 'to

dissolve all factions' and take in 'the best of all party's', he
proposed 'the Subsisting administration' - who had now
amply displayed their subservience to him - as the basis

of a new ministry. Newcastle and Rockingham were pro-

scribed on the further political tenet Pitt was henceforth

to adhere to, which was never to contemplate a ministry

containing former 'prime' ministers.

Only Pitt could have seriously expected Temple to accept

the offer then made to him. Differences between them had
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been growing, and now Temple's proposed officeholders

were abrupdy rejected. After a long interview in which
Pitt saw only 'kind and affectionate behaviour', Temple later

vented to his sister, Hester, his not unjustified indignation

at 'being stuck into a ministry as a great cipher . . . sur-

rounded with other ciphers, all named by Mr. Pitt'. He would
not, he said, 'go in like a child, to come out like afooV This time

his acrimony spilled over into a vitriolic pamphlet dispute.

Very few of the Rockinghams were deterred by Pitt's dic-

tatorial style from continuing in office, encouraged as they

were by Newcastle and Rockingham despite their own pro-

scription. The faithful but young and inexperienced Grafton

was at first reluctant to take the head of the Treasury desig-

nated for him. There was a typical display of irresolution

from Charles Townshend, a long-term lesser officeholder

whose undoubted brilliance was already long compromised
by a well-established reputation for fickleness and who was

now proposed by Pitt as Chancellor of the Exchequer, an office

he had already refused under Rockingham. Pitt himself now
had only two followers to reward with major office, Camden
as Lord Chancellor and Shelburne as Secretary of State.

Pitt's choice of office for himself was shaped by his health.

From the beginning he had maintained that his health

prevented his taking 'an active Office '.^^^ The strain on his

health of a rapid journey and difficult interviews was the

main cause of delay in finalizing the new administration.

When he saw the king again on 23 July it was decided that

he should take the Privy Seal and go to the Lords as Earl

of Chatham, leaving Henry Seymour Conway to continue as

Secretary of State and leader in the Commons. The announce-

ments and the formal exchange of offices took place on 29-

30 July.

The king's relief at the prospect, at last, of an 'able and
dignified' ministry^ that would not compromise his 'hon-

our' breathes through all his communications. To many
people, even those unsympathetic to Pitt, his coming to office

had for some time seemed the only answer to growing prob-

lems. Some had high expectations that his 'great abilities

and honesty added to the confidence of the people' would
enable him 'to complete the great works and after restoring

reputation to our arms and safety to our possessions abroad'

he would now 'by infusing spirited measures into several
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departments of government' restore financial stability and
commercial prosperity. In the press, even before the king

summoned Pitt, favourable comment had noticeably revived.

Soon all other politicians were eclipsed by praise of Pitt's anti-

party stance, his supposed disinterestedness and public spirit.^^^

Over the previous three years and more, Pitt had done
something to refurbish his patriot reputation on important

new issues - although there were good reasons to think his

popularity not as great as it once was.^^^ Not only his earlier

achievements but also his new stand against 'connection'

had been thrown into high relief by the disintegration of

ministries. Now he was taking power on his own terms, with

the unqualified support of the king. Could the patriot min-

ister, the great war minister, again surmount the burden of

ill health, stabilize and revitalize the politics of the 1760s

and work the miracles once more expected of him?
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Chapter 3

THE EARL OF CHATHAM,
EMPIRE AND WILKES, 1766-71

CHATHAM'S MINISTRY: BLIGHTED EXPECTATIONS
AND COLLAPSE, 1766-68

In fact, as Walpole foresaw,^ the great war minister was very

quickly proved no minister for times of peace. Within days,

the fragility of Chatham's revived popularity was very clear.

By the end of 1766, confusion threatened both the policies

and the cohesion of the ministry. In March 1767, Chatham
withdrew from politics again, this time a mental wreck. In-

stead of being alleviated, ministerial instability was aggra-

vated. No more than any other postwar minister had he
ameliorated Britain's problems of foreign policy, his over-

riding long-term concern.

Such bitter disappointment of high hopes was not inevit-

able at the outset. True, the illness so apparent in the weeks

of negotiations continued virtually unabated. But the appar-

ent damage of the peerage was, as Burke saw, not 'so fatal

. . . as is commonly imagined', because Chatham now stood,

not on the strengths of the Commons and popularity, but

'on the Closet Ground'.^ The ministry had much potential

strength. Only when Chatham failed to mobilize that strength

did disintegration set in.

There is no doubt that Pitt's emergence as Earl of Chatham
provoked more intense public indignation than any other

episode in his career.^ The official announcement on 4

August produced universal astonishment."^ The City of Lon-
don had already reacted to earlier rumours. 'Lord Cheattem'

was only the first of the 'opprobrious nicknames' bandied
around in the rage of opinion there, the illuminations
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planned to celebrate Pitt's return to office were cancelled

by none other than a former stalwart ally, and there were
even threats not 'to lend Lord Chatham's Administration

sixpence'.^ This time there was no respite. A month later,

the City was reported to 'consider him as dead'; two months
later, they were 'as inveterate as ever'.^ And the 'country',

too, was said to be 'as much out of humour'. There was

wide agreement that 'the ebb of his popularity is as sudden
and great as the flow was'.^

Three themes dominated in newspaper and pamphlet com-
ment, the latter continuing to December. Again Chatham
was alleged to be a false patriot, like Pulteney, whose apos-

tasy proved 'That Patriotism's a Jest'.^ He was now the 'late

Great Commoner , his 'passing' genuinely mourned,^ but his

achievements as war minister almost entirely overlooked.

Most damaging of all was the soon dominant new theme
that Pitt had been seduced into connection with Bute.^^

Undoubtedly, Temple's 'long foot' was instrumental in kick-

ing up '[t]his dust',^^ and Chatham did not lack defenders.

However, the strength of hostile feeling was patent and
defenders could do little better than plead (as in 1757):

But he is the Man,
To help, or none can,

But grant him for that, TIME and SEASON.^^

The peerage brought other, more substantial disadvant-

ages than this severe blow to Chatham's popular reputation.

To his great French antagonist, Choiseul, Chatham out of

the Commons was like Samson after his hair was cut. He
was taken from that 'great scene of business' which was 'the

proper sphere of his eloquence and democratic power', into

a more intimate forum, less susceptible to his rhetoric.

The ministry was likely to feel his absence; it might have

been wise to delay the move, however pressing the demands of

his health for respite from the hurly-burly of the Commons.
Nevertheless, Chatham had advantages which more than

outweighed these considerations. He now revelled in the

absolute and unchallenged confidence of the king. There
was no rival for the loyalty of his colleagues. For the first

time in his life, Chatham as minister was, as he well knew,

incontestably dominant.^^ Nor was the ministry without
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coherence or talent. The result of Chatham's declared

intention 'to pick and cull from all quarters and break all

parties' was hardly 'the best of all party's', but to a solid

Rockinghamite core Chatham's small contingent brought
some infusion of talent. Shelburne might be distrusted for

his changes of allegiance, but he was clever and conscien-

tious. Even after mass Rockinghamite resignations were
provoked in November by Chatham's deliberate disregard

for party scruples in the award of office, most of the part)^'s

more ambitious and talented MPs stayed with the adminis-

tration.^*" Three attempts between August and early Decem-
ber to bring in the Bedford group failed; Chatham wanted
them but, persisting in ' his great point . . . to destroy faction ,

refused to offer enough to win them.^^ However, the Decem-
ber appointments replacing the Rockinghamites saw more
of Bute's friends restored to office. They, with the remain-

ing Rockinghamite 'men of business', provided a stable 'court

and treasury' foundation after the disruptions of recent years.

As the parliamentary session got under way, the administra-

tion had much going for it, while the opposition, despite a

battery of good speakers, was divided.

However, the ministry still needed management, which
only Chatham could give - and skills in the management of

men he had never had. Rather, his was a politics of com-
mand, expecting implicit obedience. Together with the king,

he would command away the 'connections' that so disillu-

sioned him with Hanoverian politics and achieve once again

a miraculous renewal of national greatness. 'Unions . . . give

me no terrors', he wrote to Grafton: 'I know my ground:

faction will not shake the Closet, nor gain the publick.'^^

So, instead of cementing the administration whose mem-
bers so deferred to him, Chatham was concerned only 'to

shew, that he had the absolute sole power, both in the closet,

and in the administration'. So confident was he that he

could contemplate six weeks in Bath 'for his health'.^^ His

absence through October compounded the problem. He
would not mollify Conway, unhappy about his thwarted army
career and slights to his friends, nor placate the pretensions

of the able but volatile Charles Townshend. He airily dis-

missed Grafton's suggestions for helping Conway in the vital

task of managing the Commons by lessening the risk of

'a strong phalanx of able personages' in opposition. By
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December, because 'Lord C [hatha]m is very absolute and
[has] very little communication with the best of them', there

was a serious risk 'of the ministers disagreeing among them-

selves'.^^ And once again Chatham left for Bath.

Chatham's priority was policy, not management - and
first and foremost foreign policy. In imperial matters, he
very soon signified an interest in East India affairs, while

other ministers were left to grapple with manifold American
issues.

In all negotiations for office, Chatham had made known
his concern about infractions of the peace and the need to

relieve Britain's isolation in Europe. His views were force-

fully if briefly expressed in debate in January 1766. And
from his summer retirement in Somerset he declared:

'France is still the object of my mind, whenever a thought
calls me back to a public world. '^^ His concerns were widely

shared. Britain's isolation in face of the continuing alliance

of France with Austria and Spain contributed powerfully to

widespread postwar pessimism. Against a background of

ongoing disputes with France and Spain about fulfilment of

the peace terms, previous ministers had sought to strengthen

Britain's position, whether by restoring relations with old allies

like Russia or even Austria, or by renewing damaged rela-

tions with Prussia. By mid-1766, these efforts had achieved

nothing but a commercial treaty with Russia and the restora-

tion of ambassadorial relations with Prussia with the dispatch

of the experienced and newly knighted Sir Andrew Mitchell.

Very real difficulties had emerged to hinder further advance:

Frederick the Great had no interest in further conflict with

France, while, in return for an alliance, Russia demanded
unacceptable concessions - a promise of aid against Turkey
and, possibly, subsidies to Sweden and Denmark to resist

French influence.

Nevertheless, Chatham hoped that his name and reputa-

tion would override such obstacles. His vision was a grand
one: not just the improvement of relations but the fixing of

the 'great cloud ofpower' he saw in the north into a 'firm and
solid system for the maintenance of the public tranquillity'.

At its heart was to be a triple alliance with Russia and Prussia,

to which Denmark, Sweden, the Dutch, and other German
states could adhere in due course. And a 'new form' was to

be given to the stalled negotiations with Russia by sending
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Hans Stanley, Pitt's envoy in the abortive peace negotiations

of 1761, as 'ambassador extraordinary' to St Petersburg, with

accreditation also to Berlin.

Even before the administration was sworn in, Chatham
began preparations with an obviously reluctant Stanley to

implement the 'system'. Chatham heeded his concerns and
those of Conway, the responsible Secretary of State, to the

extent of agreeing that Mitchell should be approached to test

Berlin's attitude before Stanley departed. But more funda-

mental objections concerning relations with Russia and recent

approaches to Austria were ignored, and Stanley's appoint-

ment was publicly announced before either Mitchell or Sir

George Macartney, Britain's very competent ambassador to

Russia, could be informed.^^ Chatham simply overrode his

own Secretary in a way he would never have tolerated while

Secretary himself.

Mitchell's first reactions were pessimistic. When at last, in

mid-September, he was able to report Frederick's response,

it was decidely averse to 'new and stricter connections with

England' in which he could see no value. Chatham, how-
ever, was quite unmoved, and the remarkable language of

Conway's instructions to Mitchell to renew the approach
echoed Chatham's voice: Frederick should understand that

England was not 'asking a boon'; how could he fail to recog-

nize the threat of 'the most formidable combination ever

formed'? He 'ought to be told' that Prussia's possession of

Silesia (seized from Austria in 1740) was most likely to

rekindle war; no concessions could be offered until Frederick

showed readiness to treat; a 'continuance of hesitation' would
'be looked on as refusal' which he would 'probably repent,

ere long'.^^ When this extraordinary language of command
achieved no better results Chatham lost interest, and Stanley's

mission was aborted.^^

Chatham took no further initiatives in foreign policy.

Although he gave some attention to ongoing disputes with

France and Spain in the early months of the administration,

his papers suggest no particular contribution on the grow-

ing dispute with Spain over the Falkland Islands in the South

Atlantic, vital though they were seen to be for British rights

of navigation in the Atlantic and Pacific. Undoubtedly he

discussed the issue with Shelburne, the responsible Secret-

ary; he was present at a cabinet meeting which reached a
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crucial decision; he could strike attitudes with foreign ambas-

sadors. But action was left to others.^"^ He showed no greater

official concern than other ministers at this time over pos-

sible French designs on Corsica, despite the urgings of corres-

pondents.'^^ Indeed, he seems not to have shown sustained

interest in the detail of relations with France. Consulted in

Bath about the instructions for the new ambassador. Lord
Rochford, he doubted whether 'any lights of mine ... at this

distance' could be useful, although he did write to Rochford.^^

No better than any others did he understand France's change

of priorities towards a 'blue-water' policy in seeking revenge

against Britain after the Seven Years War."^^ He took some
interest in the navy but provided no detectable impetus for

its expansion, and while it is true that he appointed admirals

- first Sir Charles Saunders, then Sir Edward Hawke - to

head the Admiralty, his first choice, in pursuit of the Bed-

fords, was the utterly inexperienced Earl Gower.^^

Britain's international situation had long been Chatham's
chief concern. Yet, after six months, British diplomacy was

weakened, not strengthened. His scheme for a grand north-

ern alliance was based not on clear analysis of current cir-

cumstances but on outdated solutions. It took no account of

the diminution of Britain's shared interests with Prussia -

minimal enough during the last war - and Russia by the

shift of their focus towards the east, to Poland and Turkey,

and their alliance in 1764. Indeed, relations with Russia

were worsened by Chatham's efforts.^^ Nor was it clear how
the grand alliance would help Britain when France was no
longer threatening Hanover. Chatham's views were at this

stage shallow and rigid; he was at best a front man for strik-

ing attitudes; the brilliance of mind in surveying 'the actual

situation and interests of the various powers in Europe' which
so struck Charles Townshend at his first cabinet meeting^^

gave rise to no new concepts, no alternative policies.^^

Chatham made another issue his own in the early weeks
of the administration: the confident hopes of huge profits

from the East India Company's now greatly extended territ-

orial influence in India.^^ These hopes were brought to a

head by the news, received in April, that Robert Clive - ' that

heaven-bom generaV of expansion, sent back by the Com-
pany to manage the consequent problems - had accepted

the diwani (or right to collect land revenue) in Bengal. This
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news set off speculation in Company stock and attempts to

manipulate its dividend which focused attention on it. Within

a month of Chatham's taking office the Company had been
informed that its affairs would probably be brought before

parliament in the coming session.

This was clearly Chatham's initiative. The matter was, he
declared, 'the greatest of all objects, according to my sense

of great'. He it was who insisted that the 'object' be dealt

with by parliamentary enquiry, rather than by negotiation

with the Company.^^ His motives were never clearly stated.

But, despite his wartime experience, he had shown no long-

term interest in India and the manifold problems of the

Company in its new situation. Rather, like virtually every-

one else, he simply wanted 'a kind of gift from heaven' for

the Treasury coffers from the profits of India. This would
provide for 'the redemption of the nation from the burden
of debt 'his' war had doubled and allow hopes of further

glory.^^ It was to come from a parliamentary decision that

the territorial rights in India belonged, not to the Com-
pany, but to the Crown. This would be followed by an agree-

ment with the Company that it should administer the rights

in return for a share of the revenues.

However, because Chatham 'never did open' to his col-

leagues 'what was his real and fixed plan', he failed to

mobilize support against those in the ministry - Conway and
Townshend (key spieakers in the Commons) - who favoured

immediate negotiation with the Company over the revenues.

Rather, 'I will have this done' was his way of proceeding; 'no

reply, not one iota shall be altered'. Furthermore, Chatham
chose, not one of the ministers, but his City friend, William

Beckford, a known enemy of the Company and not a re-

spected speaker in the House, to introduce the issue into

parliament. Nevertheless, despite a wavering cabinet and
opposition in parliament, by the Christmas recess Chatham's
enquiry was firmly on course.

The King's Speech opening the session in November
dwelt on an issue of much greater public interest: a severe

shortage of grain, the consequent unrest and the govern-

ment's earlier embargo on the export of grain. This move,

warmly approved by Chatham, was widely welcomed.^^ Nev-

ertheless, Grenville seized the opportunity to attack the

embargo as an exercise of the king's suspending power
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without parliamentary approval and hence illegal. The
administration quickly extricated itself from embarrassing

opposition by an indemnity bill/*" but not before Chatham,
in the first of only two speeches while in office, apparently

revelled in the role of 'Great Prerogative Minister', quoting

Locke to justify the embargo 'as an act of power, justifiable . . .

on the ground of necessity; . . . not strictly speaking legal,

yet . . . righf }^ The supposed defender of the constitution

was decisively outclassed by the Earl of Mansfield, his old

Commons rival of the 1740s and 1750s, now a distinguished

judge and the best debater in the Lords. More intelligently

used, the affair might have been a springboard for reviving

Chatham's popularity, but he showed no interest in longer-

term solutions, much discussed in the press, to the problem
of grain supply.

Of more far-reaching importance were the American issues

which claimed the attention of ministers but not parlia-

ment in the administration's early months. At the outset,

Chatham ignored the need for more coherent oversight of

American affairs by refusing renewed proposals for a third

Secretary of State for this purpose.^^ Grafton and Shelburne
were soon busy on possible solutions to fundamental Amer-
ican problems - including ways of raising revenue other than

by internal taxation - but no proposals came to the cabinet.

Although Chatham must have known of this work - and had
reportedly seen America, with India, as one of the 'two great

objects' for parliament^^ - no comment from him has sur-

vived. On the immediate problem of New York's refusal to

implement fully the provisions of Grenville's Mutiny Act,

the cabinet quickly decided to demand compliance.^^ This

authoritarian emphasis was reiterated when, in Chatham's
negotiations with the Bedfords, he promised to secure 'the

proper subordination of America', although disavowing 'any

violent measures . . . unless absolutely necessary'.

No doubt, Chatham's constant struggle with ill health -

the reason for his taking a non-executive office - prevented

steady application to foreign or imperial problems^^ and
sharpened his arrogance towards the people he dealt with.

When, in early December, he departed for his second sojourn

in Bath since taking office, he left a ministry strained by his

widely observed autocratic style of management but still

functioning effectively in parliament. However, when he
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was unable to return in January, his absence brought 'all

business' to 'a stop'; 'the business of Great Britain and the

affairs of all Europe' awaited his recovery.^^

Not least among this business were East India affairs.

