Lecture 4

The Press – 1780 to 1855

In his essay, ‘The Structure, ownership and control of the press, 1780-1855,’ (Newspaper History from the seventeenth century to the present day, Pp 98-129), Ivon Asquith writes: 






(SLIDE 1)
Perhaps the most important aspect of the history of the press in this period is the decline in the ability of governments to control it. The chief methods that governments used were the imposition of taxes, which were levied on each copy of a newspaper and almanac, every advertisement, each edition of a pamphlet and on paper itself; prosecutions…and various means of influencing individual papers, such as subsidies, the supply of exclusive information, official advertisements ,and payments to journalists.”

The first of these means of control to be abandoned was the subsidy system – literally the payment of cash to newspaper proprietors and editors to secure their support. In the early part of the period – the 1780s – it was mainly used to obtain backing for government policy. After the French Revolution there was an additional reason to do it - stopping revolutionary ideas about popular power and democracy spreading among the British people – the mob, as their lords and masters often preferred to call them. 

But before we consider these specific measures some political, economic and social context is required.

I would like you to take from this lecture two broad themes:

i) The rapidly changing nature of British society during this period of political and industrial revolution and the extent to which old institutions proved inadequate for dealing with new challenges.
ii) The parallel development of the press as a voice in national affairs and the measures government took to control it and limit its influence.
If you read nothing else on the topic, please read the Ivon Asquith Essay from which I have just quoted, Pp 124 to 170 of J.H. Plumb’s book England in the Eighteenth Century . They are both available in the library.  
Our period starts in the rule of George III, the King often known as Mad King George (SLIDE 2 & 3) - whose reign lasted from 1760 to 1820. In the latter part of it George did suffer from recurrent bouts of mental illness – hence the nickname. At the time medical science could not explain his affliction. Today it is widely believed that he suffered from the blood disease porphyria.
Porphyria is not usually debilitating, but in extreme cases it can provoke symptoms including heart palpitations, anxiety, confusion, seizures and paralysis. Poor George seems to have had it bad. And his personal ups and downs were reflected in the fortunes of his kingdom.  

Early in his reign Great Britain defeated France in the Seven Years War and expanded its empire by becoming the dominant European power in North America – what we would now call the United States and Canada. 

This country also expanded its political and commercial power in India. Later on British forces defeated Napoleon Bonaparte in the French Revolutionary Wars. The Royal Docks here at Chatham were extremely busy building, supplying and crewing the Royal Naval ships of the line that blockaded the French coast and disrupted French supply lines. 

And the United Kingdom came into being through the formal union of Britain and Ireland in 1801 (Scotland, you will recall, had agreed to Union in 1707)

But such successes were marred by the loss of Britain’s American Colonies – an enormous blow to national prestige. My favourite historian of the period, the late great Professor John Harold Plumb – whose book I have already recommended to you -  described that loss as the consequence of thirty years in the second half of the eighteenth century during which:

Anglo American relations drifted towards shipwreck. 

Plumb argues that this happened because leading political figures of the era: 

(SLIDE 4)
…were indifferent to American problems, their minds were quite inflexible on the theoretical relationship between the mother country and her colonies. Colonies were ordained by God to provide raw materials and to accept manufactured articles in return; all trade must be carried in British ships.  These were unquestioned articles of the mercantilist faith.  

You can read more detail in the relevant chapters of Professor Plumb’s book. Good second hand, paperback editions are available via Amazon.co.uk for less than a pound. 
From a journalist’s point of view the American Declaration of Independence (SLIDE 5) on July 4th 1776 – in which Britain’s thirteen American colonies declared themselves independent of the British Crown (SLIDE 6) - and the surrender of British forces to General George Washington at Yorktown five years later in October 1881 - which marked the end of the American War of Independence – are both crucial events.   

So is the French Revolution which occurred thirteen years after the beginning of the American fight for liberty,  and the beginning of which is usually dated to the storming of the Bastille (SLIDE 7 & 8) on July 14th 1789 (July 14th is still celebrated as France’s national day). 
In broad terms this was a time when first Americans, and later Frenchmen, started to argue that their governments were guilty of treating them with contempt – in the language of the time that they were “victims of tyranny.” Some Englishmen were developing the same attitude to their government and such dissidents paid close attention to events on the other side of the Atlantic and, later, across the English Channel.   

