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Francois Poirier died in February 2010 just as thoek was going to
press. This project was his idea. He was constantlgnoting collaboration
between colleagues, young and old, between acaddistiplines, as this
book, including contributions from two of his formdoctoral students,
shows. Francois prepared the whole manuscript, whogjie Barrow and
Susan Finding edited and proof-read, harmonising tiotes and
bibliography. This book will be one of many tribstéo his lasting
contribution to social history.
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Image fromPictorial News, 13 Sept. 1890, showing the trade-union streetdzar
at the end of the TUC held in Liverpool, 1-6 S4&90.
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INTRODUCTION

FRANCOISPOIRIER,
CR|DAF, UNIVERSITEPARIS 13

It may seem rather odd that Britain, one of thst fituropean countries
to become fully urbanized has been clinging so ltm@ passeistic and
rural self-representation. The United States anda@a, for their part,
project a strange contrast of huge megapoles add (@nd wild) open
spaces. But in fact, it has been a full centurgesiarban dwelling became
the major characteristic of most developed cousitirecluding Britain and
the coastal and great lakes states and provinddsrti America.

Such an urban past has been, in Britain at |dlastfand backdrop of
much rags-to-riches (and riches-to-rags) poputardiure and saccharine
novels, easily competing with Poldark's Cornwallother village classics
like The Archers It has become the main backdrop to unending soap
operas Coronation StreetEast Enders Brookside..). But in serious
publications, we still have something called 'urksindies', as though
urban settings were an exception to the rule, wordh an eccentric's
attention and amusing to the general public whey tire, and have been
for a long time, in fact, the norm.

They are thus the stage on which most of our callhas been acted in
the late modern period: the European populatio0% urban. When |
grew up in Paris in the 1950s, most of my schoadsattill had, like
myself, some distant family connection with the mibyside, or at least
with some small provincial town in rural settingghich had served their
parents well during the period of war restrictioy; own grandchildren
have had nothing of the sort, their generationuby furban and has
severed all links with the peasants in their amgesthey know of
agriculture only through the foodstuffs bought la¢ supermarket. Their
imagination is entirely moulded by their urban eaxmment.

The contributors to this book have explored variaspects of urban
imagination, so intimately related to a peculiaciabenvironment. They
are historians and geographers, linguists and ralltstudents. Their
methodologies are very different, their sourceepapart. And yet, they
address the same object of study, though sevelafiged. This introduction
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is an attempt at bridging a few gaps, without argtgnsion to achieve the
final syncretism of all humanities and social scen

The first issue is to agree on what we understapdab urban
environment. The administrative difference betwé&ewn' and '‘city’ is
hardly relevant today, and common understandinbpwsiht to the ‘city’ as
being large and the 'town' as being small. But fenge? how small? As
we move from the farmstead to the hamlet, fromhmlet to the village,
from the village to the town, and from the towrthe city, we know there
are no clear boundaries. | still remember how ceo¥gelsh informant of
mine was, when | called his place a village: hégved it was a town. Size
varies according to the time and place we live When London was
50,000 strong, it was probably the 2nd largest icitiEurope, after Rome.
Today, 50,000 is hardly enough to figure on a me&y map. Size is
therefore a very vague and insufficient indicatand is probably
consequential rather than causal.

When large numbers of human beings congregate, hehet
provisionally, as nomadic cultures would, or peramwly, it is for the
purpose of exchange. The larger the area coveraldsg exchanges, the
longer the distance from which or to which goods larought and people
travel for exchange purposes, the more complex spektialised the
structure of exchanges, and the trades serviciegsttucture, then the
larger is the concentration of people. Transpochiielogy makes an
enormous difference, whether you carry actual goadd people, or
virtual information. The density, speed and expamsbof networks of
communications, via roads or railroads, via airether, through fibre
optics or through satellite beaming will make thi#edence. For instance
Liverpool, focused upon or mentioned in three @&f tontributions below,
grew to become a megapole, when it was the hubvefseas surface
transport across the Atlantic and to the antipottestill services the same
networks, but they no longer require so many petpleperate them, and
their importance has dramatically diminished coredaio other forms of
communication, whether terrestrial or aerial. Despghe best efforts of
politicians and local businessmen, Liverpool hasnbgradually losing
population, as it has lost the role that made hgrerial fortune. Being
European Capital of Culture in 2008 is above aliraentive to catch up
with the present, and no one can tell whetherwhilsprove a successful
initiative.