The Company had offered to negotiate and, early in January,

Townshend put to Chatham a thoughtful and realistic case

for taking up the offer. In reply, Chatham merely reiterated

his general line on 'this transcendant object, India'. On the

other hand, Beckford was floundering for lack of guidance
on the parliamentary enquiry.^^ In fact, both negotiations

and enquiry proceeded in uneasy tandem. Soon ministerial

disagreements were open knowledge. On 20 February, Town-
shend and Beckford had a remarkable public altercation in

the Commons. Still Chatham refused advice on substantive

issues, still 'referring the whole determination to the wisdom
of parliament. However, he did provide guidance on how
the matter could be kept in the hands of parliament, cul-

minating in early March in detailed proposals for the pro-

cedure of the enquiry.^^

This was not enough to resolve the confusion. Although
the idea of a declaration of right came very close to success

- and Chatham's presence might have made the difference

- eventually the Company's contribution to the Treasury

coffers was agreed on by negotiation. The enquiry revealed

much about Company affairs and, with legislation eventually

arising from it, established the principle of parliamentary

intervention. For this, perhaps, Chatham deserves some
credit. But neither this nor Chatham's intended declara-

tion of right tackled the fundamental problems of the

Company.
Meanwhile, the situation in the Commons careered out of

control. 'Mr Grenville and Mr Burke daily trim Lord Chatham,
no one defends him', it was reported.^^ On 27 February, the

government was delivered an 'unprecedented' defeat on an

opposition motion reducing the land tax, which Walpole

attributed to 'the absence of Lord Chatham '.^^ In this undis-

ciplined situation, and quite unplanned by the ministers, Ameri-

can questions now came before parliament. On 26 January,

Townshend was provoked by an intervention from Grenville

into an unauthorized promise to raise a revenue from Amer-
ica towards the costs of the army there. He also made a much-
noticed declaration that the distinction - adopted by Chatham
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- between internal taxation and external revenue was 'per-

fect nonsense\^^

Chatham soon knew of Townshend's flouting of his known
views.^^ This time there was no magisterial rebuke such as

Townshend had been given in December.^^ He did, how-
ever, advise the cabinet to lay other American matters fully

before parliament. These included continuing defiance from
New York, not only of the Mutiny Act, but also (in a recently

arrived merchants' petition) of regulation of trade. New
Jersey, too, was defying the Mutiny Act. To Chatham, this

'gloomy prospect' showed a 'spirit of infatuation', and even-

tually he came down firmly for the strong line already agreed

on by the cabinet against New York.^^

Not only was Chatham's increasing authoritarianism thus

confirmed; his insistence that parliament should decide these

issues was remarkably consistent with his approach to East

Indian problems and suggests no mere paralysis of his powers

of decision but a genuine belief in the collective wisdom of

the representative body.*"^ But again, his attitudes scarcely

advanced constructive solutions. In due course, Townshend's
fateful scheme to raise revenue by external duties, which was

to provoke new heights of protest in America, went ahead
without any comment from Chatham. Indeed, given the

recent trend of his views, he might not have objected.*"^ The
hopes of him as 'the only man who can either bring the Amer-
icans to submit peacably by his authority; or subdue them
by his vigour' were cruelly disappointed; even American
enthusiasm for him began to wane.^*"

By March, the full extent of Chatham's incapacity was

becoming obvious. At least a much-interrupted journey
brought him back to London on 2 March. He made an

attempt to reimpose his will by offering Townshend's post

to Lord North, an able Lord of the Treasury and speaker in

the Commons. But North refused,^^ and Townshend con-

tinued defiant.^^ With this, Chatham's role in his adminis-

tration was virtually over. He remained immured in a friend's

house at North End, Hampstead, ignoring fellow ministers,

answering the king's letters with mere fulsome phrases. On
12 March he saw the king for the last time.^^

As Chatham returned to London, Horace Walpole had
'no doubt of his still being triumphant'; three weeks later,

the collapse of control in the Commons, together with his
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loss of popularity, convinced another observer that 'Lord

Chatham's power is very near its end'; by mid-April it

seemed that, unless he could exert himself, 'those expecta-

tions raised from his taking the lead will fall altogether with

the author of them'.^^ The king's unswerving support might
still have saved him.^^ But when, at last, in early June, he
yielded to the king's insistence that he see Grafton if not
the king himself, his 'utter disability to offer more than

expressions of confidence to save his tottering administra-

tion had to be accepted. At least these were sufficient

to encourage his supporters to continue, in hope of his

eventual return.

For weeks it had been clear that something more than

physical illness ailed him; indeed, he could appear quite

well until 'a word of business' brought 'tears and trembling'.^^

In June, Grafton found him much worse than expected, 'his

great mind bowed down', 'his nerves and spirits . . . affected

to a dreadful degree '.^^ Soon his condition deteriorated

further to 'the lowest dejection and debility that mind or

body can be in'. He sat 'all the day, leaning on his hands',

mostly alone, hardly speaking, unable to tolerate any com-
pany except Lady Chatham's, flying 'into a raging fit of

passion' when offered 'a letter of business'. '[C]riminal to

ask how he does', went one report, 'servants turned off for

enquiring'. In August, Lady Chatham was given power of

attorney for his affairs.^^

The king, sorrowing to see 'A Man that had appeared in

so very great a light fall into such a situation', continued

sympathetic. In January 1768, he still hoped for Chatham's
return, assuring him that 'your name has been sufficient to

enable my administration to proceed'. When, in October

1768, Chatham finally wished to go, the king insisted he
should stay to assist 'in resisting the torrent of Factions this

country so much labours under '.^^ But Chatham, stung not

by issues of policy but by slights to supporters, was adamant.

Ostensibly, he went on the grounds of health. Only Shel-

burne - increasingly isolated in a changing administration

- and Barre went with him.^^

Chatham's abysmal disappointment of all the hopes rested

on him was the gravest blow yet to his reputation. The king,

who had so fully supported him, was so disillusioned by



CHATHAM'S MINISTRY, 1766-68

Chatham's refusal of his command that never again did he
contemplate office for Chatham. As for politicians, Burke
was right to ask who would 'engage under a person who is

incapable of Forming any rational plan, and is above com-
municating even his reveries to those who are able to realize

and put them in execution'. Northington commented bitterly

in like vein on the 'ridiculous farce of a ministry' in which
he was Lord President. Any hope of a revival of popularity

seemed gone. By December 1766, newspaper comment sug-

gested that the earlier sharp disillusionment had been blunted,

and some positive expectations continued into February and
March. Then came contradictory reports of illness and
seclusion, and finally silence.^^ The little attention given

to Chatham's eventual resignation was matter-of-fact, over-

shadowed by the rising star of John Wilkes.^^

Chatham's illness was the crucial precipitating cause of

the weakness of his administration. But the failure went
deeper than that. The ministry could certainly have survived

his elevation to the Lords and the wave of unpopularity,

even his contempt for connection and lack of well-conceived

policies. It could not survive without the management which,

even when not seriously ill, Chatham seemed incapable of

giving. Grafton sadly commented, 'Lord Chatham, with his

superior talents, did not possess that of conciliating man-
kind'. His autocratic manner, which had so marred rela-

tions in opposition, his politics of command, constrained

rather than enabled the talents of others - Townshend,
Shelburne - talents which might have compensated for his

own inadequacies. His administration fractured.

Chatham's conviction of superiority, heightened by the

earldom, now began to show itself in ridiculous ostenta-

tion - a 'profusion and extravagance', a 'wild wantonness
and prodigality', 'a pomp of equipage and retinue quite

unequalled in this age' - in a way of life he could ill afford

and which contrasted markedly with his frugal manner in

the war years.^^ More than ever, these traits seem signs of a

deeply flawed personality, intimately connected with persist-

ent illness, and now brought to breakdown by a sense of the

overwhelming difficulties that personality had aggravated.

The great war minister - now part tragic, part ridiculous

- was indeed no minister for years of peace.
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'COMING FORTH AGAIN' ON A
CHANGED SCENE, 1769

Lifting the threat of the burdens of office seems to have

had an immediate beneficial effect on Chatham's mental
state, especially when soon coupled with a reconciliation with

Temple. Temple found him 'in bed, rather weak, . . . but his

mind and apprehension perfectly clear'. Other reports sug-

gest he was still vulnerable to 'low spirits' and 'nervous' fits

of weeping. Not until March 1769 was he said to be 'coming
forth again '.^^

The political world into which Chatham was 'coming forth'

was changing rapidly. Grafton, it is true, propelled so unex-

pectedly to high office by the vagaries of the 1760s, had sur-

vived in administration without Chatham. Assistance had
come from the accession of the Bedfords in December 1767

and the elevation of Lord North to the Exchequer on Town-
shend's sudden death three months earlier. The continu-

ing disunion of the Rockingham and Grenville groups and
the handful of Chatham supporters in opposition had also

helped. However, the administration soon faced another

crisis in America, where Townshend's external duties were no
more acceptable than the Stamp Act. It proved incapable of

a strong stand against France's annexation of Corsica in

1768. Above all, there was serious domestic unrest.

This unrest sprang partly from economic conditions. But
it was greatly intensified, especially in London, by the gov-

ernment's unwise handling of the reappearance in England
of John Wilkes and his election as MP for Middlesex in

March 1768, to the acclaim of boisterous crowds. Once again,

Wilkes demonstrated his brilliant flair for publicity and lib-

ertarian rhetoric at every opportunity - even though in prison

from June 1768 to April 1770 for the seditious libel of 1763.

Gravely provoked, and urged on by the king, the adminis-

tration decided to use Wilkes's conviction as grounds for his

expulsion from the Commons. Between February and April

1769 he was three times expelled and three times re-elected

until, on the third occasion, the Commons declared the

badly defeated rival candidate elected instead.

This time, Wilkes's defiance and the government's per-

sistence had created a major constitutional issue concerning
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freedom of election.^'' The intermittent public discontents

of the 1760s now came to a climax of extra-parliamentary

political activity of proportions unprecedented in Hanoverian
times.^^ Controversy was intensified by pungent criticism

of the ministry through 1769 in the celebrated Junius letters

in the Public Advertiser. Crowd disorder in the metropolis

was almost continual, while the City elected Wilkes an alder-

man in January. When parliament was prorogued in May,
opposition leaders came together to plan a campaign which,

by January 1770, produced more than 30 petitions, from
perhaps 60,000 petitioners across the country, against the

'unconstitutional' disqualification of the elected represent-

ative of the Middlesex freeholders.

Despite this significant wider support, the leading edge of

the surge of activity remained the metropolitan area, and at

the heart of it were men with strong connections to Chatham.
Even before Wilkes's reappearance, William Beckford had
promoted a bill to prevent bribery in elections; a year later,

shorter parliaments and a place and pension bill were added,

creating from longstanding 'patriot' demands a 'radical' pro-

gramme of parliamentary reform with wide metropolitan

support.^^ In December 1768, a by-election in Middlesex

brought into parliament another Chathamite, the lawyer Ser-

geant Glynn. In February 1769, supporters of Wilkes formed
the Society of Supporters of the Bill of Rights, with an agenda
wider than its immediate objective of paying Wilkes's debts.

Prominent among them were James Townsend and John
Sawbridge, both just beginning careers in metropolitan pol-

itics as agents of Shelburne's attempt, after his resignation,

to build up a City interest. Both were influential in the

petitioning campaign, especially its extension in Middlesex

to include grievances far broader than the denial of elec-

tors' rights. In June 1769, as Beckford engineered their elec-

tion as sheriffs in the City, the liverymen of Common Hall,

with great applause for Beckford, seized the opportunity to

push forward a similarly wide-ranging petition from the City.^^

Rounds of summer visiting cemented links and brought
in Temple, who may have had a hand earlier in the City

petition. In October, the growing patriot 'ferment' in the

City came to a peak with Beckford's controversial election,

on Townsend' s nomination, to a second term as Lord Mayor;

this set observers recalling ominous seventeenth-century
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precedents. Temple and Shelburne graced Beckford's

mayoral feast, otherwise 'miserably attended' by the usual

'good-company'.^^

No wonder that by the summer of 1769 Walpole thought
circumstances ripe for a Chatham reappearance.^^ Of the

'Chathamites', only Temple was close to Chatham through
1769,^^ and he, with Chatham's neighbour near Hayes, John
Calcraft^^ - whose knowledge and skills as political 'man of

business' were rapidly to become invaluable to Chatham -

seemed to be managing Chatham's gradual 'coming forth

again'. Immediately after his reconciliation with Chatham
(assisted by Calcraft), Temple had declared their 'political

differences ... in a great degree over'.^^ With Calcraft' s help,

Temple fed Chatham a constant stream of information,

spiced with reports and rumours of his return to office.^^ At
first there were thoughts on both sides that Chatham might
rejoin his old colleagues. When the soldier of Seven Years

War fame, the Marquess of Granby, visited Chatham in April

as an emissary from Grafton, and allegedly was told that

'Lord Chatham did not refuse to act with them', Grafton,

according to Temple, meekly agreed 'to do as Lord Chatham
should direct them when he came forth'. The king was hardly

likely to be so complaisant, especially as it was increasingly

clear that Chatham fully shared his supporters' disapproval

of the administration's actions over the Middlesex election.^^

And it was, it seems, the growing turmoil evident in the City

by late June that at last brought Chatham out to express his

indignation in person to the king.^^

Quite what Chatham expected from his sudden appear-

ance at court on 7 July is not clear. At the time, observers

were perplexed. However, his forthright criticism, in the

private conversation he was granted with the king, of a

number of recent measures, put an invitation to return to

office out of the question. Chatham made much of his poor

health and lack of ambition. But there was increasing evid-

ence of full recovery - he was said to be 'brisk and boyish'

yet 'grown fat'. And restoration of 'perfect harmony' with

Grenville soon suggested that Chatham's 'wonderful resurrec-

tion would put him in full 'pursuit of Power and Popularity'

again, by a change of men as well as measures. Indeed, he

declared as much in July in a contrived meeting with a

Rockinghamite neighbour.^^
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Those of Chatham's supporters still remaining in office -

chiefly Camden, still Lord Chancellor, and Granby - were
put in 'great distress' by continuing pressure to declare them-

selves. The mayoral election in October was greeted warmly
by Chatham, who gave his blessing to Temple's attendance

at Beckford's feast. By November, the cautious and scep-

tical Rockinghamites knew he was 'exceedingly animated'

against the ministry. More surprisingly, he was wooing them
with long-forgotten but now much-repeated compliments to

the 'antient Whigg families' and Rockingham's 'knot of spot-

less friends, such as ought to govern this kingdom'.

Scenting the possibility of a real crisis to exploit, yet genu-

inely appalled by the implications of the Middlesex election

decisions, Chatham - politician to the core as he was - had,

it seems, the whiff of earlier full-blooded oppositions in his

nostrils again. His wooing of the Rockinghams showed recog-

nition that success would demand more than Grenvillite

support. Committing himself to an unprecedented effort at

co-operation and throwing the caution of the early 1760s to

the wind, Chatham was about to embark, with another char-

acteristic burst of tremendous energy, on two sessions of the

most remarkable opposition of his career.

'UNITED' OPPOSITION: THE LAST GREAT BID FOR
POWER, 1770-71

By late November, Chatham had declared for 'three grand
points' of opposition, 'Corsica for foreign affairs; America
for home Policy; The right of Election as a constitutional

Principle'. It was soon clear, when parliament opened
belatedly on 9 January while the king was still receiving

petitions, that to Chatham the first two matters 'bore no
comparison to . . . the notorious dissatisfaction expressed by

the whole English nation' over the 'violation' of their rights.

The 'internal disorder of the constitution' was 'the grand cap-

ital mischief, which demanded fundamental remedy. Other-

wise, 'MAYDISCORD PREVAIL FOR EVER', he proclaimed.

Moving a provocative amendment to the address-in-reply

promising immediate enquiry into grievances, Chatham
allowed the Lords no privileges but those that rested 'upon

the broad bottom of the people' and urged them to defend
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the 'liberties of our fellow-subjects' over the Middlesex
election, regardless of the risk of a clash with the Commons.
A fortnight later, he suggested that the proper relationship

'between the constituent and representative body of the

people' needed fundamental restoration through a meas-
ure of parliamentary reform: not the violent amputation of

'rotten' boroughs, but the 'gentler' remedy he had first briefly

suggested in 1766, that of strengthening the representation of

'the soil' by allowing an additional member to each county.

This championing of the people at the expense of the

Commons added a new, full-blooded, populist dimension to

the old Pitt patriot rhetoric. But the opposition Chatham
had thus launched was never his alone. The Rockinghams,
having played a major, if cautious, part in the petitioning

campaign that Chatham had largely ignored, were also very

keen to exploit the new issues in parliament. Moreover,

having survived the attrition of return to opposition in 1766,

they were fast developing a confident sense of distinctive

identity already being distilled in Burke's classic manifesto.

Thoughts on the Cause of the Present Discontents, to be pub-

lished in April 1770. Tracing all the 'present discontents'

to the influence of a secret court cabal through the 1760s

which had undermined ostensible ministers, not least the

Rockinghams, Burke proposed, as the only possible defence,

the principled unity of a party devoted to the constitution.

The Rockinghams, of course, were that party - the only true

Whigs, the constitution's natural guardians. So, for these

reasons as well as bitter experience, those to whom Chatham
had already declared himself 'united body and soul' were

reluctant now, as they would not have been before 1766, to

respond to his wooing.

Thus Chatham began his parliamentary campaign with

only his own supporters in the Lords. However, his sec-

ond speech on 22 January 1770 gave warm support to a

motion of Rockingham's as a 'public demonstration of that

cordial union, which . . . subsists between us'.^^^ The 'united

opposition' had emerged. It went on to a joint thrust in the

Lords on the Middlesex election issues on 2 February, in a

debate which lasted until two in the morning and substan-

tially cut the administration majority. Two 'warm protests'

from the opposition declared 'they would never rest till

the nation should obtain satisfaction on the Middlesex
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election'.^ Rockingham's confidence in Chatham warmed
and the two men worked together with remarkable harmony
for the rest of the session.

The 'united opposition', of course, also operated in the

Commons. There already the government majority had been
uncomfortably cut in two critical divisions. There, on all

issues in these two sessions, parallel campaigns were mounted
in which the Rockinghamites generally played a larger part

than did Chatham's small band.^^^ Indeed, to concentrate

on Chatham's role - as this account must - cannot help but

underestimate other contributions. In the Lords, even Rock-

ingham was bestirred into unusual activity in an attempt to

match his leadership to Chatham's, while the Duke of Rich-

mond, a recruit of the mid-1 760s increasingly valued by Rocking-

ham, for his reliability andjudgement, began to make his mark.

The first attacks of the opposition further weakened
Grafton's tottering administration. In an unusually open
display of ministerial disunity, Camden and Granby sup-

ported Chatham on 9 January. Continuing relentless pres-

sure at last secured Granby' s resignation in mid-January,

while Camden was dismissed. But Grafton was brought to

resignation, announced on 30 January, less by these losses

than by difficulty in replacing the Chancellor. Without
Charles Yorke's sudden death as he agonized over deserting

his Rockinghamite friends for that coveted prize, Grafton

might well have recovered with the help of North's skills in

the Commons.^ Certainly the king would not readily have

turned to those who publicly opposed the Middlesex elec-

tion decisions and urged a dissolution. He was becoming
implacable against Chatham, who had 'deserted' him in need
only to lecture him on subsequent 'mistakes'.