Professor Plumb recalls that:

Virginia sent tobacco and Boston turtles to John Wilkes in prison. South Carolina voted him £1500 to pay his debts. The Sons of Liberty sent him a formal address from Boston and Wilkes acknowledged their identity of interest. (Plumb Pp 124-. 125)  
You know about John Wilkes. We discussed him in our seminar on Monday. This son of a wealthy Clerkenwell distiller grew up to be both a journalist and a politician, and was, in both roles, a vitriolic critic of George III.  Wilkes deserves his fame. His struggle against government and censorship identified core issues concerning the relationship between the individual and the state. He used the press as a campaigning tool - and used it to great effect.

You may recall that, in the first edition of his newspaper the North Briton, Wilkes advanced a justification of journalism that rings out across the centuries and can still be recognised and endorsed today. (SLIDE 9)
“The Liberty of the press is the birthright of a Briton, and is justly esteemed the firmest bulwark of this country. It has been the terror of all bad ministers, for their dark and dangerous designs, or their weakness, inability and duplicity, have thus been detected and shewn to the public, generally in too strong and just colours for them to long bear up against the odium of mankind.”


Granted, as Andrew Marr observes in “My Trade,” (P132) this birthright was pretty much Wilkes’ own invention. In the previous half century or so, the British press had been anything but free and, far from scaring ministers and holding them to account, it had more often been their poodle.  (See Marr P132)
The famous essayist and lexicographer, Dr Samuel Johnson  - most often known these days as plain Dr Johnson – observed of eighteenth century journalists that “They habitually sold their abilities, whether small or great, to one another of the Parties that divide us; and without a wish for Truth or Thought of Decency.”

Dr Johnson was not wrong. But Wilkes bitter and protracted struggle against the power of the late eighteenth century British state achieved a significant victory for journalism: the right of journalists to report proceedings in the House of Commons – and to report them accurately if the journalist so desired.
This was not Wilkes primary objective. He deserves to be remembered more for the abolition of the general warrant – which, you will recall, specified the offence but not the person responsible – and for championing the freedom of the electorate to choose which candidate should represent them in parliament (See “Wilkes the Radical” on Pp 42 – 43 of Fleet Street, Five Hundred Years of the Press by Dennis Griffiths). 
But Wilke’s was a fervent believer in the right to criticise government, and his campaigns, together with arguments of the type advanced by Junius in the Public Advertiser (Griffiths Pp 44-45), helped to create the atmosphere in which influential people were persuaded that the best way to stop MPs being misrepresented in newspapers was by:

“..throwing open the gallery and making the debates and decisions of the House as public as possible.”(Marr – P 133)

So, radical ideas and events at home and abroad provoked interest in news among late eighteenth century Britons. A growing proportion of the population wanted to know what the monarch and his government was doing. They had a sense that power was being exercised in their name and that they were entitled to ask whether it was being exercised effectively.  

The political consequences of this new tide in public affairs took on particular significance in light of Britain’s humiliation in America. Professor Plumb is right that few late eighteenth century Britons thought very much about America or how Britain’s colonies there were treated. But they were accustomed to thinking of their country as a powerful one. 

Neither they – nor their government – understood how furious the American rebels were about British economic exploitation, nor how determined they were to fight for their freedom.
*******

 The authority of Royal Officials was increasingly flouted in America between 1773 and 1775 and the first shots were fired in April 1775.  When General Gage, decided to seize an illegal store of gunpowder at Concord, Massachusetts, American volunteer Militiamen tried to stop the British soldiers at Lexington Green – just outside Boston. (SLIDE 10, 11 & 12)
Two hundred and ninety three British soldiers were killed. War had begun – and if Britain had fought it with determination from the beginning, her experienced soldiers might well have emerged victorious. (It is worth pausing to think about that for a second – I don’t really approve of counter-factual history – what happened and why is the real stuff of history –but America might have remained a British colony.) 
But Britain did not fight hard on land or at sea. King George and his Prime Minister, Lord North, who held the office between January 1770 and March 1782, took the view that a decisive campaign against the rebels would simply inflame American separatist sentiment and create martyrs for the cause of independence. 