Exchanges imply a great deal of networking. 'Nekivay' has become
the new buzz word in our fields of research, anghigicularly meaningful
as a tool for the study of urban phenomena. It lbara very material
network system, as with railways or telephone lifgggelays), or it can be
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a very abstract one, as when one thinks of theaglekchanges for which
London is the centre.

It can also be a very human phenomenon, and tttig itichest part of
the notion for the present authors. Its usefulme@ssrged from a criticism
of the far too dry and dehumanised nature of thestim interpretations
developed from the 1960s to the 1980s. Despite EhBmpson, too many
historians continued to talk about in effect anooys masses, classes
without faces, approvingly or disapprovingly, andlitical scientists
evolved sophisticated tools predicting the deteemibehaviour of groups
in the political arena. This was excellent as fitavent, sometimes even
illuminating in explaining a number of phenomenait lit weakened
human agency residing in actual persons ratherithprecise statistics or
collective abstractions. In reaction against thisdency, a few tried to go
back to biographical exercises, at the risk of gageindividuals from
their material and social environment. Forgottetobiographies were dug
up, marriage registers were scanned, unpublishexdedihunted for. But
confining studies to the linearity of life storipeoved impossible: hermits
tend to be only a tiny minority of the human raged dead a rather
uneventful and boring life. Real, lively individgahave contacts with
others, form enduring alliances or friendships,t@mt obligations, gain or
grant trust, exchange ideas... Outside as well resde the great
instruments of socialisation constituted by schaplsystems, armies, or
voluntary organisations, a myriad of informal preses of socialisation go
on through loose, flexible and mobile networks efgons.

There is a self-imposed limit, though, to the udeth® networks
concept in social sciences and humanities: it ieelyaapplied to
international phenomena. The present book propseéssregard such a
limitation. Networking is particularly active in ¢hcase of political
migration, as evidenced in Constance Bantman'steham anarchists.
But it also plays a major role in all migrationsetdecision to go, the
choice of destination, the social accommodation aprival, the very
survival of groups in their new environment, laggdepend on the quality
of the networks migrants belong to or manage tceeligwvand renew: this
has to be borne in mind when reading the contdmstiof Frédérick
Douzet and Luisanna Fodde. The quality of netwayKietween social
groups is also a major factor in the political coexpon of a city. If Jules
Vallés was irate at the social segregation of Ehgtiubs in the 1870s, his
political opponents were terrified by the easineésetworking in the
Frenchcafésof the same period, where idealistic intellectualald meet
up with hungry and angry labourers. If one movesstale of networking,
then it is found that the complete break of comroatibns between
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ordinary people and their "betters", between thelse feel oppressed and
those who could do something about it, between ethedio feel
marginalised and those who believe they are atémére of all things—
such absence of networking is equally conduciwadtent, uncontrollable
explosions. These were the dire warnings of somerctimen and
journalists in Edwardian Liverpool or Hull. Thisase of the lessons to be
drawn from Frédérick Douzet's analysis of Frenc &merican urban
rioting today.

A sense of belonging to the city is highly deperndenthe quality of
cross-social networking. But belonging is also aelemt on the possibility
of territorial possession, at least in symbolionfoiThe study of Maurizio
Memoli, although completely outside the Englishadpeg world on
which all other chapters bear, is worthy here afyveareful attention. It
shows how different social groups map out theirittaies in relation to
the rest of the city in highly different ways. Theental maps' drawn by
his interviewees show an appropriation of spaceckisontains both the
assertion of enormous class differences and thgesehbelonging to the
same city—if it is the same. The spacializatiorclass is also active in
London, Liverpool, Hull, New York and Los Angelemd aflaneur like
Ackroyd is somebody who might cross invisible boames and
appropriate the segregated spaces to his own imid@in For Tomasz
Niedokos, Ackroyd's sense of belonging—or his sesfseommunity—
also depends on the physical lay-out of the cityictv is another factor to
take into account when comparing cities in différenuntries, as the
American and French urban settings appear vergrdifitly structured in
Douzet's contribution, not to mention our Brazilexample provided by
Memoli.