The king found an alternative in Lord North. On 28 Janu-
ary, heartened by the narrow but sufficient victories in the

Commons, North agreed to take the Treasury. He came
with experience and much respect in the Commons. Within

weeks, he had stabilized parliamentary support and was well

on the way to consolidating the hold on office he was to

enjoy for twelve years - on the same bases as those enjoyed

by Walpole and Pelham - until dislodged by the dire crisis

of unsuccessful war with America.

However, in February 1770 North's success was far from
clear. He brought no new party support to give immediate
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Strength to slim government majorities. With some optimism
the opposition campaign continued. In the Lords on 2

March, urged by Chatham/ they moved a surprise motion
for more seamen. Chatham's speech on this occasion drew
attention not so much by his alarmist talk on the situation

abroad/ but by the new extremism with which he flattered

his Rockinghamite allies on their theme of the evils of 'secret

influence'. This, he claimed, had 'occasioned all the present

unhappiness and disturbances in the nation', and by it, he
'confessed', he had, in his own administration, been 'duped
and deceived'. This was arrant nonsense, reckless of offence

to the king. To Chatham's intense annoyance, it was not

unreasonably refuted by Grafton as the product of 'a dis-

tempered mind'.^^^ Twelve days later, Chatham took up a

promising issue from the last session which the Rockinghams
and Grenville had revived with some success in the Commons
- that of over-expenditure on the civil list.^^^ But Chatham
was again diverted from a 'very able recapitulation' on the

issue into further flaming exchanges and even more extreme

insinuations of corruption which reflected directly on the

king. No wonder one opponent thought he 'acted like a

man mad'.^^^

In 'his old brilliant style', Chatham was indeed giving a cut-

ting edge in the Lords to the joint opposition as he returned

to the reckless opposition of his youth. No wonder they

thought him ' supernatural '.^^^ In this and the next session,

he recurred repeatedly to violent insinuations of secret influ-

ence 'near the palace', influence which allegedly had misled

the king and enslaved the Commons. In return, for the

time being and somewhat uneasily, the Rockinghamites

accepted his radical rhetoric and supported his moves on
the Middlesex election issue, as he sought 'to rouse his

country to a just sense of the blessings' of the constitution

and 'to give the people a strong and thorough sense' of its

'great violation' by 'those unjust and arbitrary proceedings'.

With few of the Rockinghamites' qualms about the royal

prerogative, he joined the petitioners in calling for a dissolu-

tion of the parliament which had, he claimed, forfeited the

people's confidence. Indeed, in both sessions he moved to

address the king for such a dissolution. But, instead of

rousing the Lords, he now bored them by talking 'on the

Middlesex election till nobody [would] answer him'.^^^
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Meanwhile, Chatham was moving - with Calcraft's ever-

active and indispensable help - to foster links with the City

much more deliberately than ever before and more confid-

ently than did the Rockinghams. In March, Beckford was in

the thick of moves which produced an outspoken remon-
strance to the king over the lack of response to the City's

petition. At the same time, with Chatham's approval,

Beckford planned a great dinner to seal the union between
the City and the parliamentary opposition. Chatham secured

Rockingham's attendance and, when gout prevented his own
presence, sent his wife and son to the very impressive and
much noted occasion. There were also rumours, not only

that he helped to draft the City remonstrance, but of his

active support for one from Westminster. While thus encour-

aging out-of-doors protest, Chatham took steps to keep it

within bounds acceptable to Rockinghamites. He firmly pre-

vented plans to use Beckford' s dinner to get assent to the

City's emerging programme of parliamentary reform. With
Sawbridge's help, Calcraft forestalled an angry protest at

the Middlesex meeting against half-hearted Rockinghamite
support for remonstrances. Beckford, Townsend, and even

Shelburne - whose City contacts they chiefly were that

Chatham was exploiting - had also to be humoured. Lit-

tle wonder that observers began to see 'a crisis of very great

moment' in this conjunction of London, press and parlia-

mentary opposition - especially with Wilkes about to be
released from prison. ^^'^ In fact, the City's provocative remon-
strance produced a markedly hostile reaction in the Commons,
and opposition votes began to decline. Chatham pressed

on regardless. Predictably defeated in an attempt to initiate

further parliamentary action on the Middlesex election, he
proposed a motion of censure on those who had advised the

king's hostile answer to the City remonstrance. This allowed

him vigorously to defend the City's action, and to answer the

Lords' sneers with praise of the dignity of City freemen.

As the parliamentary session closed, Chatham's influence

in the City reached its height. On 14 May, apparently on his

suggestion, the Common Council agreed to another relat-

ively moderate remonstrance which had his prior approval.

When, in presenting the remonstrance, Beckford took the

unprecedented and much resented step of replying verbally

to the king's answer, he was ecstatically congratulated by
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Chatham. But, again, Chatham kept his supporters within

bounds. He prompted them against their wishes into the usual

dutiful address on the birth of a princess. And when, in

a vote of thanks for his 'zeal' in supporting the rights of

election and petition, they sought again to commit him to

parliamentary reform, he made quite clear his opposition

to more frequent elections - while renewing in the Lords

his suggestion of additional county members.^^^ Beckford's

sudden death on 21 June was undeniably a setback. Never-

theless, with Wilkes so far quiescent, two Rockinghamites

were elected as sheriffs and another to serve out Beckford's

mayoralty. The radicals who had attacked Burke's Thoughts

on the Cause of the Present Discontents on its publication

appeared to be under control, while Chatham's modera-
tion on parliamentary reform was welcome to parliamentary

allies.
^^"^ While he developed his connection with Sawbridge

and Townsend, he and Rockingham remained in touch over

the summer, and Chatham was repeatedly reported 'in great

health and spirits'.

Chatham was buoyed through the summer by the emer-

gence of an issue seemingly made for him. In June 1770,

following six months of tension on the South Atlantic Falk-

lands Islands, the Spanish carried out their longstanding

determination to evict the British settlers.^^^ As news of events

reached Britain, Calcraft was quick to suggest they would
'turn confidence, towards those who, only, can save this

country', and Chatham as quickly responded with war-like

talk.^^^ When Britain's firm response provoked a three-

months' stand-off from October, just as the parliamentary

session approached, the situation seemed even more prom-
ising for Chatham.
The opposition began their campaign strongly on this

new issue in both Houses. George Grenville's death on the

opening day after a distressing illness was both a family and,

at this stage, a political blow to Chatham. Nevertheless, he
was soon more energetically involved than ever in planning

and rallying support in both Houses, with Shelburne now
his chief ally. In the Lords, he spoke as he had in the 1750s,

'to save an injured, insulted, undone country'. Enlarging on
his long experience of Spain, he urged that a 'patched up
peace will not do'. As the great war minister, he discoursed

on the proper use of the navy - and, less responsibly, on
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inadequate defences. He seemed to invite the war that

looked increasingly likely, attempting both to prompt and
exploit the cry rising outside 'that there was nobody fit to

conduct it but Lord Chatham'. ^"^^ And, when government
peers moved to defuse the opposition by excluding 'stran-

gers' from debates, Chatham was provoked into leading an
impotent protest 'in a violent emotion of rage'.^^^

Now, however, the intervention of the king and Lord
North had turned Britain towards negotiation and, over the

Christmas recess, the fall of Choiseul in France clinched the

preservation of peace. A convention was reached just as

parliament reassembled. The opposition's bubble burst. It

was reduced to criticizing earlier 'neglect' and picking holes

in the convention. Chatham took the lead in castigating 'an

ignominious compromise', secured, he suggested, by suspi-

cious 'interference' from France. Because the convention

acknowledged no 'right' to the Falklands, it was, he claimed,

offensive to British sovereignty and 'the inherent and essen-

tial dignity' of the Crown, and hence illegal. He explicitly

hoped that Spain would be provoked to break the conven-

tion. But opposition votes remained much lower than in

the previous session and Chatham chafed impotently at 'the

silly drama' of being reduced by the continued exclusion

of 'strangers' to talking to 'the Tapestry on the walls of the

Lords' chamber. Only on a move to amend an address to

the king on the convention was there some resurgence. The
story was the same in the Commons. North's authority

was decisively confirmed.

Meanwhile, in the City, Chatham's connections were now
meeting difficulties. Townsend, although nominated, did not

win the mayoralty, while Shelburne's attempts to shape fur-

ther City protests failed.^^*" The Falklands crisis added further

friction when Wilkes, clashing with Sawbridge in a 'tumul-

tuous' Westminster meeting, proposed the impeachment of

North and, to Chatham's indignation, encouraged resistance

to impressment for the navy in the City. Chatham's out-

spokenness in parliament on this sensitive issue weakened
hopes of influence with the new Lord Mayor, Brass Crosby,

and exacerbated the breach. Attempting to heal it, Chatham
initiated action in both Houses on an issue which interested

the City, the rights ofjuries in seditious libel cases, recently

highlighted by a case over one letter of the provocative
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publicist, Junius. Following recent precedent, Mansfield had
directed the jury to decide only on the facts of publication

and not whether the publication breached the law. Chatham,
encouraged by Camden's contrary opinion, construed Mans-
field's judgment as yet another subversion of 'our dearest

rights, our most invaluable liberties'. Vehemently pursuing
the attack, he vowed to press for parliamentary enquiry after

Christmas.'"'

His vow was not fulfilled, largely because this issue brought
the parliamentary alliance to breaking point. At the begin-

ning of the session, Chatham had been equivocal about co-

operation - indeed, he reverted to form by kicking and
cuffing both 'friend and enemy' and declaring he was 'con-

nected with nobody'.'"^ Although he was quickly drawn into

co-operation again, there were continuing tensions over

his apparently self-interested exploitation of the Falklands

crisis. When the juries' rights issue came to the point

of action in February 1771, differences could not be con-

trolled. Chatham wanted a parliamentary enquiry, to lead to

a declaration ofwhat he maintained the law had always been.

When the Rockinghams went ahead with a bill aimed rather

at clarifying the law for the future, Barre reported almost

exultingly the open disagreement of the opposition in the

Commons which destroyed any hopes for it.^^^ This disagree-

ment prevented Chatham from supporting Rockinghamite
plans to keep the Falklands issue alive; not even its suggested

importance to 'our navigation in those seas' and to hope of

discoveries 'of great consequence to ... a commercial nation'

could placate him.'^^ He fell silent for two and a half months,

kept in touch only by Calcraft and Barre.

In this time, the City careered further out of control over

the famous printers' case. The Commons, attempting to

enforce their standing order prohibiting the publication

ofaccounts ofdebates, became embroiled with the City author-

ities who, at Wilkes's instigation, protected the printers.

The case went to extremes. The Lord Mayor and Alder-

man Oliver (Beckford's successor as alderman and MP) were

imprisoned in the Tower and popular feeling was brought

to fever pitch again. Chatham was torn two ways. He was

very soon convinced that the Commons had gone too far

in punishing the City officers but was equally uneasy about

the challenge to the 'established jurisdiction of the House'
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and subversion of 'the parliamentary constitution'.^"^^ Yet

Chatham's closest City friends, Townsend and Sawbridge,

were persuaded to declare their full support for the City's

action, after Chatham had praised them for standing apart.

Even in the Commons, Chathamites were divided among
themselves, most going further than Chatham approved at

the time. Unlike Rockingham, Chatham did not encourage
visits to the imprisoned officers. 'The scene is dreadful',

reported Calcraft. 'Opposition are in great want of a leader,

and a general system. '^^^

Such disarray disheartened Chatham - though he had
done little to prevent it.^^'' But, as the session drew to a

close, he was spurred, especially by Shelburne, to one last

effort. He resumed contact with Rockingham, supported a

further move on the Middlesex election, and attempted

somewhat half-heartedly to remove Rockingham's objections

to another motion for a dissolution. But most strikingly,

he now came out in full support of the City on the printers'

case, treating it as an issue of 'the liberty of the press' - as

others had from the beginning. Despite his earlier views, he
bitterly attacked all the Commons' actions, condemning
them as 'bare-faced tyranny' more fitted to a French king.

And, declaring that a dissolution was no longer a sufficient

remedy when the 'whole constitution' was 'giving way', he
solemnly declared himself 'a convert to triennial parlia-

ments'. His populist rhetoric had come to full fruition.

But to no avail. Chatham, thinking initially of his proposal

of additional county representation, had delayed too long

in responding to Shelburne 's promptings to co-ordinate with

Sawbridge, who had just moved in the Commons the first

of what were to become his annual motions for shorter

parliaments. Parliament was about to be prorogued.^^^ More
important, the recent open breach between 'constitutional

radicals' and 'Wilkites' in the Society of Supporters of the

Bill of Rights^^^ destroyed any remaining hope of control-

ling metropolitan opinion. Even had Beckford lived, it is

unlikely that even the constitutional radicals (whose pro-

gramme was widely advertised in these years) would have

been convinced by Chatham's belated and half-hearted

conversion to shorter parliaments.

The tumultuous constituency awakened by Wilkes was

quite another matter. He had never wanted success for
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the 'damned aristocracy' of the united opposition. His fol-

lowers agitated for a far more inclusive and accountable polit-

ical and legal system than Chatham ever contemplated.

City and press might continue to show respect for Chatham,
but Wilkes, not he, was now the 'hero of the Mob' and the

'middling' people who had formerly lionized Chatham.
Never again would extra-parliamentary politics be so readily

harnessed to a parliamentary opposition as Pitt had har-

nessed them in 1756-57.

Nevertheless, the opposition of 1770-71 was indeed
remarkable. Chatham's extremism left several experienced

observers gasping. In appealing against a supposedly dis-

credited parliament to the people as the foundation of the con-

stitution and envisaging a larger role for them, he had gone
further in developing his 'patriotism' - if only in rhetoric -

than any other leading politician. It was this extremism in

deference to out-of-doors admirers that helped to breach

Chatham's alliance with the generally more moderate Rock-

inghams. Nevertheless, the alliance had been on Chatham's
part a remarkably sustained exercise in co-operation, sug-

gesting he now recognized the need for 'Whig' allies. Most
fundamental to the breach, when it came, was neither issues

nor even Chatham's autocratic personality, but his long-

standing fear of Old Corps 'connection' now in the new
form of the confident party solidarity preached by Burke.

To this he retorted that 'he was the oldest Whig in England
and could not now submit to be called only an ally of the

Whigs. He was a Whig'

This remarkable opposition was, however, a disastrous

failure. True, free from the restraints of office, Chatham's
oratory rose to something like his old brilliance in the new
forum, 'far superior to all his other adversaries', at least

when Mansfield was silent. In this sense, perhaps, and
shrinking instinctively from the burdens of office, he was, as

Jeremy Black has argued,^^^ most at ease in opposition. But,

much as Chatham often dwelt theatrically on his age and
infirmities, the whole tenor of his words and behaviour -

most clearly over the Falklands crisis - leaves no doubt that

he, like others in opposition, wanted office. However, the

two moments passed at which a call might have come - in

the wake of Grafton's resignation and when a Falklands war

seemed likely. North's strengthening majorities demonstrated
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that the 'sober and respectable' part of the nation was no
more convinced than the king that redress of petitioners'

grievances was essential to the renewed 'peace and quiet-

ness' they so much wanted.^^^ Nor, much as some might
dislike aspects of the convention reached with Spain, did

they think that war over some tiny Atlantic islands was essen-

tial to Britain's interests. As Walpole quipped, although

Chatham might have been called for had war been declared,

'nobody was desirous of making war only to make him neces-

sary'/'^ Both Rockinghamites and Chathamites came out of

the opposition weakened. North reaped the harvest for eleven

long years.

Chatham's disillusionment with contemporary politics,

always latent and growing through the 1760s, came to a peak
in these years of opposition. Yet with some tact and skill,

he could have dominated the decade, eased problems and
possibly bridged the widening gap between parliamentary

and popular politics. Instead, he developed no coherent strat-

egy to cope with new circumstances, swinging rather from
extreme to extreme. From lofty disengagement, he came too

late to offer co-operation to the Rockinghams, when they

had developed a solidarity of their own. Having skilfully

recovered the confidence of the king, he threw it away and
came to provoke him beyond endurance. He did nothing to

ease Britain's international isolation or the British situation

in America or India. He was part cause of the very weak-

nesses that disillusioned him. Chatham, too, had lost his way.
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Chapter 6

CHATHAM AGONISTES, 1772-78

By May 1771, Chatham's last sustained burst ofpolitical energy

was spent. For the last seven years of his life, his interven-

tions, if sometimes intense and significant, particularly on
American questions, were to be sporadic. At last he adopted
the role of the retired elder statesman to which he had merely

pretended a decade earlier.

It took some months, however, for disillusionment to sink

in. Further rumours of ministerial changes and war circu-

lated through the summer and autumn, while agitation

continued in the City, where Calcraft maintained links. ^ At
the end of the year, Shelburne returned from abroad ready

for action in Chatham's interest, and the Rockinghams cau-

tiously considered renewing contacts.^ By then, however,

bitter divisions in the City between Wilkites and Shelburne 's

friends had allowed the election of a ministerial supporter

as Lord Mayor.^ By the eve of the parliamentary session in

January 1772, Chatham was complaining of a 'headlong,

self-willed spirit' that had 'sunk the City into nothing', and
of 'the narrow genius of old-corps' connection' that had
'weakened Whiggism', rendering impossible the 'national

union on revolution principles' which alone could 'with-

stand present corruption'. So, he concluded, not 'the small-

est good' could result from attendance in the House.^ For

their part, the Rockinghams were increasingly convinced
that their 'steady and temperate adherence to . . . prin-

ciples' contrasted sharply with the Chathamites' readiness

to 'raise clamour' solely out of anxiety for 'the profits of

office'.^ The two groups went their own ways entirely for the

next three years.
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Chatham's decision was perhaps confirmed by the attri-

tion of his small political group. Temple, already disillu-

sioned with politics, had been driven into retirement by the

death of his brother, George Grenville. Camden, having

differed with Chatham over almost every recent issue, now
declared himself 'a single man, detached from all party'.

^

Any hope of George Grenville 's erstwhile followers was lost

when they defected to the ministry as a group early in 1771.