They reasoned that the Americans had very little money, no effective overseas trading links, no allies and no properly trained armed forces. Completely failing to understand the commitment of the American rebels, and the resolve of their commander in chief – and subsequently their first president – George Washington, the British decided to wait things out. They thought the rebellion would collapse.  American idealism would be defeated by economic chaos, military incompetence and growing disenchantment. 

It was a fatal miscalculation. While Lord North waited, George Washington (SLIDE 13) trained an army and American merchant ships fitted with canons began to mount highly effective attacks on British vessels playing their trade in the Atlantic. Benjamin Franklin – by trade a printer and journalist and now the American Ambassador to Paris – persuaded the French to hand over gold to finance the rebellion. 
The British realised that just waiting was not working and, belatedly ordered two contingents of British soldiers to cut the thirteen rebel colonies in two. One force was to advance from Montreal to Albany another was to march up the Hudson Valley from New York. 

The British captured Philadelphia and defeated Washington on the way. But their overall campaign was a disaster. A large British force, ill-equipped for the terrain and for the fighting it encountered, surrendered at Saratoga in 1777. It was enough to convince the French that Britain was in serious trouble. Delighted to see the old enemy struggling, France signed a treaty of alliance with the Americans in 1778. In 1779 the Spanish also allied themselves with the American rebels. 

A war Britain had treated as a minor irritation had turned into an international conflict. Britain could – probably – still have won on the land. But the combined French and Spanish navies deprived British warships of their command of the sea. King George’s armies in America were undermined by a lack of naval support from home and a growing guerilla resistance, backed by French soldiers. 
The final British military defeat at Yorktown in October 1881 followed. (SLIDE 14)
King George III believed that the rebel colony would soon come begging to be allowed back into the British Empire – but, try as he might to delude himself, the loss of America was a humiliation for the British government. The political consequences were severe.

The idea that Britain’s political and administrative institutions were obsolete and in need of reform had been growing throughout the late eighteenth century. In 1776 two influential books of political and economic theory were published – Adam Smith’s Enquiry into the Wealth of Nations and Jeremy Bentham’s Theory of Legislation. (SLIDE 15) 

Smith – the brilliant Scottish political economist argued that Britain must, urgently, replace the mercantile system with a commitment to free trade. For Bentham - the Utilitarian – the priority was to create institutions and laws based on the principle of utility or the greatest good of the greatest number. 

At the same time religious reformers such as John Wesley – the founder of Methodism – argued that the country could only be saved by a return to Christian principles and a Christian way of life. 

To these strands of thought and theology were added opposition politicians who asserted that George III and his ministers were to blame for what they perceived as disgraceful national decline.

The most influential opposition group was the Rockingham Whigs – led by Charles Watson-Wentworth, second Marquis of Rockingham. Their most effective speaker was Edmund Burke, a brilliant and prolific writer and, from 1765 until his employer’s death in 1782, Rockingham’s private secretary.        (SLIDE ED BURKE HERE?)
Burke was a propagandist for Rockingham. But he was a very clever and articulate propagandist. In books such as Thoughts on the Cause of the Present Discontent (1770) he had offered reasons for Britain’s instability and insecurity. Personal interference in politics by the King was damaging to the national interest and it must stop. The Royal household must be rearranged so that corrupt and incompetent politicians could not win favour and appointment to positions of power. 
The ideas were not revolutionary. Burke argued that the fundamental structure of the constitution should remain unchanged – it was the product of centuries of gradual development and too precious to throw away – but it had to be operated with a new spirit of purity and purpose.