The diversity of the appreciation of urban spasenewithin the same
city, is one of the elements that make up the meprtion of a city, to its
own inhabitants as well as to outsiders. Publisheting, fictional or not,
as with Ackroyd's, is another dimension of the walk construction of a
city and the choice of themes (as with the exangfldondon's meat
market, highlighted in Niedokos's chapter) caneat#freaders from their
own expectations, or can contribute to the redisppvof the more
enduring traits of a locality to its own denizeiifie same applies, with
even more deliberation and institutional formsthea case of the museums
of port cities, studied by Susan Finding and Yandélid8d. In their
attempts to attract visitors, not only to their opmecincts but also to the
cities they are (re)presenting, they have a tenddocdisregard the
unpleasant aspects of their pasts and wrap upadte tulture in the
brightest colours possible.
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Even the new gallery devoted to the history of steve trade at the
Merseyside Maritime Museum might be interpreteé a®ncession to the
mores of the present day, whatever the sinceritytoforomoters and
organisers: the slave trade is shown as thoughdtriot been affected by
any change as long as it lasted, between theHlizhbethan expeditions,
starting from London, and the last official one 1807, starting from
Liverpool. In this way, it becomes rather abstracil if the victims of the
trade are shown with great humanity, the agentskemeficiaries of the
trade are reduced to faceless account books oerfrfigures on official
portraits. Thus the part played by Liverpool rersaia safe story:
exhibition obscures exposure. But other aspecksoal history are hidden
away for no good commercial or ideological causeallatas in the case of
Hull, except that some of those who make local siens still feel
uncomfortable, for unaccountable reasons that ¢uiglkve way to sheer
ignorance. It is to be wondered what sense of lgghgncan be generated
by an obliteration of the past, what dynamic lomalture can spring from
an absence, from a hole in collective memory?

Other cultural dimensions can survive through ¢oalaural) tradition,
relayed today by print and soundtracks. Such icése of the singing lore
of seafarers, but some of their songs are samplgdofbthe lot, and
maintain a popularity that is not linked to the lifyaof the music or of the
verses. Jeremy Price shows very clearly how then¢hbarped upon in
"Maggie May", for instance, plays on an ambivaleneeriched in the
various versions and in related songs, which dessrin a general way the
plight of the common people in places like Liverpdo a city where port-
related industries have become so little labowrisive they are hardly
visible today. The persisting popularity of the gdras to be attached to its
general meaning, rather than to the actual sobelacters it portrays.

Similarly, the language memory of migrants is bejrlgyed upon,
whether in oral or written form, to mark out thegs of remembrance, as
described in Luisanna Fodde's chapter. In thisecanthe language of
origins is now being used, slightly artificiallys & show of integration,
quite the opposite to what happened to the lateete@nth century
anarchists in London, whose French or Italian sdparated them from
the crowd. Certainly, this social isolation contiiéd to the possibility of
turning them into the subject of major scares, laewe by Bantman,
eventually leading up, together with other scatesthe Aliens Act of
1905.

It seems, from Logie Barrow's essay, that the {gmieof the victims of
an epidemic could equally be a contributory factmra major scare,
supplemented by the opposition to vaccination. Sypgosition was a mix
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of ill-intentioned rumours, morbid imagination, amthss distrust, but
strong enough for the refusal of vaccination t@abextremely widespread
phenomenon in late Victorian, let alone™aentury, England. This is
where city authorities had to take a lead, as gelarart of public health
policy was in their hands, and as it was belieJeat £pidemics spread
faster in a badly ventilated urban environment.