At the same time, the Falklands crisis caused uneasiness to

two peers normally friendly to Chatham, Lords Hunting-
don and Northumberland.^ Lyttelton, personally on good
terms with Chatham again from 1770, was largely retired and
died in 1773. Much worse, Calcraft, by far the most active

aide Chatham ever had, was struck with serious illness in

1772, and died in August. Of prominent supporters, only

Shelburne remained to be Chatham's chief ally and polit-

ical informant in the following years. In the Commons, the

few remaining 'Chathamites' were led by Shelburne 's fol-

lowers - Barre, increasingly prominent in recent debates,

and John Dunning, the lawyer pivotal in Shelburne 's City

contacts, whose legal skills more than compensated for the

loss of Camden.^

POLITICS FROM AFAR: FARMING AND FAMILY,
1772-74

This time, Chatham's retirement from politics was not that

of a shattered recluse. His health, he boasted, was better

'than I have known these twenty years' and continued gen-

erally good.^ These were years of withdrawal into enjoyment

of the rural delights hitherto usually restricted to summers
and the family pleasures that had always absorbed his pri-

vate moments. Soon he was busy 'farming, hunting, and
planting', spending 'many hours every day in the field', and
was far too occupied to visit Lyttelton at Hagley Hall.^^ His

time was spent mostly at Burton Pynsent, in Somerset, the

property he had inherited in 1765 with other assets, vari-

ously estimated but certainly considerable, from the eccen-

tric 'old Whig', Sir William Pynsent. Pynsent had never met
Chatham but, according to one account, saw in his opposi-

tion to the Peace of Paris a parallel to his own vote long
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before against the Treaty of Utrecht (1713).^' The inherit-

ance had only recently been secured on appeal against other

claimants in a Lords' judgment that won unusual praise

from Chatham for Mansfield's 'sagacity' and justice'. But
Chatham had long before begun extensive development of

both house and estate. He added a new wing and in 1771-

72 was occupied in acquiring portraits of selected heroes of

the Seven Years War - Saunders, Granby, Boscawen - to

hang in the ballroom, together with those of Temple, Lady
Chatham and himself. In the grounds, he built a lofty

column, dedicated to his benefactor. Its viewing platform

allowed even greater enjoyment of the rich, rolling country-

side, with vistas to the sea beyond, than did the house in its

commanding situation. The column was designed with the

help of the famous landscape gardener, Lancelot ('Capabil-

ity') Brown, who became a warm admirer. The development
of the estate went on apace, with animals of prime bloodstock

searched out and thousands of trees planted - including

cedars from Lebanon and other species from America. For

Chatham, Burton Pynsent became 'replete with rural delights'

- 'dairy enchanting, pillar superb, terrace ravishing'. There,

he wrote,

Herds, flocks, and smiling Ceres deck our plain,

And, interspersed, an heart-enlivening train

Of sportive children frolic o'er the green.

The early 1770s were probably the Chathams' happiest

family years. Each of the children, all carefully educated at

home to avoid the rigour Chatham had endured at Eton
and now in their teenage years, drew comments reflecting

genuine affection from their 'old doting daddy'. The preco-

cious and delicate William, born in the annus mirabilis of

1759 and aged seven when news came of his father's peer-

age, had rejoiced that, as the second son, he would still be

able 'to serve the country in the House of Commons like

papa'.^^ Now he practised oratory under his father's eye. At
Lyme Regis, on the Dorset coast no great distance from
Burton Pynsent, on an extended holiday in 1773, the 'two

philosophers' - William and the children's tutor, the Rev.

Edward Wilson - swam in the sea, while the 'Soldier Citizen'

- the eldest son, Lord Pitt, preparing with a military engineer

I
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there for his career - danced until two in the morning.
From Lady Chatham, left at Burton Pynsent, came an account

of 'Boy [James, the youngest son] on the dear grey mare,
and the girls [Hester and Harriot] in their chaise . . . trot-

ting over the lawn'.^^ When together at Burton Pynsent, the

children delighted in amateur theatricals, while in 1775, in

London with their mother for Harriot's 'coming out' sea-

son, the two girls enjoyed the opera, balls and the pleasure

gardens at Ranelagh.^^

Just weeks before, in December 1774, Hester, the eldest

child, had been married, to the family's delight, to Charles,

Lord Mahon, son of Chatham's cousin, Philip, Earl Stanhope,

at whose estate at Chevening the family had spent a delight-

ful summer in 1769. By late 1773, plans were under discus-

sion for Pitt to join the army, his father eventually deciding

that the British force in Canada under General Carleton

would be more suitable to his youth than 'the large and
obnoxious intercourse of a great foreign army'. He left, fol-

lowed by his parents' anxious thoughts, early in 1774. By this

time, William, aged fourteen, had gone up to Cambridge,
where an illness in his first term caused grave anxiety, and
James, 'the Tar', at twelve, had begun his naval training.^^

Of the 'many fair stars' that had shone round Chatham at

Burton Pynsent,^^ only Harriot and Lady Chatham were left.

But all was not happy, even in these halcyon years. Des-

pite Chatham's facility in amassing 'legacies from old men
and old women' and 'pensions . . . from Courts', his income,

even at perhaps £7,000 a year now, was never sufficient for

his tastes. His love of display of status, not only through

building, farming and gardening but also in servants and
lavish appurtenances of all kinds, was not unusual in the

period, but in Chatham it seemed inordinate, even to con-

temporaries. Shelburne thought him 'naturally ostentatious

to a degree of ridicule; profuse in his house and family bey-

ond what any degree of prudence could warrant'. The
expense of developments at Burton Pynsent had already

required, in 1765-66, the sale of Hayes (in Kent), the home
of the early married years and to Lady Chatham 'so loved

a place', only for it to be repurchased, at great cost and
inconvenience, at Chatham's urgent demand during his

illness in 1767. When attempts to sell it again in 1772 failed,

continued expense at Burton Pynsent required the sale of
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outlying lands there. In 1770, creditors raised an outcry

against Chatham. Time and again he was rescued by loans,

large and small, from admiring and compliant relatives and
friends. Captain Alexander Hood and his wealthy wife, Molly,

Lady Chatham's cousin, were large and willing creditors over

many years, but by 1776 Hood feared the strain on family rela-

tionships and insisted that Chatham's children should know
the details of loans secured on the Burton Pynsent estate.

The burden of all this - with much else to do with fam-

ily organization - fell on Lady Chatham. She needed all

the business acumen she possessed, acumen which surprised

the family solicitor, Thomas Nuthall, when he first encoun-
tered it in 1767 but was recognized by a neighbouring farmer

and the London banker, Thomas Coutts, alike. In 1773

demands for payment from a surveyor and a London book-

seller left her struggling with 'horrid addition sums'; a little

earlier, she had decided not to visit the family party at Lyme
Regis again 'because of oeconomicals'.^^ William's Cambridge
letters were regularly punctuated with requests for money to

meet tutors' and college bills. Much worse were the debts

that James ran up in Gibraltar in 1777, which required an
appeal to Chatham's nephew, Thomas, for a loan of £1,000.

'This accablement, after the trials I have had so long to

contend with, makes me like one astonished by a blow',

she wrote. Her sons were taking after their father, and his

father and grandfather before him. As poignant was the

letter to Temple in 1775, when Chatham was believed at the

point of death, asking for £1,000 to meet 'the diversity of

calls' occasioned by 'an illness of such length'. The sudden
onset of illness, she pleaded unconvincingly, had prevented

Chatham's making provision for it. By 1778, the family's

finances were in a parlous state. And while Chatham took

a real interest in his children's education, daughters' as well

as sons', his wife always conducted the correspondence with

the family's tutor, the Rev. Edward Wilson, when parents

and children were separated. Even in the best of times,

Chatham demanded the possibility of seclusion from the

children which extensions at Hayes and the new wing at

Burton Pynsent allowed. When he was ill in 1767-68, they

were relegated to the London house, while in 1775 William

was persuaded not to come home in the summer vacation

because of his father's 'nervous state '.^^
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In the early 1770s, Chatham may have represented him-
self withdrawn from politics, with

Ambition cured, and an unpassioned mind;

A statesman without power, and without gall.

Hating no courtiers, happier than them all;^^

but at his own request he was kept fully informed, chiefly

by Shelburne,^^ on the disparate issues of these rather less

contentious years, and his disillusionment did not mellow.

His claim to be 'Vot'ry ... to freedom '^^ received some sub-

stantiation when he abandoned his recent retirement to

support an unsuccessful bill to relieve dissenting ministers

and teachers from the need to subscribe to the Church of

England's Thirty-Nine Articles as required by the Toleration

Act of 1689. He welcomed first news of the bill, conveyed by

Shelburne.^^ Then a careful case - larded with compliments
that support might increase 'the glory of even the Earl

of Chatham' - was put to him by the dissenting minister,

Dr Richard Price, introduced by Shelburne.^^ Chatham
responded to Price's appeal for help against expected opposi-

tion from the bishops by coming to speak with 'as much
oratory and fire as, perhaps, he ever did'. With much irony,

he contrasted the bishops with the 'poor, humble, despised

Fishermen' - their distant predecessors, Christ's disciples -

who 'pressed hard on no man's conscience'. Illness appar-

ently prevented active support for a further bill the next

year, on which Chatham elicited detailed information from
Price. The 'whole constitution is now a shadow!' he com-
mented indignantly on Price's report that in debate minis-

ters had avowed 'enslaving the dissenters to keep them under
control. By the time Price asked advice about another move
in 1775, Chatham had exhausted himself in other causes.^^

Otherwise, on matters Shelburne reported to him in these

years of retirement in the early 1770s, Chatham responded
only with comment from the sidelines. Like much opposi-

tion and popular sentiment, he was scathing about the most
contentious issue of 1772, the 'new-fangled and impudent'
Royal Marriages Act, and the 'wanton and tyrannical' powers

it gave George III, after the clandestine marriages of his lib-

ertine brothers, to control the marriages of all descendants

of George II under the age of 25.^^ Late the following year.
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he made his principles clear on the Irish parliament's pro-

posal to tax absentee landlords. This proposal aroused the

ire of many Rockinghamites and, initially, Shelburne too,

because they were substantial absentee landholders them-

selves. Rockingham hoped for a 'general union' to urge the

Crown to reject the bill, even hinting that Chatham might
be drawn 'from the country' over it, and, according to

Shelburne, the City, too, was roused against the measure.

Chatham, on the other hand - admittedly with much less at

stake - was quite clear that a bill which was 'the genuine

desire of the Commons of Ireland . . . exercising their inher-

ent, exclusive right, by raising supplies in the manner they

judge best' should not be opposed in England. His stand

for this 'most sacred, fundamental right of the Commons'
did something to justify his hitherto largely unearned reputa-

tion with the Irish 'patriots', who were trying to relieve

Ireland's constitutional subordination to England. Certainly,

his views contrast with the Rockinghamites' implicit assump-
tion of subordination. Shelburne was won round - and saw

the connection with American issues.^^

Chatham was much less constructively involved in the

matters on which Shelburne most frequently reported in

these years. These were the whole range of issues concern-

ing the East India Company's operations in India and at

home which kept attention on its affairs even in the hectic

years of 1769-71.^^ Chatham had alluded to Indian ques-

tions at some length in his interview with the king in July
1769.^^ But in the vigorous opposition that followed in 1770-

71, these questions - too complex for 'raising a storm' -

were wholly ignored. They were grist only to the mill of

Chatham's developing ideas about 'corruption', in this case

by the 'influx' of the riches of Asia, and (in private only)

about constitutional 'tyranny' (if 'sovereign power' to raise

troops in England were allowed to the Company) .^^ Even in

the crisis of 1772, Chatham at first avowedly averted his gaze

when the Company was threatened with bankruptcy, and its

affairs engrossed most of the long parliamentary session with

two committees of enquiry and the passage of North's Regu-
lating Act.^^

Chatham's attention was fully engaged only from late May
1773, well after the main lines of a 'Chathamite' response had
been defined by Barre in March. Only then were Chatham's
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earlier ideas of 1766-67 on the state's interest clarified

in new terms of a 'mixed right to the territorial revenues

between the state and the Company, as joint captors'. He
also strongly asserted the right of parliament to intervene,

especially to reform abuses of Company power in India. But
at the same time he feared the effects of unlimited state

intervention at home, particularly if it were to give to the

Crown the riches of India and thus supposedly facilitate the

subversion of liberty by secret influence.

In the major part they took in debates on these lines,

often in support of the administration, Shelburne and Barre

undoubtedly saw themselves as followers of Chatham - who
warmly welcomed Barre 's contribution as conforming to his

views.'^^ Yet their initiatives and Chatham's late response

suggest that not only did his followers prompt Chatham's
interest in this major crisis of Company power and state-

Company relations, they probably also helped to shape his

ideas. His sentiments were undoubtedly nobly expressed.

They were certainly more constructive than those of the

Rockinghamites, who fully shared his resistance to increas-

ing 'the influence of the Crown' (fast becoming their major
objective) but insisted on outright opposition to North's

legislation as an invasion of chartered rights.^^ However,

Chatham's ideas simply followed the trend of developments

and opinion and hardly suggested constructive solutions.

Certainly, he did not feel compelled to intervene in person.

Domestic issues raising questions of liberty still aroused him
more than imperial problems.

AMERICA, 1775-78

Within a year, however, Chatham - no longer a man 'sure

he can do no good"^^ - had embarked on the last campaign
of his life, his attempts to avert a mortal breach in relations

with the American colonies.

In 1769, America had been one of his avowed planks of

opposition^^ - and was another issue he failed to develop.

He certainly gave it more public attention than India, but

this attention was only incidental to his overriding domestic

preoccupations; he saw American policy as further proof of

invasions of liberty. Such treatment did nothing to resolve
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the earlier contradiction between his partiality for the Amer-
ican cause, dominant early in 1766, and the authoritarian

emphasis increasingly noticeable later in that year. 'I love the

Americans', Chatham said, 'because they love liberty' and
'for the noble efforts they made in the last war'. But 'they

must be subordinate', especially in 'all laws relating to trade

and navigation '.^^ No more than anyone else, including the

Rockinghams,^^ did Chatham appreciate how far American
opinion had already moved since the mid-1 760s in expanding
the 'liberty' they required from Britain.

In March 1770, the North ministry brought to parliament

the decision made the year before to repeal all the Townshend
duties except that on tea. Although 'having it much in his

heart to express his earnest wishes for the Total Repeal',

Chatham was absent when the proposal was debated in the

Lords in April. He was again absent on 18 May, when a series

of Rockinghamite motions earlier debated in the Commons
allowed a general attack on American policy since 1767

without clarifying any alternative. Chatham had gout at the

time. Nevertheless, it is hard to avoid Walpole's conclusion

that he deliberately 'kept away' on these occasions, when
the Rockingham, Chatham and Grenville groups in opposi-

tion were likely to be divided and the issues provided less

'combustible matter' than other grievances.^^

Thereafter, while the Rockinghamites continued to avoid

the issues, Chatham, too, was almost completely silent on
America until the autumn of 1773. Then, the implementa-
tion of a recent act, intended to help the East India Company
by reducing British duties on tea re-exported to America,

brought cheap tea to America. For the British government,

this linking of two problems was quite coincidental. To
many Americans, it seemed a plot to induce them to pay the

one remaining duty on imported goods. Their attitudes were
typified in the famous Boston Tea Party on 16 December
l773, when the first cargo under the new Act was dumped
in Boston harbour. After three years of relative quietude,

this renewed resistance and British reactions to it were to

precipitate a crisis of unprecedented severity.

Shelburne was among the very few who immediately

recognized the likely response to shipments of tea. He was

equally quick to appreciate the probable effects of the gov-

ernment's proposed plans to punish Massachusetts for the
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Tea Party as they were unfolded in March and April 1774
and eventually became the so-called Coercive or (to the

Americans) 'Intolerable' Acts.^^ In contrast, for Chatham
this 'most serious and alarming perspective' in America at

first merely increased his longstanding mood of general

foreboding that 'England has seen her best days'. 'America

sits heavy upon my mind', he might say, but his first detailed

comment, in March, showed him still condemning Amer-
ican violence while supporting American rights as long as

they obeyed the laws of navigation and trade - the same old

formula, clarified only with the proviso that these laws should

be 'for regulation not for revenue'. And he was seemingly

reluctant to add his 'no-weight' to Westminster debates - in

which, indeed, general hostility towards the Americans was

obvious.^^

Nevertheless, Chatham came up from Burton Pynsent to

Hayes early in April and, at last, on 26 May, he appeared
dramatically in the Lords as an invalid for the first time since

the early 1760s, 'his legs wrapped in black velvet boots' and
leaning on a black-covered crutch, to speak on the last stages

of the American legislation.^^ His speech - among the best-

reported of his speeches - appears to have been so contra-

dictory in drift as to allow reporters to take from it what
they chose. It was, according to Walpole,

a long feeble harangue, in which on one side he blamed the

violence of the Bostonians, and on the other every step that had
provoked them or been taken to chastise them. He talked high

of the sovereignty of this country, but condemned the taxes.

The confusion about Chatham's views is summed up in two

well-attested but contradictory dicta soon circulating. He was

reported to have claimed 'that this country had no right

under heaven to tax America', but also to have stated pri-

vately that he wanted 'no more statues erected [of him in

America]'.^*' The confusion was not just in the minds of

listeners. The crisis had called Chatham out of retirement

but his dilemma was still unresolved. He did nothing to

clarify the ambivalence of both Barre and Dunning and the

Rockinghamites, as some battled as best they could for a

more conciliatory approach against the tide of opinion for

assertion of a parliamentary authority in which they also

believed.^^
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Chatham's inclination to interpret the crisis in vague terms

of tyrannical conspiracy was strengthened in reaction to the

Quebec Act, which settled the government of Canada and
was by coincidence passed at the same time. The conces-

sions to Roman Catholicism and French law and the gener-

ous definition of Canadian boundaries in this well-considered

measure provoked a militantly prejudiced parliamentary and
popular opposition. At a late stage, Chatham joined in with

full fury, thundering more vehemently than leading Rocking-

hamites against 'popery and arbitrar)^ power' and revealing

not only the antiquated sterility of his thought on the new
responsibilities 'his' war had brought but also the limits of

his toleration. Soon he was at one with many Americans in

seeing the measure as further proof of a 'whole system of

American oppression'.

Through 1774, the American crisis deepened as, in re-

sponse to the 'intolerable' Acts, the colonies prepared to

send delegates to a 'continental congress' in Philadelphia in

September. By the middle of the year, Chatham had begun
an uncharacteristically active search for information about
American views from a handful of Americans resident in

London, notably those with links with radical groups in the

City such as William Lee and Stephen Sayre, and the much
more eminent Benjamin Franklin. They led him to believe

that the attempt to raise revenue in America was still the

root of the problem. Far from seeking independence, as was

now widely feared, Americans would, they assured him, still

accept a fair regulation of commerce. These contacts were
inevitably out of touch with the complexity and rapid evolu-

tion of American opinion. So, when news began to arrive in

December of the proceedings of the congress, reports were
filtered to Chatham in such a way as to confirm him fur-

ther in his growing conviction: what the congress wanted
was a settlement along the lines of his policy of nine years

earlier.^^

On two occasions in the early weeks of 1775, as the polit-

ical world absorbed the news from the congress and Chatham
feared that any day 'the doom against America' would 'be

pronounced from the treasury bench', he clarified his views

publicly. On 20 January, he moved unsuccessfully for the

withdrawal of British soldiers from Boston as a necessary pre-

liminary to conciliation; on 1 February he proposed what he

219



CHATHAM AGONISTES, 1772-78

called a 'Provisional Act for Settling the Troubles in America'.