In 1882, defeat in America and mounting criticism at home came together to make such arguments appear clearly and vividly relevant. The first consequence was the end of Lord North’s ministry. George III had been obstinate in keeping North in power for as long as he did, but now the Whigs took office. They were determined to make a formal peace with America, to reorganise the British state and to render it more efficient.
The Rockingham Whigs worked fast. They agreed peace with America and reorganised and reformed the Royal household, but soon got bogged down in internecine wrangling. In December 1783, George III decided to break the logjam by asking William Pitt, the most enthusiastic moderniser in parliament, to lead the government.  

*************

(SLIDE 16)
Pitt hailed from Kent. He was born at Bromley, the second of five children born to William Pitt the elder, the Earl of Chatham, who – you will recall - had served as Prime Minister himself in the mid eighteenth century and remained a dominant force in politics afterwards.
As a small child young William was a bit of a wimp – at least physically. He had inherited gout and, from a very early age, seems to have taken more pleasure in books than hunting or any of the other outdoor activities young gentlemen of his time were expected to enjoy. 

Because he was so fragile his parents had him taught at home by a personal tutor, the Reverend Edward Wilson, a Cambridge graduate. William learned fast – he had basic competence in Latin by the age of seven – and his father made sure that his education prepared him for public life. Pitt the elder set Pitt the younger exercise in oratory to get him used to the art of speaking in public. 

At fourteen he was well enough and learned enough for university. His father packed him off to Pembroke Hall in Cambridge – now Pembroke College. Pitt the elder had studied at Oxford and had hated it. He was determined that his son should go to the other place. William studied a variety of subjects which the university no longer combines in a single degree. These included classics, mathematics, English history and political philosophy.
He also acquired a fondness for port, which he continued to drink for the rest of his life. He first tried it as a remedy for gout – in which respect it has little value – but he appears to have liked it anyway and consumed it in quantities that would appal modern medicine. It is surprising how many formidable British politicians have consumed industrial quantities of alcohol without suffering any intellectual retardation.

He took an active interest in parliament – visiting frequently during his undergraduate career – and was in the House of Lords when his father made his last speech in April 1778.  After a failed attempt to get elected as the MP for Cambridge University – the House of Commons did not lose its university seats until after the Second World War – William Pitt the Younger was elected to represent Appleby in November 1780. He took his seat In January 1781 – aged just 21. 

Edmund Burke thought him so much like his famous father that he commented: 'He's not a chip off the old block; it's the old block itself'.

Pitt soon established himself as a lucid and compelling opponent of the American War. He called it 'most accursed, wicked, barbarous, cruel, unnatural, unjust and diabolical'. In 1782 he proposed reform of parliament with the intention of entrenching the power of the emerging middle-class and limiting Royal power. 
He took office as PM on 19th December 1783. It was a bold appointment. As Prime Minister, Pitt found himself at the head of a government which, though not democratically elected in anything resembling the modern sense, probably represented something approaching a genuine consensus of informed British public opinion.

Professor Plumb describes the change like this: (SLIDE 17)
The English world had grown too large, its interests too complex, its way of life too industrial, for the constitution which a small, leisured, land-owning class had created. The traditional structure of local society was crumbling under the weight of administrative problems of national complexity.”(P 140)

And, as we have seen, of international complexity as well. 
But if politics was about to change, so was the attitude of politicians towards the press.      

In the decades before defeat in America and Pitt’s appointment social and economic factors had combined to encourage rapid growth in the news industry.   

J.H Plumb records that (Pp118-119)

Between 1750 and 1770 considerable acceleration took place in the rate of economic and social change. London became a metropolis in a modern sense and many provincial towns ceased to be overgrown villages; they became provincial capitals. With this growth of population went growth in wealth, and wealth brought education and culture. The growing complexity of trade and technology called for a high degree of literacy, both in clerks and artisans, which in turn created a large newspaper-reading public throughout the country
We know (Plumb P119) that in 1753 stamp duty was paid on 7,411,757 newspapers and that by 1792 that figure had risen to 15,005,760. Granted – these figures appear tiny by modern standards. They are annual totals and, these days, even with the printed press in apparent decline, British readers consume fifteen million newspapers – paid for and free - on an ordinary weekday. 