In a way, urban epidemics were the epitome of émilsive character
large cities possessed in the eyes even of their iohabitants. If they
were the receptacle of so many foreigners, andyspalitical characters,
if they were the scenes of social and ethnic canffind violence, and
promiscuity, and prostitution, and drunkenness, auberism, they were
of necessity a festering sore which nothing coultlieate. It is strange
that something of this fear should linger on todafherwise, how can
one explain the lacunae in the official memory afseums?—despite the
cultural efforts produced in the opposite directiaith Ackroyd's love for
East-End London, with the revival of a Little Itaip every major
American city, with the nostalgic folklorisation p&st miseries.

Has more than a century of living in an urban emwinent still not yet
fully reconciled Europeans to the loss of countigsiife? Or do they
enjoy sad and horror stories more than uneven#studptions of bliss and
happiness? Is there something in the fact thatwbed “cockney" first
meant something faked, shoddy, ugly, before itrrete to the special
sense of humour (and special accent) of workingscl&ast End
Londoners? Is there something in the fact thatusebfirst denoted a dish
made of refuse and leftovers, before it named tds® consumed it, also
with a special sense of humour (and 'accent exnghdiare’)? Indeed, the
vision of Charles Stubbs, quoted in my chapter dweipool, of a
heavenly city down on earth was not exactly dowadrh in the late 19th
century. Since then, experiments have been madkearmfonious cities,
full of light and gaiety in the eyes of their argts, and soon a butt for
the hatred of their own inhabitants. Replacing esib& inequality with
atrocious uniformity has not been the best legdg@ublic housing since it
was first conceived of by Robert Owen.

Perhaps cities are blamed for things that happéminiheir walls but
are caused by something other than the urban fae&rhaps cities are
fascinating because anything can happen withirr tvails, the worst,
certainly, but the best, possibly. Perhaps citirescharged with too many
expectations, because they collect such a varietglents and cultures.
Perhaps, it is partly because of such a frustratiahthey move on.
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Note on contributions

Chapters 1, 2, 3, 6, 8 and 9 were originally papgesented at the
'City as a Stage' seminar, jointly convened by edgarrow and myself, at
the Conference of the European Society for the ystafl English,
University of London, on 30 August 2006. Chapterssdand 6 again,
were presented at the CRECIB seminar on 'Port Gitonvened by
Susan Finding, at the Conference of the Société Algglicistes de
I'Enseignement Supérieur, Université de Nantesviay 2006. Chapters 7
and 10 were specially commissioned for the predek. One paper
presented at Nantes is missing: Vincent Latour [duse [), "Bristol et
Bordeaux: mémoires de I'esclavage”.

This volume thereby constitutes the proceedingdaih the Nantes
and the London seminars.
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CHAPTERONE

ErPIDEMIC CITY FATHERS,
CONTAGIOUS COUNCILLORS?*

LOGIE BARROW,
UNIVERSITAT BREMEN

"I urged the father", Dr S.W. Wheaton reported tis hondon
superiors at the Local Government Board (LGB) frarhouse-to-house
visitation in the smallpox-stricken Pennine town Dé&wsbury during
April 1904,

to have [his] remaining child vaccinated; ... | @dkhim if he was not
convinced of the protection afforded by vaccinatince he knew that the
medical men who were constantly going in and ouhefinfected houses
had none of them taken the disease; but he refiitdthe medical men
were protected by a charm with which they would pent.

Let us not summon anthropologists to chew over toharm" nor
accuse Wheaton, on no shred of evidence, of inwvgnlis unnamed
stubborn father or of managing to exaggerate howtntlie area was "one
in which there had been for a long time strong sjfjzm to vaccination?'
Instead, we need to recognise this man as expgesam old and
throughout England (with Wales) very widespreadpiisn of orthodox
practitioners.

Such suspicions had, by the 1890s, helped make aktglan
ineffectively vaccinated country. This was a loegat reaction to the
heyday of vaccinal compulsion. From 1870-1, enforert of the 1853
and '67 Vaccination Acts was tightened: fines ofag1 (for a labourer, a
good week's wages) or a period of up to fourtegss'dail, for every time

1. Heartfelt thanks to commentatrice-en-chef Su=ading, to networker-en-chef
Francois Poirier and, for co-puzzling about the Imaics of cigar-spitting, to
Barbara Dabrowski.