His move seized the initiative, not only from the administra-

tion but also from the Rockinghamites, as Burke, increasingly

prominent in their ranks, goaded them into activity in face

of the growing threat of war.

At first, as in 1770-71 in response to issues of liberty at

home, Chatham seemed to go over wholeheartedly to the

radical cause. He abandoned criticism of the Americans for

lavish praise of their uncorrupt congress and their true

Whiggism, heaping criticism instead on British ministers.

Although there was no statement to this effect in his 'act',

his 20 January speech explicitly affirmed the right of Amer-
icans not to be taxed without consent as a right given not

only by 'the constitution', but by 'God and nature', and on
1 February he avowed these 'former arguments'.

However, the 'act' declared that the colonies were 'of

right' subordinate to the British Crown and parliament. The
colonies were required to recognize this authority; only then

did the 'act' provide that there should be no taxation with-

out consent (to be expressed through the colonial assem-

blies); on the same condition depended other generous

concessions, notably the repeal of all the legislation since

1763 about which the congress had complained. And
Chatham's fundamental reason for insisting on imperial

authority - not preoccupation with empire, but his abiding

concern with security against the Bourbons - was apparent:

the 'act' explicitly recognized the importance to the navy of

imperial regulation of commerce; it also required British

control of the disposition of the army and the allocation of

the perpetual revenue envisaged from the colonies.''^'

Chatham's proposal - on which he had worked hard^^

- was a constructive and genuine attempt to reconcile the

two aims which had for so long jostled in his thinking: 'to

secure to the colonies property and liberty, and to insure

to the mother country . . . subordination'.*''^ But its presenta-

tion suffered from his usual political faults. Advice from his

American contacts was ignored or overridden; potential sup-

porters among the Rockinghamites, his own colleagues,

even Shelburne, were notified only at the last minute.^^

Certainly, no attempt was made now to mobilize the outside

opinion in favour of conciliation that emerged in City and
country as the crisis deepened.^^ More fundamentally, the
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act's elements of 'concession', as Chatham called them, went
much too far for majority British opinion, especially in par-

liament - Chatham was lucky to secure support from 32

peers (against 68) for its introduction.^^ On the other hand,

the aspects of 'assertion' were quite unacceptable to most
American opinion, which had now moved beyond accept-

ance of any parliamentary authority.

There was, perhaps, a brief window of opportunity for

conciliation at this crucial point in Anglo-American rela-

tions. However, Chatham's proposals illuminate the almost

insuperable difficulty of bridging the gap across the Atlan-

tic. This was even less likely to be achieved by North's con-

ciliatory proposals, put to parliament on 20 February, which
simply offered freedom from parliamentary taxation to those

colonies that would pay their share of civil and military

expenses. The next month, Burke, whose views had been
powerfully stated the previous April, produced a more gen-

erous and imaginative vision of a free association of peo-

ples. The power to tax would be transferred to colonial

assemblies, contentious legislation repealed and a veil drawn
over parliamentary supremacy. Yet Burke's scheme was still,

like the others, stuck in the thinking of the 1760s in see-

ing taxation as the crucial issue and had, like Chatham's,

no hope of parliamentary approval. North's scheme, after

being carefully steered through the Commons, was doomed
when it arrived in America just as news was circulating of

the bloodshed at Lexington and Concord. The course was

set for confrontation^^ - and there is nothing at all to sug-

gest that Chatham could have altered it, had there been the

change of ministry some dreamed of.

After the rejection of his 'act', Chatham was much more
open to the co-operation the Rockinghams now also wel-

comed, but illness prevented his attendance in the lat-

ter part of the session. Predictably, he dismissed North's

conciliatory proposals as 'mere verbiage, a most puerile

mockery'. Then, from the summer, as sporadic encounters

through 1775 turned to full-scale war with the colonists in

1776 (while they declared independence and approached
France for aid), Chatham slipped into another two years

of often completely incapacitating illness, sometimes com-
ing near death. Only occasionally and indirectly, when
brief improvements in his health permitted, could he show
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distaste for developments - by withdrawing his son from
service with General Carleton in Canada in February 1776
and, in July, reaffirming in a statement to his doctor, Adding-
ton, made public in November, the views 'which stand so

fully explained in the Provisional Act'.^^ Meanwhile, as pat-

riotic sentiment cohered around the administration, the

Rockinghams sank into despair. They could wish neither for

victory - which they believed would vastly increase their

bogey, 'the influence of the Crown' - nor for the defeat

from which Britain's enemies would benefit. They could

only dither between secession from parliament and seem-

ingly factious opposition.

In 1777, however, the opposition took on more life when
in May, and again at the end of the year, Chatham was able

to return to 'thunder and lighten '^^ on the war as the threat

of French help to the Americans grew. Five speeches in

these months^"^ brought the themes of his later years to a

climax in a crescendo of impending doom. The 'gathering

storm may break', he proclaimed, even while the war was

still going well. Then, after the startling news of General

Burgoyne's defeat at Saratoga was received in December
1777, Chatham feared 'prospects full of awe, terror, and
impending danger; ... a cloud . . . ready to burst and over-

whelm us in ruin'. In higher terms than ever, he declared

the value of the colonies - 'the great source of all our wealth

and power'. Despite the war and the overwhelming hostility

of most British opinion to the Americans, his sympathy for

them was still plain, and his calls for generous measures of

conciliation - on lines similar to those of 1775 - even more
insistent. He forcefully reiterated his old theme, the imprac-

ticability and, more, the undesirability of subduing the

Americans by force. 'If you conquer them, what then?' he
asked in May. 'You cannot make them respect you; you can-

not make them wear your cloth.
'^^

Burgoyne's defeat simply made Chatham's appeals the

more urgent. Enthusiastically co-operating with the Rock-

inghams,^^ he took the lead in a fury of activity, attacking the

whole conduct of the war and making wholesale criticism of

ministers. In bitter disillusionment he returned pointedly to

the theme of pervasive secret influence, which, he alleged,

had broken 'all public and family connection' and extin-

guished 'all public and private principle'. Repeatedly, he
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'contrasted the fame and renown we gained in the last war,

with the feats and disgraces of the present', especially as he
criticized the use of Indians and German mercenaries. 'Was

it by means like these', he asked, 'that we arrived at that

pinnacle of fame and grandeur, which . . . established our
reputation in every quarter of the globe? '^^

In these critical years, Chatham was obviously driven by

a searing despair about the imperial crisis. When his age

and health might well have excused him, he pushed himself

to unusual efforts in a courageous stand against the tide

of British opinion. More than this: as his reminders of

the achievements of 'his' war suggest, his overweening self-

confidence was far from extinguished. Certainly, in May
1774, Walpole believed that Chatham 'meant to insinuate . . .

that he alone could assert the authority of England, and
compose the differences in America'. There is much to

suggest - notably his choice of intermediary in arranging

his reappearance^^ - that he then had the scent of office in

his nostrils again. There were more rumours at the end of

the year, when Burke certainly thought that hopes 'that the

Closet door stands a jarr' lay behind Chatham's approaches
to Rockingham.^^ And again in late 1777, it seems from the

tone of Chatham's flurry of letters as well as his speeches

that he believed that 'the vengeance of a much injured and
afflicted people' might at last be awakened to 'fall heavily

on the authors of their ruin'.^^ And then it was not merely

the political innocents - those who claimed that '[e]very

rank looks up to him with the only gleam of hope that

remains' - but others better informed who believed that

Chatham might, and should, be called to office.^^

These hopes were quite unfounded. The king was the

great obstacle. In 1775, he rejected out-of-hand even a modi-

fication of the terms of Chatham's pension 'least it should

be wrongly construed a fear of him'. The king went on: 'his

political conduct last Winter was so abandoned, that he must
in the eyes of the dispassionate, have totally undone all

the merit of his former conduct'; he was now simply 'a

trumpet of Sedition'. Quite apart from his feelings, the

king did not need Chatham. North's parliamentary majority

was more than secure.

That majority wavered as political tensions heightened

in 1777, after Saratoga, and again in March 1778, when the
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long-expected news came of a Franco-American treaty. North
- his nerves, never strong, quite shattered by mounting dif-

ficulties - seemed to totter. Very reluctantly, the king now
allowed an indirect approach to Chatham. North might well

have given way. Negotiations broke down, however, on the

unbridgeable gulf between Chatham's unnegotiable demand,
in his old manner, to 'be a dictator' and the king's equally

unrelenting refusal to allow more than an accessory role to

'that perfidious man'.^^ Yet still Chatham continued to wait

'to be call'd upon by the King, and a pretty general power
put in his hands' and wondered why the call did not come.^^

Perhaps partly influenced by these hopes, late in December
Chatham had suddenly dropped his co-operation with the

Rockinghams to adopt again the pose of the disillusioned

recluse. Uppermost in his mind, however, was his utter aver-

sion to the idea that the Rockinghams had already begun to

explore and now avowed more openly: that only acknow-
ledgement of constitutional independence for America could

mitigate Britain's crisis.^^ 'I will as soon subscribe to Tran-

substantiation as to Sovereignty, by Right, in the Colonies',

Chatham wrote to Shelburne in December.^^ In vain the

Duke of Richmond, for the Rockinghamites, attempted to

persuade him to explore the possibility of some intermedi-

ate position 'between the sovereignty and allegiance oiAmmc2.\
To him the difference was absolute. And it was 'to express

the indignation he felt at an idea which he understood was

gone forth, of yielding up the sovereignty of America' that

he came once more, clearly ill, to the Lords on 7 April, to

answer Richmond on this question.

Chatham's speech - a defiant cry of injured national pride

at 'the dismemberment of this ancient and most noble

monarchy!' - was a 'sort of enthusiastic rapture', incoherent

to most listeners, leaving them divided over his intentions

about the war.^^ He struggled to rise again to answer Rich-

mond - only to fall in 'a sudden fit'.

'You may conceive better than I can describe', wrote

Camden to his daughter,

the hurry and confusion the expression of grief and aston-

ishment that broke out and actuated the whole assembly.

Every man seemed affected more or less except the E[arl] of

M[ansfield] who kept his seat and remained as much unmoved
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as the poor man himself who was stretched senseless across a

bench.

Two sons and his son-in-law 'in speechless agony stood by

him', Elizabeth Montagu reported. As the Lords adjourned
in respect, doctors were called and Chatham was removed
to a nearby house. By evening, he had 'recovered his senses

perfectly' and soon it was being reported that the fit was no
worse than one of the previous summer from which he had
completely recovered. But by the end of the month he was

'past all hope of recovery, dying rather of weakness than

distemper'. He died at Hayes on 11 May.

DEMISE, 1778

Chatham was already 'politically dead'. The court, as Walpole
scathingly observed, would now 'scarce inoculate a half-dead

skeleton on their other infirmities'. Even Camden admitted

that, after such 'public and notorious an exposure of his

decline, no man will look up to him' nor France any longer

fear him. Reportedly, Camden came to see the death as 'a

fortunate event' .^^ In fact, Chatham's inadequacies before

his collapse are patently evident in retrospect. If he favoured

continuing the war against the Americans as well as France,

it was quite unrealistic to expect a sick old man to repeat

the apparently miraculous reversal of fortunes of the last

war, especially if Spain were to join France (as she did a year

later). Even had Chatham adopted the policy Shelburne

was advocating of a defensive holding operation in America
combined with generous offers of conciliation - by no means
an unviable policy - there was little to suggest he could have

mobilized British support or won over the Americans.^^ It

was a measure of North's desperation and the bankruptcy

of British politics that Chatham should be expected to 're-

place us once more on the throne of Neptune'. In fact,

Saratoga was more shock than disaster. The war was as yet

far from lost. But nothing in Chatham's career since 1761

suggests he had the necessary political or strategic vision to

turn the tide this time. Walpole was right to see his death

as 'of no great consequence'.^^ The king was able to sustain
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North's failing nerve for four more years, the Rockinghamites

and a Chathamite remnant under Shelburne isolated in the

wings.

Official reactions to Chatham's death were mixed. The
Commons unanimously agreed to the immediate suggestion

of his friends for a funeral at public expense and a monu-
ment in Westminster Abbey and began moves for a per-

petual annuity to his heirs and a vote of £20,000 to pay his

debts. But Shelburne 's motion that the Lords should attend

the funeral was narrowly defeated.^^ There was also some
worrying opposition in the Lords to the annuity bill, and
some sarcastic comment outside that the family were indeed
fortunate that Chatham died while parliament was still sit-

ting.^^ On the other hand, 'the first commercial city in the

empire' competed for the honour of burying Chatham at St

Paul's, and, when that was refused by the king because of

the Commons' prior recommendation, the Common Coun-
cil pointedly set up a committee to consider a memorial 'to

that excellent and disinterested Statesman in the time of

whose Administration the Citizens of London never returned

from the Throne dissatisfied'. The membership of the com-
mittee, which deliberated over the next eighteen months
between a painting and a sculpture, amply reflected the

City radicals' appropriation of Chatham's reputation. The
funeral on 9 June, preceded by two days' lying-in-state in

the palace of Westminster which drew great crowds, was

undoubtedly magnificent. The procession included a banner
of the family crest with Britannia mourning over it.^^ But
many eminent people apparently shared Walpole's deter-

mination to 'go to no puppet-shows'; only two court peers

or relatives with court connections and a mere handful of

Rockinghamite peers attended.

The dramatic collapse and lingering death in such a crisis

provoked an intense burst of 'Chathamania'.^^^ The news-

papers were 'filled with accounts of preparations for his

funeral, and verses to his memory', Elizabeth Montagu
reported. His dying 'as it were in a Patriot act' had, she

claimed, 'revived all the colours of popularity' tarnished by

the pension. Unsympathetic although she usually was, she

caught the 'mania' herself, and while Chatham's recovery

was still possible hoped that his coming to office might still

give the administration 'credit at home, and respect abroad'.
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At the time when we are insulted by our enemies it is terrible

to think that quenched in dark clouds of slumber lie the terror

of his beak [the hooked nose], and lightnings of his eye. I

hoped he would pounce on the Gallick foe and spoil his pert

crowing.
^^'"^

'All England' was brought by Chatham's death to think

him essential, acknowledged Walpole, himself unmoved.
There were valedictory odes and verses. However, the mood
was brief. Later in the year, there was a bout of public con-

troversy, drawing in both families, over whether Chatham
had countenanced recent attempts to bring him back to

office with Bute.^^^ After that, little more. New perils left no
time or inclination to dwell in vain on vanished glories. Sur-

prisingly, only one medal was struck to mark Chatham's
passing.^^^

Chatham was gone.
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CONCLUSION

The heroic status given to Chatham by many contemporar-

ies is perpetuated in two splendid monuments. In Westmin-
ster Abbey, Chatham stands in his parliamentary robes, in

speaking pose, above Britannia flanked by figures represent-

ing the earth and ocean. In the City's Guildhall monument,
Chatham appears as a Roman senator. At his right, com-
merce pours the riches of the world into Britannia's lap,

while Chatham is addressed by the figure of the City, above

the symbols of industry. Inscriptions on both monuments
join in celebrating - the City's at great length - the heights

of 'prosperity and glory' bestowed by divine providence on
Britain during his administration.^ And in 1781, crowds

flocked to see a painting which made the fame and fortune

of the American painter, J. S. Copley, recently arrived in Lon-
don. In the style just becoming popular as a celebration of

the exploits of empire, Copley portrayed Chatham's collapse

in the Lords as the death scene of a military hero. Like the

generals and admirals who fought 'his' war, Chatham was
dying - the picture is misleadingly called 'the Death of

Chatham' - to preserve the empire he had won. This heroic

image - an image to sustain the nation in new tribulations

- was eventually popularized by a long-delayed and rather

expensive engraving by Franceso Bartolozzi, published in

1791.2

The reality of Chatham's political life is, of course, far

more complex. Two important stages of his career - the

wartime coalition and the period 1770-71 - still need more
work.^ Nevertheless, this brief study has been able to depict

a Pitt who, after the first enthusiasms of youth, developed an
early interest in exploring the exercise of Britain's recently
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acquired power abroad. That exploration was, however, no
smooth path of discovery showing superior insight. Pitt's

education in the realities of foreign policy was complicated

by volatile circumstances, at home as well as abroad, and was
subordinated to his highly political manoeuvres for recogni-

tion and power - manoeuvres often necessitated by his own
recklessness, particularly in inviting sharp royal displeasure.

Against these odds, his chief strength was his developing gift

of oratory, a gift which won him a reputation at least as much
for inconsistency (sometimes later disarmingly admitted) as

for patriotism.

By chance even more than by skill, Pitt's particular qualit-

ies allowed him to seize the opportunities offered by domestic

and foreign crisis in 1755-57. In the coalition of 1757-61,

he rose magnificently to the challenge of war. He did not

manage and win the war single-handed or show any particu-

lar originality in strategy, diplomacy or administration. But,

if nothing else, he infused a spirit and determination recog-

nized almost unanimously by the military and naval com-
manders and foreign princes with whom he worked. Shortly

after his death, one of the commanders remembered him
'as an illustrious example, how one great man, by his super-

ior ability, could raise his drooping country from the abyss

of despair to the highest pinnacle of glory, and render her

honoured, respected, revered, and dreaded by the whole
universe'. In the cooler estimate of Horace Walpole at the

same time, 'A minister that inspires great actions must be

a great minister'.^ Not for nothing - much as they over-

estimated Pitt in his later years - did French statesmen con-

tinue to fear his return to office.

Pitt's reputation was never free from an undercurrent of

criticism and distrust bred by his opportunism and apparent

inconsistencies. This counter-view was virulently expressed

in the Earl of Egmont's fragmentary unpublished account

of Pitt's career to 1755.^ For many others, the status won in

wartime was tarnished by the pension of 1761 and the title

of 1766. Pitt's maverick behaviour in the 1760s exposed

deeper flaws to closer observers. In 1766, the second Earl of

Hardwicke pronounced him 'absolutely Impracticable, Invidi-

ous, and Mischievious [sic]'; by 1771, David Hume could

see no talent in him but a disordered oratory.*" The record

of the Chatham administration did nothing, of course, to
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modify such criticism. Chatham never recognized its failure,

and it was sad to see him resort, in explaining it, to the

myth of secret influence. No wonder Walpole saw in him a

decline which paralleled that of the nation and sighed 'to

think how he and we are fallen'.^

Nevertheless, as the fleeting ministries of the 1760s, and
even North's in the 1770s, seemed incapable of handling

Britain's difficulties, memories of Pitt's wartime glories

burned the brighter in retrospect. 'We are no longer great

in anyway', exclaimed Walpole in 1769, remembering 'glory

under Mr Pitt'. 'We are afraid to meddle in little Corsica,

though the French have so woefully miscarried there; and
we enjoy half the empire of the Mogul only to traffic in

India stock!' To Bishop Warburton in 1771, Chatham was

'the greatest statesman this country ever produced: how
exceedingly great was he in the last war! and the splendour

of his ministry has been illustrated ever since by the wretched
administrations that have followed him'. That splendour

shone as brightly as ever in the crisis in which he died.