But interest in news really was expanding in what was – despite Professor Plumb’s literate clerks and artisans - a still largely illiterate nation.  Pitt became Prime Minister in 1783, London had nine daily newspapers. Admittedly, five of these, the Daily Advertiser, Public Advertiser, General Advertiser, Public Ledger and London Gazeteer, were devoted to advertising not news. But four were not – the Morning Herald, Morning Post, Morning Chronicle and Citizen’s Morning Post. (Griffiths P.49)

Ten others appeared two or three times weekly and, in May 1788, the English Capital got its first true evening newspaper, the Star and Evening Advertiser, which sold for threepence and 

…announced in its prospectus that “It has long been subject of complaint that the number of morning prints tend rather to confound than to inform,” and promised that it “aimed to report the debates in parliament, cover financial matters while not forgetting the discoveries and improvements in the arts, sciences and even in dress.”

It sounds very similar to modern launch promise to combine objective reporting of important events – what we might call coverage of the public sphere – with awareness of fashion and technology i.e. the significant and the entertaining all in one convenient, portable package.
Awareness and affection for newspapers was spreading. In 1785 a light hearted poem or ode entitled The Newspaper, was published by George Crabbe, a doctor from Suffolk. It captured the state of the press fifteen years before the end of the eighteenth century and four years before the French Revolution. It goes like this. (SLIDE 18)
For, soon as morning dawns with roseate hue,

The Herald of the morn arises too,

Post after Post succeeds, and all day long,

Gazettes and Ledgers swarm, a motley throng,

When evening comes she comes with all her train
Of Ledgers, Chronicles and Posts again,

Like bats appearing, when the sun goes down,

From holes obscure and corners of the town.

But if the years from the mid-eighteenth century had seen a big growth in news consumption, the period on which we are concentrating today – from 1780 onwards – saw additional factors come into play that would boost interest still more – and provoke new attempts by government to impose controls on the press. 
Pitt cared about the press. He was aware of its power to influence opinion and he wanted its support as much as he resented its criticism – and some of that was vitriolic.

In his history of the press, Dennis Griffiths writes:

..the triumph of Pitt when taking office was to herald a critical change in the political control of the press, for despite his efforts to secure newspaper support he was subjected to unprecedented journalistic abuse.”(P.50)

Pitt did not hesitate to use government funds in his efforts to win the battle for public opinion. In his first year in office he bought the support of five newspapers – the daily titles the Public Ledger, London Evening Post and the morning Herald and the tri-weeklies The St. James’s Chronicle and the Whitehall Evening Post.

Ivon Asquith records that, later, during the 1790s, subsidies cost the government nearly £5000 per year. There was widespread concern that the French Revolution might be exported to England and a parallel urgency about official efforts to limit the spread of revolutionary ideas. But, Asquith argues:

This method was not only the most expensive, but of doubtful value, since if it were known that a paper was ‘bought,’ it had less influence. 

Pitt used other devices too. He persuaded government agencies not to advertise in newspapers that criticised him and he denied the hostile publications access to information. His attitude was similar to that of some modern spin doctors: if a reporter or his editor did not write or publish the story the way he wanted it written and published, then they would not get stories from him or his supporters in future. 

He also used Secret Service funds to buy off the press and bribe journalists. Then, in 1789, he hit on a strategy which would dominate debate about the value of a free press – and who should have access to it – for the next sixty years and which spawned a plethora of illegal newspapers determined to promote radical, revolutionary ideas. 

Pitt raised the Stamp Duty on newspapers to two pence (from three half pence) and the advertising duty to 2s and 6d from 2s. Historians debate the Prime Minister’s primary motive for imposing this increase. 

Making newspapers more expensive is certainly a way of reducing their circulation. It cuts the number of people who can afford to buy them. So, historians of the press and journalists writing about history tend to believe that Pitt’s use of stamp duty was designed with the specific intention of reducing the influence of newspapers – particularly their influence on the poor. 

It is worth bearing in mind that he also had a very pressing need to raise money. Funding expansion of the army and navy to fight the French was extremely expensive. But there is no doubt that he wanted to keep newspapers out of the hands of people he feared might be influenced by radical, anti-establishment ideas.