2. Parliamentary Papers, 19@&ports vol 23/XXXVI, App A, No 7, p,130, 128.
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you defied an order to allow your child to be opedaon. This had
generated martyrdoms which, in turn, had strengitieran ‘anti’
movement Almost coincidentally, an acceleration of formablipical
democratisation during the post-1867 decades wedl iir empowering
‘anti' sentiment locally, and later to some extettonally.

Such sentiment drew further strength from, firstthe very low
maximum age, by international standatdat which vaccination was
enforced (from 1853 to '98, three months). Thisatgebearing-down on
"freeborn English" babies of less than three mo(gken for their Scottish
contemporaries the deadline was double that) waislyna matter of
control. Even today and for better or worse, pdrtBatish subjects'
allegedly good fortune over unfree continentalthé they are not forced
to register residentially with the authorities. Asweeping generalisation,
the poorer the baby the more frequently it might rheved, though
perhaps for no more than short distances: whethémbonlight flits" or
legally. At an extreme, an unresearchable proportibworkhouse-born
babies were vaccinated during their first few da§gherwise, or so
workhouse medics feared, the mothers would dramskéses with their
new bundles out of the workhouse into untracegbificcusations of neo-
natal immunisation punctuate the decades, alortyofficial denials.

Secondly, ‘anti' feelings drew further strengthrfrthe drastic methods
which Whitehall recommended and increasingly erddron at least
public vaccinators. True, many medicators, inclgdihitehall ones,
would have trained directly or indirectly within ahhistorians call the
"heroic" tradition: a curious metaphor, in whichashic treatment was
meted out with or without patients' consent by aicetor "heroically”
taking risks with—them. Whatever residual willingsesome parents may
have retained to submitting themselves to drastiatinent, they might
feel differently over their own, to them, "unbleimésl" or even "perfect"”
babe. Here, memories might, by the early 20th ¢gntoe vague but

3. Nadja Durbach, "They Might As Well Brand Us"omking-class resistance to
compulsory vaccination in Victorian Englan&opcial History of Medicinel3,1,
April 2000; sameBodily Matters: the Anti-Vaccination Movement ingamnd,
1853-1907 Durham: Duke U.P., 2005, (places of publicatidh always include
London unless otherwise stated); reviews by, elusan Pedersen, ‘Anti-
condescensionl,ondon Review of Book$.9.05., vol 27, no 17; and L. Barrow in
Medical History July 2006, 50, 3.

4. The richest European comparisons remain E.Pnétda 'Vaccination Policy
Against Smallpox, 1835-1914: a comparison of Engjlaith Prussia and Imperial
Germany', Social History of Medicinel1l,1, April 1998; and Peter Baldwin,
Contagion and the State in Europe, 1830-1,938mbridge: Cambridge UP, 1999.
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perhaps no less powerful for that. In the reportedds of one working-
class Poplar father to his inwardly sympathetic MRe misses [sic] don't
want the kid done, | don't want the kid done abelleve if you asked the
kid himself he would not want it don& When, conversely, being "done"
seemed inevitable, Whitehall saw parents' preferefar "sixpenny
doctors" as undermining the credibility of vaccioat Such doctors
operated less heroically than their public collesgbut they still signed
the "certificate of successful vaccination”, thusrging the law. As very
few "Public Vaccinators" were full-time, they migbbnceivably operate
in "sixpenny" fashion themselves, sometimes.

Thirdly though, the same concern not to undermine tredit of
primary vaccination steeled the reluctance of naditficialdom to admit
the need for systematic revaccination, thus leavithg primary
operations—perhaps including "good" but less recenes—with a
reputation for doubtful effectiveness once epidemistruck. The
permanence of post-vaccinal immunity had been mutleer since the
early 19th century; but it was Continental governteewhich often
successfully enforced revaccination on adults.