The second Lord Lyttelton, looking back in 1777, reminded
the Lords of how Chatham had 'inspired himself, then very

young, and the nation at large, with the most exalted and
heroic ideas'. For Elizabeth Montagu, his 'spirited' last speech

'made the lustre of his setting sun equal to the glories of his

brightest meridian hour'. To Walpole, 'comparison with his

predecessors and successors' would always make Chatham
appear great.^

So Pitt carried with him into postwar politics 'his name,
his successes, his eloquence, the cry of the many'.^ But never

could he capitalize on these advantages to rise to the same
heights again for his or his country's advantage. The 1760s

were painfully to reveal his shortcomings in playing the

levers of power. Indeed, he was sometimes so inept that it

is not surprising that he was suspected of 'political gout' as

an escape from difficulties. He could act the courtier with

the exaggerated obsequiousness shown in his letters to

George III. It was said 'that at the levee he used to bow so

low, you could see the tip of his hooked nose between his

legs', and he burst into tears of gratitude in his final inter-

view with the king in 1761.^^ But, time and again, he quite

failed to understand the personalities and political needs

of George II and his grandson. George II was only briefly
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reconciled, if at all, just before his death. In the mid-
1760s, Pitt showed some adroitness in repairing his breach
with George III, only to revert, by 1770, to the reckless

insouciance of his youth. By 1770, George III came to dis-

like Chatham more than any other politician; by 1778 the

king was driven to declare that he would rather lose his

throne than submit to him as minister. It is true that, over

the eighteenth century, there was a shift of the centre of

decision-making from closet to cabinet. And in this shift,

the strength of the wartime coalition - which owed so much
to Pitt - was something of a milestone, dealing as it did,

first, with a tired old king and, then, with an inexperienced

young one. But still the closet was important, and Chatham
suffered for much of his career because he did not 'stand

weir there.

Pitt's greatest strength, his command of the Commons,
protected by the grant of the 1761 peerage to his wife, was
abandoned for the sake of his health and pride in 1766 -

and in any case was never conventionally exercised to lead

in the normal sense of strengthening a ministry by linking

closet and Commons. His oratory notwithstanding, it could

never be said of Pitt, as Chesterfield said of Sir Robert

Walpole, that he 'was both the ablest Parliament man,
and the ablest manager of a Parliament, that I believe ever

lived'.
1'

Fearful always for his independence, Pitt showed himself at

his most opportunist - even disingenuous - in his exploita-

tion of the political support party could give. Having asserted

exclusive Whiggism or courted the Tories as suited his needs,

he then won praise in the wartime coalition for uniting all

parties 'for the common Good' - praise that was an import-

ant part of his patriot reputation. He had no compunction,

nevertheless, in renewing, in the 1760s, an ideological claim

to true Whiggism - or 'Revolution Principles' - while stand-

ing disdainfully aloof from the co-operation and business

necessary to create a successful political group. Only Calcraft,

in 1770-71, came anywhere near to making Chatham's
'personal party' carry weight. The alternative slogan 'meas-

ures not men' was a fine aspiration to tap a potent disillu-

sionment with mid-century politics - his own and the young
king's included - but, by itself, it was no formula for effective

administration.
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If Pitt was careless about party, he was also ambivalent about

the newer influences in politics generated from a widening

political nation. Certainly 'popularity' came - somewhat
fortuitously - to help both to lift his early career and to

shape his wartime reputation. But its cultivation owed noth-

ing to Pitt directly (if something to the Monitor, organ of

Pitt's City intermediar)^ William Beckford), and for most of

the 1760s he was apparently indifferent to, even disdainful

of, the fluctuations of reputation suggested by commentary
in the press. The City might regard him as their hero for

the benefits 'his' war brought many citizens, but, apart from
Beckford, he made no attempt to develop contacts there,

except in 1770-71, and then the links had been established,

and continued to be developed, much more by Shelburne

than by him. The sorts of constituencies he represented

meant that, except in 1763 in Bath, over the peace, he never

had to cope with the force of opinion in them. Even in

1770-71, when he turned more to 'the people' than at any

other stage in his career, the populist edge to his rhetoric

remained condescending in a way that Wilkes's was not.

Not only was he hesitant about freedom of the press; only

belatedly and half-heartedly was he converted to specific

measures of reform. So, despite his unique status, he could

not engage new constituencies or bridge gaps between par-

liamentary and popular politics, let alone contribute to the

evolution of a genuine radicalism. Despite North's apparent

reconstruction of the Walpole-Pelham model of political

power, the mould of earlier Hanoverian politics was being

reshaped by new forces in Chatham's last two decades. But
he contributed more to breaking that mould by the impact
of the wartime administration in weakening the hold of

parties than by incorporating new forces.

Chatham was a politician to his very core - if never a

conventional one - and there was some sound political sense

in his detachment from extra-parliamentary politics. As he
well knew, courting new political forces was a two-edged
sword, more likely to offend kings and 'respectable' men in

parliament than to make those forces efl'ective. However, in

this case as so often, the political instincts which drove him
were not, except briefly, a matter of skill or insight but,

above all, of ambition. The political tenets he evolved with

some skill in the 1760s were directed solely to supreme power

239



CONCLUSION

for himself; the slogan 'measures not men' was in large

part a mask for megalomania. He was never free, even in

his last campaign, from the suspicion that he was merely
out to 'raise a storm' for his own benefit. As Burke saw then,

the 'least peep into that Closet intoxicates him, and will to

the End of his Life'.^^ And, while ambition is natural and
necessary in a politician, claims to patriotism seem comprom-
ised when they are subordinated to ambition. Furthermore,

as a constructive politician attuned to a changing world,

Chatham's record bears no comparison with the twenty years'

dominance of Sir Robert Walpole - the other 'great man' of

the century in contemporary eyes.

Nevertheless, contemporaries clearly sensed in Chatham an
intellectual power and vision. It was a perception shaped
primarily by the speeches of 'the most admired orator of

the age'^^ in a period which valued rhetoric as a supreme
form of expression. Those speeches conveyed a vision which
others - without instigation from him - amplified in the

printed word to shape the reputation Pitt won and, as Lord
Chatham, never entirely lost. When he spoke as a 'patriot'

in the mid-1 750s, he seemed to bring renewal to tired

Pelhamite politics, promising respite from 'corruption' and
attention to the country's true interests. From the early 1760s,

he conveyed a similar vision by identify^ing himself as a Whig
of 'Revolution principles'. These principles led Pitt to recog-

nize genuine issues of liberty in the Wilkes affairs - so he
argued against the legality of general warrants in 1763-64
and for the rights of electors and petitioners in 1770-71. In

the cause of liberty, he defended a broad definition of the

rights of juries in libel cases and, over the question of the

publication of parliamentary debates, came - albeit briefly

- to expound a positive concept of freedom of the press

based not merely on the absence of legal restraint but on
the right of the people to be informed. His tolerant Whig
religious principles'^ led him to support easier naturaliza-

tion for foreign Protestants and Jews in the 1750s and an

extension of the religious liberty of Dissenters in the 1770s
- although his tolerance certainly did not extend to Cath-

olics.^^ On the basis of the principle of representation, Pitt

vigorously defended the right of American colonial assem-

blies and the Irish parliament to determine their own taxa-

tion. And by 1775 he claimed that this 'great, fundamental,
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essential maxim of our liberties' was given by 'God, and
nature' as well as 'the constitution'.^^

Above all, with Pitt's Whiggism went an almost mystical

veneration of the role of parliament. He was convinced of

the importance of parliamentary privilege to liberty and,

over the publication of debates, abandoned it only at the

last minute and perhaps for tactical reasons. One of the

most consistent characteristics of his thought is his readi-

ness, from the 1740s to the 1770s, to submit issues for resolu-

tion by parliamentary enquiry, a readiness based, it seems,

on ideas of the representative nature of the Commons and
the status of the Lords as 'the hereditary great council '.^^

And, more conventionally, he envisaged the authority of

parliament as essential to the unity of the empire.

Thus the vision Pitt's oratory communicated to contem-
poraries certainly identified him as a champion of liberty -

despite the political motivation, too often underrated by
historians, which so often shaped his stands. However, there

was a gap between vision and realization. 'His views were
great and noble . . . but they were too visionary.' 'If struck

with some great idea, he neither knew how nor had the

patience to conduct it.'^^ All too seldom did he apply his

mind more than briefly to the investigation that might have

evolved principles into constructive new ideas. Only slowly

did he come to terms with imperial problems and never did

he seem to appreciate the changing context of European
relations. There is little reason to suppose that, had he been
in office longer in the 1760s, he would have managed either

the foreign or the domestic sphere more effectively than

others did. He had no appreciation of postwar economic
and financial problems. His populist rhetoric contributed

little to the transformation of the 'country' ideology in which
it was rooted into the radicalism of the later part of the

century. He could pose no fundamental solutions for the

'corruption' or the supposed infractions of the role and rights

of 'the people' on which he dwelt so eloquently, no clear

answers to the questions that radicalism posed about the

nature of representation, where the voice of the people was

properly to be heard, where sovereignty ultimately resided.

Indeed, the very nature of his oratory reflects the gap
between vision and realization. AJ.1 agree that its power was

enforced by all the arts of voice, eye and facial expression.
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felicitous language derived from a rich imagination, an
authoritative bearing mellowing in age the terrible invect-

ives of the Commons days, and superb acting skills without

which, some thought, he would have appeared ridiculous.

The famous actor, David Garrick, is reported to have said

that Pitt would have outshone all on the stage. But many
noticed, too, that (in marked contrast to Lord Mansfield)

'his matter was never ranged, it had no method'; there was
'nothing wanting but a plan or order, of which there not

being the least trace, tis impossible to record anything but

glowing scraps, or splendid morsels'. The Earl of Sandwich,

answering Chatham in the Lords in his last year, justly re-

marked, 'Oratory is one thing, my Lords, and truth, reason

and conviction another. '^^ Careful exposition and argument
were no more Chatham's way than systematic investigation

and thought. In truth, he was no minister for peacetime,

not only because he no longer had 'the thorough-bass of

drums and trumpets', but much more because he lacked

these and other qualities of 'a great civil minister '.^*'

The key to why intellectual power and vision were not

translated into solid achievement must be sought in those

recesses of Chatham's scarred personality into which the

biographer can barely penetrate. This study, however, has

tentatively suggested that a public persona with a hard pro-

tective shell was shaped by inherited traits, the effects of

harsh schooldays, the effort to have his talents recognized

by the narrow circle of the 'great Revolution families' to

which he did not belong, and the struggle with persistent

illness that was part cause, part consequence of the person-

ality. From early in Pitt's political life, his arrogance was con-

spicuous. Success and adulation shaped in him a sense of

invulnerable superiority. By the height of his career, he was

not unfairly characterized as 'most arbitrary and despotic'

in manner, 'in principle a friend to liberty, but in his temper

a tyrant'. So often his letters on public matters show a

verbosity and pomposity that masks real meaning. With
success came an ostentation that accorded ill with his sup-

posed 'patriot' indifference to money. There was always an

artifice about his public front. As Shelburne's often-quoted

description puts it, Pitt was 'always acting, always made up,

and never natural, . . . constantly upon the watch, and never

unbent. ... I was in the most intimate political habits with
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him for ten years . . . without drinking a glass of water in

his house or company, or five minutes' conversation out

of the way of business'."'-^ To many Pitt seemed incapable of

friendship.

This studied distance increasingly shaped Pitt's relations

with colleagues. Cultivating men created 'an incumbrance'.^^

Of his youthful associates, only the amiable James Grenville

maintained an uninterrupted relationship. Lyttelton (Pitt's

oldest friend)
,
George Grenville, Temple, were used and ruth-

lessly discarded, with contact resumed when circumstances

suited - just as, later, Wilkes was repudiated, Grafton was

first implored to take office in 1766, only to be virulently

abused in 1770, and Camden was consulted or ignored as

Chatham pleased. Even in Chatham's last decade, he oscil-

lated between Shelburne - valuable when the time seemed
ripe for opposition and out-of-doors support - and Temple,
who was usually at his elbow when office was in mind. He
was utterly unable to bring out and benefit from the talents

of others. His own qualities could have been usefully com-
plemented by the business-like system of George Grenville

or the foresight, capabilities and indefatigability of Shelburne

-who, in his 'Bowood circle', developed the following some-
times misleadingly called Chathamite. Instead, Pitt broke
with or demanded the subordination of colleagues and
allies and chose to rely more on men of second rank like

Thomas Potter, William Beckford and John Calcraft. Potter

and Calcraft were able men, no mere stooges, but were
content not to challenge Pitt's superiority in their relatively

brief associations. Beckford was different. Vain, impetuous,

ostentatious, little respected in the Commons for his fre-

quent ill-considered, ill-delivered speeches, 'without prin-

ciples, without decency, without fear',^^ Beckford was more
handicap than help to Pitt - with the major exception of his

influence in the City. Yet he was Pitt's most longstanding

political friend, enjoying privileged access to offer advice,

his loyalty quite unshaken by passing differences or shifts

in City opinion. Pitt's public persona encouraged him to

cultivate admiring deferential associates like Beckford, rather

than the colleagues and allies who could aid constructive

achievement.

The private man was very different. The lively friendships

of youth might give way in middle life to the warmth of

243



CONCLUSION

family relationships, yet there were still friendships of some
intimacy in later life with men as diverse as the writer, rad-

ical and Harvard benefactor, Thomas HoUis, a neighbour in

the West Country,^^ Garrick, the actor, and the Chatham
family's doctor, Anthony Addington. Pitt took a close and
affectionate, if somewhat autocratic, interest in the welfare

and university education of his nephew, Thomas (which did

not win his lasting affection) and, much later, chose a

tutor for and advised on the education of his orphaned
godson, the younger William Beckford.^*"

However, there was always a strong element of superi-

ority and adulation in these relationships of private life -

including the closest family ones. Chatham's wife, Hester,

had grown up in a highly political family amid constant talk

of politics; the marriage was, to a considerable degree, a polit-

ical alliance and, in some senses, she was her husband's

partner in politics. She did not merely copy documents or

keep her ear to the ground for political gossip; she often

managed his correspondence and received reports from
Temple or Calcraft in his lieu. Yet only occasionally do any

hints of her views surface in her correspondence with her

husband. Generally, the letters are rapturously admiring,

and on one occasion at least Chatham condescendingly

corrected the grammar of a letter to Elizabeth Montagu.^^

It seems as if the marriage fulfilled the latter' s prophecy at

the time of the engagement: 'there is an authority in the

character of Mr P[itt] that will secure him the deference

and obedience of his wife; proud of him abroad she will be

humble to him at home'.^^ 'She was his nurse, his flatterer,

his housekeeper and steward', wrote Chatham's nephew,
and, in their retired lives, part chosen, part enforced by

illness, they 'fed each other's prejudices'. In this largely con-

ventional role - '[t]o be your second self is my sole ambi-

tion', she wrote - both Hester's correspondence and her

memorial urn to Chatham leave no doubt that she found
'Felicity inexpressible'.^*^

The children, too, learnt from a young age, from the

plaudits that followed the war, to see their father as a hero,

an attitude which carried over into William's reports to his

mother on his father's speeches. The mood was reinforced

by members of Hester's wider family such asJames Grenville

and Hester's cousin, Molly Hood, wife of Captain, later
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Admiral, Alexander Hood. This private circle of friends and
family provided a necessary respite from public life, as well as

solace for Chatham's often strained relations with his own
family, even with his favourite sister, Ann. But, as his nephew
aptly noted, its close atmosphere of cloying devotion did noth-

ing to restrain Chatham's egotism and hardly encouraged a

realistic assessment of the demands of the outside world.

At the crux of any explanation of the disjunction between
public and private man, between vision and lack of achieve-

ment, must lie Chatham's deep-seated debilitating illness,

which so shaped his personality and hampered his career.

Illness could make him both the tragic hero and the comic
- in both the 'mummery' of public appearances as an invalid

and also in private, in the picture drawn of him in his

later years, sitting up in bed, 'his meagre jaws and uncouth
habiliments' - he was wearing 'a duffil cloak, without arms,

bordered with a broad purple lace. On his head he had a

nightcap, and over that a hat with a broad brim flapped all

round' - resembling nothing more than the defeated Don
Quixote.^^

Yet, however deep the paradoxes, Chatham's impact on
contemporaries must always be recognized. Camden, often

alienated in later years, mourned Chatham's death: 'I am
now a mere insignificant individual. With L[or]d C[hatham]
I was something as his shadow; but now my substance being

gone, I am nothing.' At the same time, Elizabeth Montagu,
so often a critic, acknowledged 'a certain sublimity about him
at all times, and on all occasions, not merely such as captiv-

ates the vulgar, but that which wins mankind in general'.

Horace Walpole, who observed his whole career, attempted

to capture the mixture of the man: 'Lord Chatham I have

described in all the lights in which he appeared, some-
times a capital statesman, sometimes an empiric, sometimes
a lunatic'. Burke, whose distaste for Chatham grew with closer

acquaintance, nevertheless was a pall-bearer at Chatham's
funeral and composed the glowing tribute of the Guildhall

monument. Nearly fifteen years after Chatham's death,

annotating a letter of his to Rockingham, Burke commented
bitterly on the difference between 'the reaV and 'the ostens-

ible public man' in 'that grand artificer of fraud'. But he was

compelled to add a postcript: 'Oh! but this does not derogate

from his great, splendid side. God forbid!
'^^
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What was this 'great, splendid side' that so lived in the

minds of contemporaries? Central to it was Chatham's vision

of national greatness, projected through the great drama
of the struggle against the Bourbons. This, coupled with a

deep sense of Britain's frailty, was the most consistent theme
of his rhetoric, dwelt on from his earliest years in parlia-

ment. It undergirded the anti-Hanoverianism that bridled

at the thought of England as a province of the electorate. It

rose to a crescendo in the Seven Years War when, as Walpole
summed it up, Pitt seemed determined 'that his adminis-

tration should decide which alone should exist as a nation,

Britain or France '.^^ It rose again in desperation in his last

speech. 'My Lords', he said then.

His Majesty succeeded to an Empire as great in its extent as its

reputation was unsullied. Shall we tarnish the lustre of this nation

by an ignominious surrender of its rights and fairest possession?