At the same time as he increased stamp duty, William Pitt the Younger also made it illegal for people to hire out newspapers and imposed a fine of £5 for each offence. In 1789 five pounds was a very large amount of money. 
In his essay, Income Distribution and Social Structure in London in the late Eighteenth Century, L.D. Schwarz offers evidence that people earning more than £200 a year represented only 2-3% of the population of the capital and that two-thirds of the working population at that time were unskilled or semi-skilled workers with subsistence level incomes.     

So, the £5 fine was intended to be a serious deterrent. The interesting aspect is why Pitt and other politicians in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century were so keen to stop people hiring out newspapers. 
The answer is that a single copy of a newspaper might be read by seven or eight people – who paid to borrow it from a café or a bar. And there is copious evidence that this happened. In some cases illiterate people would gather round a literate friend or acquaintance to have news and opinions from newspapers read to them.
This appetite for information grew as radicals, inspired by events in America and France, and determined to achieve change in this country – began to publish ideas. They believed newspapers could educate the masses to rebel against the status quo.

This was a period of intense political struggle. In 1790 Edmund Burke published his Reflections on the Revolution in France – a scathing denunciation of the revolutionary egalitarian principles that had provoked the initial uprisings of the French Revolution.   A year later, Thomas Paine, an Englishman who had emigrated to America before the Declaration of Independence and built a career there as a brilliant journalist and pamphleteer, responded with his book Rights of Man. (SLIDE 19)
Rights of Man is a passionate and inspiring argument for democracy, egalitarianism and justice. It is a book you should read. It is in the library. It is available on line. It is tremendous. Many editors of national newspapers and at the BBC will expect you to have read it. Need I say more? University learning is what you make it. The more voraciously you read the more you will learn. 

Anyway - in it Paine defends the early events of the French Revolution and proposes reforms including social security for workers, public employment for those in need of work, abolition of laws limiting wages, and other radical social reforms of a type very few in Britain’s ruling classes were prepared to contemplate. 
Paine argues vehemently against Burke’s defence of hereditary aristocratic rule and proposes a form of redistributive taxation to transfer wealth between the aristocracy and the people.  

It is a measure of its appeal to the vast majority of disenfranchised people in this country that Paine’s book sold 50,000 copies within a few weeks in 1791. People who could read saved their pennies to purchase a copy. Used versions were passed from hand to hand by people who recognised it as manifesto for radical change and embraced it as such.
I must accelerate the chronology here – but, essentially, at the beginning of the nineteenth century – and particularly after the final defeat of Napoleon Bonaparte at Waterloo in 1815 radical ideas began to spread.

Competing “Radical” and “Patriotic Societies” grew up with the Radicals advocating ideas such as those expressed in “Rights of Man.” Illegal, unstamped, newspapers emerged to promote the same message of change. Early examples included Two-penny Trash and Black Dwarf.

Thomas Wooler (1786?–1853) began his radical weekly, The Black Dwarf,  was launched on  29 January 1817 by Thomas Woolmer, just two months after William Cobbett began to issue a two-penny edition of his Weekly Political Register— 'two-penny trash.' 

Black Dwarf rapidly rose to prominence as a leading journal among the radical working classes. In October 1817, Foreign Secretary, Viscount Castlereagh, complained in e Parliament that it was to be found everywhere, including, in one northern mining area, 'in the hat crown of almost every pitman you meet'.

It was a key source of political information for radical workers, who reportedly clubbed together to purchase and read it. Black Dwarf had a reported circulation of 12,000 in 1819 which given the extent to which newspapers were shared and passed between readers means that a lot more than 12000 people saw each copy.  

In his essay – The Press as an Agency of Social Control – Professor James Curran of Westminster University writes:

Radical papers mercilessly lampooned the dominant ideology of a divinely-ordained natural order as a fairy- tale invented by the rich to cheat the poor. They constantly affirmed the possibility of changing society through political means by proclaiming a mythical past in which affluence and natural justice had prevailed, and by promising the end or relief of poverty through the elimination of aristocratic exploitation.

The concern aroused in parliament can be gauged by this remark, made by one bitter parliamentarian in 1819 (SLIDE 20)
Those infamous publications of the cheap press…inflame the poor’s passions and awaken their selfishness, contrasting their present condition with what they contend to be their future condition – a condition incompatible with human nature and with those immutable laws which Providence has established for the regulation of civil society.

The case of one radical publisher of the era – Richard Carlile – reveals how determined the authorities were to suppress radical, unstamped newspapers.  Carlile – an apprentice tin worker from Devon – moved to London in 1813 and, in 1817 encountered the Black Dwarf (see Griffiths P78)

He liked what he read and borrowed £1 from his employer which he used to buy another 100 copies. Then he travelled around the capital selling them. When the publisher was arrested, Carlile offered to keep Black Dwarf going. 
Next Carlile met W.T. Sherwin, who had recently launched a title unambiguously called the Republican. Sherwin agreed that Carlile should become the publisher and the recently converted radical was soon in serious trouble. 

In 1818, following several preliminary skirmishes with the law, Carlile published the works of Thomas Paine and was promptly arrested. In January 1819 he published details of the Peterloo Massacre which the authorities were keen to keep quiet. 

The massacre occurred on August 16th 1819 in St. Peter’s Fields, Manchester. Radicals had organised amass meeting to hear a speech by Henry Hunt, an activist who advocated annual parliaments, universal suffrage, and the ballot. Trouble arose between the radical crowd and the Lancashire militia who were present to preserve order.  The troops charged and killed several people in the crowd. 
In October 1819, when he came up for trial, Carlile faced six separate charges. He was found guilty and sentenced to three years in jail and a fine of £1500. His printing shop was closed and all his stock seized – making it impossible for him to earn the money to pay the fine. 

Carlile went on publishing the Republican from Dorchester Gaol. When he was released he launched titles called The Gorgon and The Lion. 

Another prominent radical of the era was Henry Hetherington who, in the first edition of his Penny Papers for the People – another unstamped title – expressed his philosophy in these words (SLIDE 21)
“It is the cause of the rabble we advocate, the poor, the suffering, the industrious productive classes…We will teach this rabble their power – we will teach them that they are your master, the illustrious productive classes.” (Griffiths P79)

By the time of the Great Reform Bill in 1832 (which we will discuss in our seminar tomorrow so forgive me for simply mentioning it now) the pro-establishment journalist and editor, Dr Stanley Lees Giffard, could complain about the: 

List of the unstamped publications in defiance of the law

He listed their names and circulations as.

The Poor Man’s Guardian – 16,000

Destructive – 8000

These two were both published by Henry Hetherington and Giffard described them as 

“Jacobinical of the latest bloodiest dye” and complained that “Hetherington has preached the use of the dagger as an instrument of the revolution”

Then there were 

Gauntlet – with a circulation of 22,000

Cosmopolite – 5,000

Working Men’s Friend – 7,000

Crisis – 5,000

The Man – 7,000

Reformer – 5,000.  
In the 1830s there were others including the militant and highly popular Northern Star and Reynolds’s News.  
Such newspapers were not cheap. In “Power without Responsibility – The Press, broadcasting and New Media in Britain” – Professor James Curran explains (P10) that a leading radical newspaper such as Northern Star, “selling at four and a half pence in1840, cost the equivalent of almost £3 today.”

But readers did not buy one each. Individual copies might be shared by as many as 20 people. Professor Curran estimates that, before the repeal of stamp duty, successful radical titles reached peak readerships of 500,000 per copy. 

That may be exaggerated, but the core point is plain. Stamp Duty was not stopping radical journalism. Nor were prosecutions for libel and persecution of publishers and editors. Indeed, there is some evidence that the persecution of radical titles by the authorities made them more popular with their readers. As a new wave of radicalism – Chartism – began to gather support, middle class reformers and their supporters in parliament began to make a case for setting the press free from stamp duty. They believed that by making what they regarded as responsible, quality newspapers such as The Times cheaper, they might educate the British people to accept less radical political ideas.   