. . . Shall a people that seventeen years ago was the terror of the

world, now stoop as low as to tell its ancient inveterate enemy,
take all we have only give us peace?^"^

He had 'aspired to redeem the honour of his country, and
to place it in a point of giving law to nations. His ambition

was to be the most illustrious man of the first country in

Europe. '^^

This was the vision of themselves and their place in the

world which, for contemporaries, transmuted Pitt's ambi-

tion and 'political elasticity' above the 'ridiculous mixture

of avarice and vanity' in other men^*" and, more than any-

thing, gave him power over their minds - in the process

doing much to unite them. The vision was deeply imper-

ialist, giving the nation a sense of 'pride, . . . pride of con-

quest' and grandeur - depicted, for example, in Francis

Hayman's massive history paintings of victories in America,

India and at sea, painted during the war for the Vauxhall

Gardens rotunda, or, more soberly, in the temple of Bellona

at Kew^^ - and seeing no limits to the areas in which this

great battle would be fought out. It was authoritarian, not

least in its emphasis on the role of parliament. It exalted

national grandeur over liberty, thus contributing more to that

assertive nationalism which came to attach patriotism to the

state rather than to radicalism."^^ In the last resort, despite
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Chatham's real sympathy with the American colonists, his

vision ruled out any imaginative solution of the breach with

them.^^

Thus Chatham's rhetoric constructed the heroic image
that the monuments to him perpetuate. Whether it out-

weighs the reality of his political life - the rampant ambi-

tion, the superficiality of thought and limited achievement,

the pompous 'theatrical stuffing and raised heels', the down-
right hypocrisy, which so enraged Burke^^ - is questionable.

Chatham himself defined just patriotism' as 'large and
comprehensive sentiments for the common happiness of

the whole'. In another context, Elizabeth Montagu wrote: 'I

cannot believe any wise man who truly loves his country

wishes to excite a hurley hurley. True patriotism is first pure,

then peaceable, without partiality, and without hypocrisy'.

Chatham hardly qualifies as a patriot by either definition.

Furthermore, in so many (if not all) respects, his ways

of thinking were essentially old-fashioned and nostalgic.

He claimed for himself 'old fashioned Whig principles';

his maxims and principles of a 'British' foreign policy were
learnt, he said, from the disciples of the great patriots of

King William's reign.^^ The major gap in his religious tol-

eration, his vehement anti-Catholicism, betrays an attitude

that was becoming outdated, at least among the educated.

His preferred mode of parliamentary reform, allowing an

additional member to each county, was deliberately chosen
because it would strengthen representation of 'the soil', not

urban interests that so lionized him. He never welcomed the

opening of politics to wider opinion by the publication of

parliamentary debates as Burke did, by publishing accurate

versions of his own speeches (although he took steps to

repress some misleading ones). In fact, his instinctive sym-

pathies always lay, not with the newer, expanding com-
mercial world and the popular opinion of growing cities, but

with the still predominant landed elite into which he and his

family married and whose preoccupations success allowed

him to emulate in his rural retreat at Burton Pynsent.^^

Indeed, Chatham did not understand, let alone welcome,
change - unlike Shelburne, who was freed by Chatham's
death to develop his own ideas. Chatham's oratorical gift

was particularly appropriate to a time when 'cutting a figure',

playing a role on that stage where he excelled, the House
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of Commons, was of the essence of politics - although it

had only recently, in the generation or so before his birth,

become a way to stake a claim to power. In his lifetime,

however, that essence changed. Much remained the same.

Superficially it might be true that North and the Younger
Pitt worked on the model shaped by Walpole, linking court

and Commons in a parliamentary monarchy. But by the

1760s and 1770s, economic and social diversification was
producing a much greater range and variety of interests to

be accommodated by politics, the need to do so driven home
by the ever-growing appreciation of the importance of com-
merce to the power of the state. More was demanded of the

state - in which, as the American crisis so clearly demon-
strated, parliament's role was growing - in adjusting to these

interests, expressed by increasingly effective lobbying by

pressure groups, as well as in meeting the problems and
responsibilities of empire. A vigorous press had made polit-

ical information - not least parliamentary debates - much
more widely available. Popular politics were more continu-

ously active and more sophisticated in organization and
expression.

The international stage, on which Chatham aspired so

successfully to cut a figure for himself and his country,

changed too. The concerns of continental European states,

as they turned eastwards, slipped away from those of Britain.

The world-wide dimension of conflict with France grew and
the European diminished as France turned to a blue-water

strategy to wreak vengeance for humiliating defeat.

The range of new problems, while entrenching the shift

of decision-making from closet to ministers, required an

increased professionalism of politicians, and with it the

definition of politics changed. The concept of national

welfare and the amelioration of problems by the gathering

of information and the evolution of policies became more
important. And the papers of Charles Townshend, Shel-

burne, the Rockinghams, pre-eminently Burke, to say noth-

ing of the career of Chatham's son, the Younger Pitt, bear

witness to much greater application to these tasks than do
those of Chatham. He was a great man, perhaps, but one of

flawed greatness who only briefly was able to rise to the

challenge of his age. By his last decade, time had passed

him by.
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NOTES

1. Both monuments are described in [John Almon], Anecdotes

of the life of the Right Honourable William Pitt, Earl of Chatham
3rd edn, 3 vols (1793), III, pp. 313-15, 323-4 (cf. the eulogies

at pp. 358-61, 362-5); the City monument is reproduced,

with its inscription attributed to Burke, as the frontispiece

of Marie Peters, Pitt and Popularity. The Patriot Minister and
London Opinion during the Seven Years' War (1980) . A wax death

mask is also held in the Abbey, depicting the softened fea-
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cially in its perceptive and eminentlyjudicious final chapter,

'The nature of Hanoverian polities', provides some alternative

to Langford' s view. Geoffrey Holmes and Daniel Szechi, The
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Coverage of the themes of essays in the Black collections

can be extended on popular politics by reference to H.T.

Dickinson, The Politics of the People in Eighteenth-Century Brit-

ain (1994), a concise, comprehensive synthesis of specialist

work, his own and that of others. Lucy Sutherland, 'The
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Parties. The Unreformed Electoral System of Hanoverian England
1734-1832 (Oxford, 1989) is more briefly foreshadowed in

his 'Electoral deference in "unreformed" England', /owrna/

of Modern History 56 (1984) and 'The unreformed elector-

ate of Hanoverian England: the mid-eighteenth century to

the Reform Act of 1832', Social History 11 (1986). Perhaps

because historians' interests have moved on, there seems to

be no recent concise survey of the minefield of argument
about party, but the issues have not greatly changed from
those adumbrated by William Speck, 'Whigs and Tories

dim their glories: English political parties under the first two

Georges', and Frank O'Gorman, 'Party in the later eight-

eenth century' (both inJohn Cannon (ed.), The Whig Ascend-
ancy. Colloquies on Hanoverian England, 1981), Nicholas Rogers,

'Party politics during the Whig ascendancy', Canadian Jour-

nal ofHistory 18 (1983) and Frank O'Gorman, The Emergence

of the British Two-Party System, 1760-1832 (1982). On the

press, in addition to his essay in the first Black collection,

Michael Harris provides an over\iew in Michael Harris and
Alan Lee (eds), The Press in English Society from the Seventeenth

255



FURTHER READING

to the Nineteenth Centuries (1986); John Brewer, Party Ideology

and Popular Politics at the Accession of George III (Cambridge,

1976), especially chapter 8, is stimulating, and Marie Peters,

'Historians and the eighteenth-century English press: a review

of possibilities and problems', Australian Journal of Politics

and History 34 (1988) reviews the literature. On ideology and
political ideas, H.T. Dickinson, Liberty and Property. Political
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1689-1746 (1980), while Paul Kleber Monod, Jacobitism and
the English People 1688-1788 (Cambridge, 1989) is perhaps

the best recent work.

Modern biographies of central figures whose careers coin-
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in Hugh Lloyd Jones, Valerie Pearl and Blair Worden (eds).

History and Imagination. Essays in Honour of H.R. Trevor-Roper
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Dickinson, Walpole and the Whig Supremacy (1973), Betty

Kemp, Sir Robert Walpole (1976), and Brian W. Hill, Sir Robert

Walpole: 'Sole and Prime Minister (1989). Also invaluable are
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pity that nothing from the somewhat different account in
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of the Seven Years' War, 1757-1760', D.Phil, thesis, Oxford,

1976, has been published. Karl W. Schweizer, Frederick the
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available ofwartime diplomacy, and Stanley McCrory Pargellis,
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Sir Lewis Namier's great works. The Structure of Politics at

258



FURTHER READING

the Accession of George III (rev. edn 1957) and England in the

Age of the American Revolution 2nd edn (1966), still have

much relevance for a study of this kind, especially read in the

light of Linda Colley, Lewis Namier (1989), an invaluable

introduction. The judicious insights of Richard Pares, King
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career. On extra-parliamentary politics of this period, Peter

D.G. Thomas, /o/in Wilkes. A Friend to Liberty (Oxford, 1996)

is superb, but older works are still probably the best broad
introduction: Lucy S. Sutherland, The City ofLondon and the
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(Oxford, 1962), and Ian R. Christie, Wilkes, Wyvill and
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1688-9 'Glorious' Revolution: accession of William III and
Mary II

1689-97 War of the League of Augsburg
1702 Accession of Queen Anne
1702-13 War of the Spanish Succession

1708 Birth of William Pitt

1714 Accession of George I

1715 Jacobite rising

1721 Walpole ministry

1727 Accession of George II

1733 Excise crisis - serious challenge to Walpole
1734 General election

1735 Pitt enters parliament as MP for Old Sarum
1736 Pitt dismissed from his military commission (1731) for

opposition in parliament

1 737 Breach between George II and Frederick, Prince of Wales;

Pitt made Groom of the Bedchamber to the prince

1739 Convention of the Pardo with Spain (Jan.)

War of Jenkins' Ear against Spain in Caribbean
1740 War of the Austrian Succession

1742 Resignation of Walpole; Carteret Secretary of State

1743 Batde of Dettingen

1744 Granville (Carteret) dismissed; 'broad-bottom' ministry;

Pitt not given office

1745 Jacobite rising

Capture of Louisburg (French Canada)
1746 Pelham ministry; Pitt Vice-Treasurer for Ireland (Feb.),

Paymaster-General (May)

1748 Peace of Aix-la-Chapelle; Louisburg returned

1751 Death of Prince of Wales
1754 Death of Pelham; Newcastle ministry

Pitt marries Lady Hester Grenville
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1755 British defeats by French in America
Subsidy treaties with Hesse-Cassel and Russia

Pitt dismissed for opposition in parUament
1756 First Convention of Westminster (Britain and Prussia)

First Treat)^ ofVersailles (France and Austrian Habsburgs)

Britain declares war against France; loss of Minorca
Seven Years War begins

Resignation of Newcastle; Devonshire-Pitt ministry

(Dec.)

1757 Second Treaty of Versailles

Battle of Plassey (Bengal)

Newcastle -Pitt coalition ministry (June)

First expedition against French coast

Convention of Klosterseven - Hanoverian neutralit)^

Frederick the Great's victory at Rossbach

1758 Second Convention of Westminster

Second French coastal expedition

British troops sent to Germany
Fall of Louisburg

1759 Annus mirabilis of victories: Minden, Quebec, Guade-
loupe, Lagos and Quiberon Bay

1760 Fall of Montreal completes conquest of Canada
Accession of George III

1761 Bute appointed Secretary of State

Unsuccessful peace negotiations

Family Compact (France and Spain)

Resignation of Pitt (Oct.)

1762 War with Spain

Resignation of Newcastle; Bute ministry

1763 Peace of Paris

Resignation of Bute; Grenville ministry

First Wilkes episode: the North Briton affair

Ministerial negotiations with Pitt fail

1764 Enactment of Grenville's American legislation begins

1765 Stamp Act passed

Ministerial negotiations with Pitt fail

Grenville dismissed; Rockingham ministry

Stamp Act crisis

1766 Repeal of Stamp Act; Declaratory Act passed

Rockingham dismissed; Pitt takes office as Earl of

Chatham (July)

Abortive negotiations with Prussia and Russia

1767 East India Company Enquiry

Townshend American Duties Act

Chatham disabled by illness (March)
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1768 General election; Wilkes returned for Middlesex

American protests over Townshend Duties

Chatham resigns (Oct.); Grafton ministry

1769 Middlesex election affair: Wilkes's election disallowed

Petitioning movement against this decision

Chatham reappears at court (July)

Radical movements in London
1770 'United' opposition of Rockinghamites and Chathamites

Grafton resigns; North ministry

Townshend Duties repealed except that on tea

Dispute with Spain over Falklands Islands

1771 Printers' case pits City against Commons over publica-

tion of debates

'United' opposition collapses

1772-74 Chatham in retirement

1773 Tea Act

East India Regulating Act

Boston Tea Party

1774 'Coercive' Acts to punish Massachusetts

Chatham returns to opposition

Quebec Act

First Continental Congress of American colonies

1775 Proposals for American conciliation from Chatham
(Provisional 'Act'), North, Burke

British-American clashes at Lexington and Concord
Second Continental Congress

Proclamation of Rebellion

1775-77 Chatham in retirement

1776 American Declaration of Independence
1777 Chatham returns to opposition

British defeat at Saratoga

1778 Franco-American Treaty

Death of Chatham (May)

War with France

1781 British surrender at Yorktown
1782 Resignation of North; Rockingham ministry

Death of Rockingham; Shelburne ministry

1783 Peace of Versailles

Resignation of Shelburne; Fox-North coalition

Coalition dismissed; ministry of the Younger Pitt
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MAJOR PERSONS MENTIONED
IN THE TEXT*

Anson Admiral George (1697-1762), first Baron
(1747), First Lord of the Admiralty 1751-56,

1757-62
Barre Isaac (1726-1802) ,

MP, follower of Shelbume
Bath See Pulteney

Beckford William ( 1 709-70) ,
MP, Alderman ofLondon

(1752) and Lord Mayor (1762-63, 1769-70),

Pitt's leading supporter in the City

Bedford John Russell, fourth Duke (1710-71), First

Lord of the Admiralty 1744-48, Secretary of

State 1748-51, Lord Lieutenant of Ireland

1757-61, Lord Privy Seal 1761-63, negotiator

of the Peace of Paris 1762-63, independent
Whig peer

Burke Edmund (1729-97), MP, private secretary to

Rockingham 1765, 'man of business' and
publicist for the Rockingham party

Bute John Stuart, third Earl (1713-92), tutor and
Groom of the Stole (1756-60) to George,

Prince of Wales, Secretary of State 1761-62,

First Lord of the Treasury and prime minis-

ter 1762-63
Calcraft John (1726-72), MP, holder of lesser offices

in the Pay and War Offices c. 1745-63, then

follower of Shelburne and Pitt, 'man of busi-

ness' to Chatham, especially 1769-72
Camden See Pratt

Carteret John (1690-1763), second Baron, second

Earl Granville (1744), opposition Whig leader

under Walpole, Secretary of State and prime

* Normally, offices held are given only for the period of Pitt's

career; minor offices are indicated only in cases of particular

interest.
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minister 1742-44, Lord President of the Coun-
cil 1751-63

Chesterfield Philip Dormer Stanhope, fourth Earl (1694-

1773), dismissed from the royal household
for opposition to the excise 1733, special

Ambassador to the Dutch 1744, Lord Lieu-

tenant of Ireland 1745-46, Secretary of State

1746-48
Clive Robert (1725-74), first Baron (1762), won

acclaim as a commander of East India Com-
pany forces 1740s and 1750s, victor at Plassey

(1757), Governor and Commander-in-Chief,
Bengal, 1764-67

Cobham Richard Temple, first Viscount (1669P-1749)

,

distinguished soldier, dismissed as Colonel

of the King's Own Horse 1733 for opposi-

tion to the excise, restored 1742, patron of

'Cobham 's Cubs' - Pitt, George Lyttelton and
the Grenvilles

Conway Henry Seymour (1719-95), MP, army officer.

Secretary of State 1765-68, leader in the Com-
mons, a Rockinghamite

Cumberland William Augustus, Duke (1721-65), younger
son of George II, Captain-General of the Army
1744-57, patron of Bedford and Fox in the

1750s, of the Newcastle-Rockingham group
from 1763

Devonshire William Cavendish, fourth Duke (1720-64),

independent Whig peer. Lord Lieutenant of

Ireland 1755-56, First Lord of the Treasury

in coalition with Pitt 1756-57, Lord Cham-
berlain with cabinet seat 1757-62

Dunning John (1731-83), lawyer, MP, Solicitor-General

1768-70, follower of Shelburne, made Baron
Ashburton 1782

Ferdinand Prince of Brunswick-Wolfenbiittel ( 1 721-92)

,

distinguished soldier, commander of the allied

army in the Rhineland 1757-62
Fox Henry (1705-74), first Baron Holland (1763),

ex-Tory, Old Corps Whig and protege of

Cumberland 1746-57, Lord of the Treasury

1743-46, Secretary at War 1746-55, Secretary
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of State 1755-56, Paymaster-General 1757-

65, leader in the Commons 1762-63
Glynn John (1722-79), MP, Sergeant-at-Law 1763,

Recorder of London 1772-79, Wilkite radical

Grafton Augustus Henry Fitzroy, third Duke (1735-

1811), Secretary of State 1765-66, First Lord of

the Treasury 1766-70, prime minister 1768-

70, Lord Privy Seal 1771-75, Chathamite in

the 1760s and from 1775

Granby John Manners, Marquess (1721-70), distin-

guished soldier, commander of British troops

in Germany 1758-62, Commander-in-Chief
1766-70, Chathamite

Granville See Carteret

Grenville Richard, eldest of the Grenville brothers, see

Temple
Grenville George (1712-70), Lord of the Admiralty

1744-47, Lord of the Treasury 1747-54,

Treasurer of the Navy 1754-55, 1756-57,

1757-62, Secretary of State 1762, First Lord
of the Admiralty 1762-63, First Lord of the

Treasury and prime minister, 1763-65, sec-

ond of the Grenville brothers, a 'Cobham
Cub', brother-in-law to Pitt, broke with him
1761

Grenville James (1715-83), Lord of Trade and deputy

Paymaster to the Forces 1746-55, Lord of

the Treasury 1756-57, 1757-61, Joint Vice-

Treasurer Ireland 1766-70, third of the

Grenville brothers, loyal Chathamite
Hardwicke Philip Yorke, first Baron (1733), first Earl

(1754), Old Corps Whig and distinguished

lawyer, Solicitor-General 1720-24, Attorney-

General 1724-33, ChiefJustice 1733-37, Lord
Chancellor 1737-56, member of the cabinet

without office 1757-62
Holderness Robert D'Arcy, fourth Earl (1718-78) , Secret-

ary of State 1751-61

Holland See Fox
Legge Henry Bilson (1708-64), Old Corps Whig,

minor offices 1735-45, Lord of the Admir-

alty 1745-46, Lord of the Treasury 1746-49,
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Treasurer of the Navy 1749-54, Chancellor

of the Exchequer 1754-55, 1756-57, 1757-

61, associate of Pitt in the mid-1 750s

Ligonier Jean Louis, first Earl (1680-1770), distin-

guished military officer of Huguenot family,

Commander-in-Chief 1757-59, Master-General

of the Ordnance 1759-63

Lyttelton George, first Baron (1709-73), Secretary to

Frederick, Prince of Wales 1737-44, Lord of

the Treasury 1744-54, Cofferer of the House-
hold 1754-55, Chancellor of the Exchequer
1755-56, second-rank politician thereafter,

man of letters, cousin to the Grenvilles, 'Cob-

ham Cub', Pitt's oldest friend and political

ally to 1755, reconciled 1769

Mansfield William Murray, first Earl (1756), ex-Jacobite

turned Old Corps Whig, distinguished lawyer,

SoHcitor-General 1742-54, Attorney-General

1754-56, Chief Justice 1756-88, Pitt's great-

est debating rival in Commons and Lords

Murray See Mansfield

Newcastle Thomas Pelham-HoUis, first Duke (1693-

1768), elder brother of Henry Pelham, Old
Corps Whig leader. Secretary of State 1724-

54, First Lord of the Treasury and prime

minister 1754-56, 1757-62, in coalition with

Pitt until 1761

North Frederick, Lord North (1732-92) , Lord of the

Treasury 1759-65, joint Paymaster-General

1766-67, Chancellor of the Exchequer 1767-

82, First Lord of the Treasury and prime

minister, 1770-82, 'King's Friend'

Northington Robert Henley (c.1708-72). Lord Henley

(1760), first Earl (1764), Lord Keeper 1757-

61, Lord Chancellor 1761-66, 'King's Friend'

Pelham Henry ( 1 695P-1 754) , Old Corps Whig leader.

Lord of the Treasury 1721-24, Secretary at

War, 1724-30, Paymaster-General 1730-43,

First Lord of the Treasury and Chancellor

of the Exchequer 1743-54, prime minister

1746-54
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Potter Thomas (1718P-59), MP, minor officeholder

1756-59, friend of Pitt and dissolute associate

of Wilkes

Pratt Charles (1714-94), first Baron Camden
(1765), able lawyer, Attorney-General 1757-

62, Chief Justice 1762-66, Lord Chancellor

1766-70, longstanding Chathamite
Pulteney William ( 1684-1 764) , first Earl ofBath ( 1 742)

,

opposition Whig leader under Walpole, seat

in the cabinet without office 1742-44
Richmond Charles Lennox, third Duke (1735-1806),

Ambassador to France 1765-66, Secretary of

State 1766, Rockinghamite peer

Rockingham Charles Watson-Wentworth, second Marquess

(1730-82), Lord of the Bedchamber 1751-

65, First Lord of the Treasury and prime min-
ister 1765-66, 1782, successor to Newcastle

as leader of those of the Old Corps who came
to claim exclusively the name Whig

Sawbridge John (1732P-95), MP, Alderman of London
(1769), radical, friend of Shelburne

Shelburne William Petty, second Earl (1737-1805), later

first Marquess of Lansdowne (1784), Presid-

ent of the Board of Trade 1763, Secretary of

State 1766-68, First Lord of the Treasury and
prime minister 1782-83, Chathamite from
1763

Temple Richard Grenville (1711-79), Lord Cobham
(1749), Earl Temple (1752), First Lord of the

Admiralty 1756-57, Lord Privy Seal 1757-61,

eldest of the Grenville brothers, 'Cobham
Cub', brother-in-law to Pitt, breaks with him
1766, reconciled 1769

Townsend James (1737-87), MP, Alderman of London
(1769), Lord Mayor (1772-73), radical, leader

of Shelburne group in City

Townshend Charles (1725-67), Lord of Trade 1749-54,

Lord of the Admiralty 1754-55, Treasurer of

the Chamber 1756-61, Secretary at War 1761-

62, President of the Board of Trade 1763,

Paymaster-General 1765-66, Chancellor of
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the Exchequer 1766-67, brilliant Whig poli-

tician of erratic personal loyalty

Townshend George ( 1724-1807) , elder brother of Charles,

MP, distinguished soldier, independent Whig
Walpole Horace (1717-97), MP, third son of Sir

Robert, connoisseur of the arts and letters,

memoirist and correspondent

Walpole Horatio (1678-1757), brother of Sir Robert,

able diplomat

Walpole Sir Robert (1676-1745), first Earl of Orford

(1742), First Lord of the Treasury and prime
minister 1721-42

Wilkes John (1727-97), MP, Alderman of London
(1769), Lord Mayor (1774-75), famous rad-

ical and demagogue
Yorke Charles (1722-70), second son of the first

Earl of Hardwicke, Newcastle-Rockingham
Whig, Solicitor-General 1756-61, Attorney-

General 1762-63, 1765-66, Lord Chancellor

for three days 1770

Yorke Joseph (1724-92), younger brother of

Charles, KB 1761, first Baron Dover 1788,

soldier and diplomat, minister at The Hague
1751-61, Ambassador 1761-80
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Note: Where a topic or person warrants a separate entry, Pitt's

views and connections are listed under that entry. As the main
stages of Pitt's career are indicated in the Table of Contents they

have not been indexed. Pitt is so referred to throughout, even

after his elevation to the peerage.

Abercromby, General James
97, 98, 99, 100, 104

Addington, Anthony 222, 244
Aix-la-Chapelle, Peace of 50,

53, 65

America/American/American
colonies 2, 4, 50, 51,

84, 103, 107, 248
1763-70 142, 143, 151, 181

1773-5 217-18, 219, 220,

221

Pitt and 8, 240-1, 247; to

1755 55, 63, 64-5;

1756-63 68, 96-101,

103-4, 106, 116;

1763-70 142, 151,

157-8, 187, 197,

216-17; 1770s 218-23,

224, 225
Seven Years War in 63, 67,

68, 90, 94, 96-101, 116,

118

see also Chatham
administration; Stamp
Act; War of American
Independence

Anson, Admiral George,

Baron 72, 96, 100, 101,

106, 120, 263

anti-Hanoverianism see

Hanoverian
army of observation 68, 69,

85, 87-8, 89, 90

Austria/Austrian 67, 85, 87,

89, 91, 106

British relations with

28-9, 40, 50, 51, 63,

175

Pitt on 34, 54, 175

see also Maria Theresa,

Queen of Hungary
Ayling, Stanley 7

Baltic naval squadron 88, 91,

94
Barre, Isaac 140, 143, 146,

151, 194, 210, 215-16,

218, 263

Barrington, William Wildman,
Viscount 141, 143

Bath, Earl of see Pulteney,

William
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Beckford, Alderman William

97, 185-6, 191-2, 263

and Pitt 69, 112, 141, 143,

162 n.l4, 178, 180,

203 n.93, 239, 243,

244
Pitt on 109, 187, 191-2

Bedford, John Russell, Duke
of/Bedfords 49, 59,

138, 184, 263
and Pitt 37, 39, 56, 174,

177, 179

Belle ile 103, 117

Black, Jeremy 9, 196

blue-water policy 40, 68, 84,

105, 177, 248
Bolingbroke, Henry St John,

Viscount 18, 39

Boscawen, Admiral Edward
63, 67, 97, 98, 99, 101,

211

Braddock, General Edward 63,

67

Britain

constitution/politics 2, 3,

38, 86-7, 238, 239,

247-8
see also ministers,

constitutional/political

role; monarchy;
monarchy,
parliamentary

economy/society 3-4, 5,

83-4, 85, 136, 155, 184,

248
fiscal 86, 107, 151

foreign policy 1-2, 28, 40,

50-1, 83-6, 93-4,

105-6, 114, 175, 248
see also individual countries

'broad-bottom' 24, 33, 34

Burke, Edmund 153, 188, 196,

220, 221, 248, 263
on Pitt 172, 180, 240, 245,

247

Burton Pynsent 154, 210-11,

212, 213, 247
Bute, John Stuart, Earl of 62,

70, 116, 137, 145, 153,

158, 159, 263
in office 103, 116, 117, 121,

136, 144, 147, 151

and Pitt 116-17, 118, 119,

144, 150, 152, 158, 173,

227
Byng, Admiral John 66, 69,

72

Calcraft, John 192, 194, 209,

210, 143, 263
importance to Pitt 146, 186,

191, 238

Camden, Charles Pratt, Baron

149, 160, 187, 189, 194,

243, 266
on Pitt 210, 224-5, 245

Canada 50, 55, 96, 97, 100,

101, 102, 115, 118, 219

Caribbean 22, 28, 84

see also West Indies/Indian

Carteret, John, Baron, Earl

Granville 17, 25, 27,

28-9, 33, 34, 35, 38,

48, 263
and Pitt 24, 31, 36, 73, 107,

120

Chatham see Pitt, William

Chatham administration

160-1, 172-83

and America 175, 179,

180-1

and East India Company
177-8, 180

and foreign policy 175-7

see also Pitt, political tactics/

management
Chathamites 184, 186, 189,

195, 197, 215-16, 243

see also party, Pitt's

'connection'
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Chesterfield, Philip Dormer
Stanhope, Earl of 19,

24, 30-1, 32, 33, 49,

90, 263

on Pitt 37, 39, 47, 113

Choiseul, Due de 119, 173, 193

cider tax 142, 143, 144, 146

Clive, Robert, Baron 102-3,

111, 177, 264

Cobham, Richard, Viscount 19,

25, 30-1, 33, 56, 264

and Pitt 16, 20-1, 24, 26,

32, 37, 39

Cobham Cubs 21, 23, 33, 39,

47

Cobhamites 32, 36, 37, 56, 57

Considerations on the Present

German War 118

Conway, Henry Seymour 153,

160, 174, 175, 178, 264
Copley, J.S. 235

corn riots 88

see also grain, shortage of

Corsica 177, 184, 187, 237
'country' programme 18, 21,

29, 137, 241

Pitt and 21, 241

see also patriot/patriot

programme; Pitt,

patriot/patriotism

Crefeld 93, 99

Crown Point 97, 99, 100, 116

Cumberland, William

Augustus, Duke of 264
1744-57 35, 49, 61-2, 63,

70, 86-7, 89, 90, 97
1762-5 144, 153, 154, 155

and Pitt 58, 69, 93, 151-2, 158

Dettingen 29, 31

Devonshire, William

Cavendish, Duke of 66,

72-3, 117, 264
Devonshire-Pitt administration

67-8, 69, 90, 96

dissenting ministers, relief of

214
Dunning, John 210, 218

Dutch 34, 36, 38, 40, 50, 63,

105, 175

East India Company 50, 67,

68, 102-3, 215-16, 217

see also Chatham
administration

Egmont, John Percival, Earl of

53, 55, 236
elections see parliament

excise crisis 18-19, 23

Falkland Islands 176-7, 192-3,

194, 196, 210
Family Compact 29, 84, 119

Ferdinand, Prince of

Brunswick-Wolfenbiittel

90, 92, 93, 94, 99, 101,

104, 106, 264
Flanders, army in 31-2, 34,

35, 37

Forbes, John 97, 98, 99, 103

Fox, Henry, Baron Holland

49-50, 64, 70-1, 264-5

and Pitt 52, 58, 59, 60-1,

65, 66, 67, 68, 69

France/ French
1740-8 28, 29, 32, 33, 35,

37, 50
1748-56 51, 55, 63, 65, 67,

85

1757-63 87, 91, 92, 97,

100-1, 101-2, 105, 106,

118, 119

1763-78 176, 176, 177, 184,

222, 224
in British policy 1, 83-5, 86,

248

Pitt and 2, 26, 31, 32, 40,

89, 94, 108, 114, 119,

142, 151, 193, 222, 225,

236
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Franklin, Benjamin 219

Frederick the Great, King of

Prussia 28, 68, 88, 89,

90, 91, 92, 106, 175,

249 n.3

and Pitt 94, 95, 104-5, 176

Pitt on 114, 115, 176

Frederick, Prince of Wales 19,

24, 25, 48, 53

and Pitt 21, 22, 23, 26, 30,

34, 57, 58

French coast, expeditions

against 88, 91, 93, 99,

106, 116

see also Belle lie; Rochefort

general warrants 147, 148,

149, 240
George II 19, 24, 25, 30, 33,

34-5, 37-8, 47, 49, 58,

60, 70, 71, 103, 137

and foreign policy 29, 51,

85, 89, 94, 116

and Pitt 33, 37, 59, 62, 64,

66, 69, 70, 73, 95, 110

Pitt and 21, 30, 56, 61,

237-8

George III 103, 116, 135-6,

137, 144, 147, 151, 155,

158-9, 184, 189, 191,

214, 225-6, 238
and foreign policy 117, 193

as Prince of Wales 58, 61,

62, 64
and Pitt 137, 159, 160, 173,

182-3, 186, 189, 223,

224-5
Pitt and 116, 117, 148, 150,

152-3, 154, 181, 197,

237-8
German war 87-96, 103, 106,

107, 113, 117-18, 140,

141, 143

Pitt and 89-94, 105-6, 111,

114, 140-1

Gibraltar 87, 105, 213

Glynn, Sergeant John 185, 265

Godwin, William 6-7

'gold boxes', from cities 69,

140

Goree 102, 116

Grafton, Augustus Henry
Fitzroy, Duke of 153,

159, 160, 174, 179, 243,

265

ministry 184, 186, 189

on Pitt 182, 183, 190

grain, shortage of 178-9

see also corn riots

Granby, John Manners,
Marquess of 104, 186,

187, 189, 211, 265

Granville, Earl see Carteret

Grenville, George 33, 60, 65,

69, 92, 152, 178-9, 190,

192, 265

group 184, 187, 210

ministry 144, 145, 147, 148,

149, 151, 155, 179

and Pitt 72, 73, 143, 180,

186, 243

Grenville, James 33, 69, 143,

243, 244, 265

Grenville, Richard see Temple
Grenvilles, the 32, 37, 59, 62,

65, 143

Guadeloupe 101, 116

habeas corpus bill 92, 95, 109

Hanover 29, 51, 63, 67, 85, 177

in Seven Years War 87, 88,

89, 90, 92, 106, 116

Pitt and 64, 65, 68, 93

Hanoverian 1, 136, 137, 174,

185, 239

troops 29-30, 65, 70, 85

Pitt and 30, 32, 47, 53, 114

anti-Hanoverianism 29-30,

30-1, 72, 90

Pitt and 31, 39, 91, 246
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Hardwicke, Philip Yorke, Earl

of 27, 49, 88, 95, 107,

110, 117, 144, 265

Hastenbeck 89, 90
Havana 107, 121

Hawke, Admiral Sir Edward
101, 177

Hayes 152, 186, 212-13, 218
Hesse-Cassell 37, 63, 64, 65,

89, 92

Holderness, Robert D'Arcy,

Earl of 51, 57, 68, 86,

91, 95, 102, 105, 117

Hood, Alexander and Molly

213, 244-5

Hudson valley 90, 97, 100

India 2, 116, 175, 197, 246
see also East India Company

Ireland/Irish 215, 249 n.3,

250 n.20

Jacobite/Jacobitism 3, 32, 61

rebellion 35, 37, 48

Junius 185, 194

juries see libel, seditious

king/kings see monarch/
monarchs, George II,

George III

King's Friends 138, 143

Klosterseven, Convention of

87-8, 89, 90, 114

Knyphausen, Baron 95

Legge, Henry Bilson 56, 59,

60, 64, 72, 109, 143,

265-6
Leicester House 58, 62, 70,

71, 136, 143

Pitt and 64, 66-7, 116
libel, seditious 147, 148, 184

juries and 193-4, 240
Ligonier, Sir John, Earl 89,

96, 100, 106, 120, 266
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137, 185, 186, 191, 192,

194-5, 209, 220, 243
and Pitt 67, 108, 113, 140,

143, 149, 172-3, 191-2,

193, 196, 226, 235, 239
Loudoun, John Campbell,

Earl of 96, 97, 98, 99,

104

Louisburg 35, 36, 40, 50, 55,

90, 96, 97, 99, 100, 116

Lyttelton, George, Baron/
Lytteltons 21, 23, 26,

32, 58, 59, 60, 266
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Macaulay, Thomas Babington

7,8
Madras 50

Madrid, Treaty of 50, 53-4
Manila 121

Mansfield, William Murray,

Earl of 61, 66, 194,

211, 224-5, 266

compared to Pitt 52, 59,

179, 196, 242

Marchmont, Alexander

Campbell, Earl of 30,
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51

Marlborough, Sarah Churchill,

Duchess of 40
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Massachusetts 98, 99, 217

Mauduit, Israel 118

Mauritius 103

Michell, Louis 95, 150
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101, 112

Minden 101, 106, 116

ministers, constitutional/

political role 17, 38, 86,

140, 147

see also Walpole, Sir Robert,

his political 'system'

Minorca 58, 66, 67, 84-5, 116

Mitchell, Sir Andrew 91, 175,

176

monarch/monarchs 19, 25, 38,

86, 136, 138, 238, 248
'secret influence' of 137,

153-4, 188, 190, 216,

222
monarchy 17

parliamentary 3, 4, 38, 248
Monitor m, 112-13, 146, 239

Montagu, Elizabeth 81 n.ll5,

113, 225, 226-7, 237,

244, 245, 247
Montreal 99, 100, 101

Mordaunt, Sir John 90, 130

n.l50

Munchausen, Gerlach von 95

Murray, William see Mansfield

national debt see Britain, fiscal
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-Profiles in ^ower-
General Editor: Keith Robbins, Vice-Chancellor, University ofWales Lampeter.

William Pitt, Earl of Chatham (1708-78), was the leading figure in mid-

eighteenth-century British politics. He captured the imagination of

contemporaries and posterity alike by the spectacular victories over which

he presided in the Seven Years War - the series of conflicts (1756-63) that

brought Britain to unprecedented imperial power. His career links the

political world of the early Hanoverians, dominated by Sir Robert

Walpole, with the very different worlds of Lord North and Chatham's

brilliant son, William Pitt the Younger, at the time of the American and

French Revolutions.

This distinguished addition to the Profiles series not only reassesses Pitt's

career in its full political context, with many fresh and rewarding insights

for the specialist, but also provides a rich and accessible introduction to

the entire period for students and general readers. Through Pitt, Marie
Peters is able to illuminate the other important actors on the political

stage, and introduce (in ways designed to encourage further investigation)

the characteristics and preocupations of the world in which they moved.

These include the roles of monarch, ministers, parliaments and parties;

the issues of foreign and imperial policy; ideology and modes of political

argument; and the impact of popular politics.

Above all, she helps us to understand her brilliant, troubled protagonist,

and his unfulfilled career. Owing relatively little to 'connection' and the

favour of monarchs, and with little regard for his colleagues, he built his

career on his ability to sway the Commons by his oratory and his

remarkable physical presence, and by his reputation as a champion of

British interests abroad. But it is difficult to do justice to his undeniable

greatness, when his weapons - the spoken rather than the written word,

and a domineering personality - were not only evanescent, but are also

liable to inspire distrust rather than admiration today. Moreover, Pitt's

arrogance and aloofness seem pathological evidence of his mental

instability, which was to cloud the extraordinary success of his early career

and bring him the disastrous failures of his later political life.

He is not, therefore, an easy subject for the modern historian or the

modern reader. Marie Peters rises to the challenge with a cool,

independent-minded and convincing reappraisal of this ambitious,

charismatic and tormented man. Based on a comprehensive range of

primary sources, her study raises doubts about the real substance of his

achievements, while sympathetically acknowledging (and explaining) the

heroic stature accorded to him by many, if not all, of his contemporaries.

MARIE PETERS is Reader in History at the University of Canterbury,

New Zealand.
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