By contrast and fourthly, once British medical aoither vaccinist
opinion began demanding universal revaccinatiourato1900, the very
strength of the 'anti' movement which (helped byraerchisement of
widening categories of working men from 1867 and) '®roduced
increasing numbers of more or less 'anti'-minde@r@ans and others,
made Whitehall despair of fully enforcing even gnanary operation.

Lastly and perhaps worst of all, till 1898 most ciaation of "poor”
babies was done at "public vaccination stationsitiviGuardians had, by
law, to provide. Here operators seemed to all t@amynparents to view
babies as extensions of arms, assembled togethéndaeproduction of
vaccine via arm-to-arm operations. And not only Idowaccine be
transferred, but blood. True, this transfer wasaasingly deprecated. But,
almost worse, "respectable” and "unrespectable"iebaland their
infections risked being jumbled GpMedically, 19th-century vaccination
was "ahead of its sciencé"But our hindsight would have brought no

5. AW. Yeo, JP, LCC, MP for Poplar, to the AnniMaeting of the National Anti-
Vaccination League, quoted in the League's montaccination Inquirer
(henceforthvl), 1.4.14., p.93.

6. Logie Barrow, 'In the Beginning was the Lymphe thollowing of stational
vaccination in England 1840-1898', in Steve Sturdedical Health and the
Public Sphere in Britain, 1600-200Routledge, 2000.

7. To adapt the title of Derrick Baxby@mallpox Vaccine, Ahead of its Time
Berkeley, Gloucestershire: Jenner Museum, 2001.



14 Chapter One

comfort to parents of tens of millions of individug®th-century babies of
every social class.

Assuming Wheaton rightly understood his anonymaitisefr, the man
was bestowing on him and his profession an accolefdesuperior
effectiveness, albeit a superiority whose benefitehthey reserved
exclusively for themselves. But this father was hhygunusual. For
generations, a rhetoric had flourished againstoaidlk, i.e. officially-
empowered medicators: they compensated for their dicak
ineffectiveness by treating the medically unquetifiportion of humanity
as stupid. Within this rhetoric, the terms wereersed: the Great were the
stupid ones, whereas the humble were the intelligegemocratic traded
contempt with elitist epistemologists.

After taxes, vaccination was the first compulsiorbe laid on a whole
British population, or at least on all parents (nally fathers) or legal
guardians (also male, normally). Such compulsios svgods' gift to such
rhetoric. The vaccination struggle was not the @pistemological one in
its time: the intellectually Great and condescegdinght be portrayed as
using alcohol, the Contagious Diseases Acts (ttiaraf, over a 'mere'
two decades, more swiftly defeated medico-politiedlomination) or
Church schools—if not, for some, religion itself—stupefy, degrade and
objectify the socially and intellectually humbletimo longer meek. These
and other 'anti'* movements overlapped not onhhéirtactivists but also,
even more important, epistemologically.

The epistemological dimension is fundamental to thelitical.
Politically, the overlap was with any "free-borniscburse. Best at this
were Liberals and, later, Labour people: before @Great War at least,
Labour MPs were 'antis' to a maifor those who evolved even further
left, George Lansbury (Labour's leader from 193'b}as exemplary. As a
teenage East Ender during the 1870s, he had tretckélde Commons'
public gallery to hear his then idol, W.E. Gladstpthe greatest Liberal of
that century. In 1911, unconditional supporter loé tsuffragettes and

8. This particular meta-rhetoric is developed msigthily in L. Barrow,
Independent Spirits, Spiritualism and English Plahs, 1850-1910Routledge,
1986, particularly p.146-212; same, 'Clashing Kremlgle-Claims in English
Vaccination', in Willem de Blecourt, Cornelie Usher (eds.), Cultural
Approaches to the History of Medicine: mediatingdiMie in Early-Moderrand
Modern EuropePalgrave-Macmillan, 2004,; more broadly, sameéyy\Were most
Medical Heretics at their most Confident around 1840s? (The other side of
Victorian medicine)', in Roger French, Andrew We@ds.),British Medicine in
an Age of ReforprRoutledge, 1991.

9.Vvl, 1.3.10.,p.60.
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advocate of social revolution by rank-and-file-igeheral strike, he found
time to star as a speaker at the Annual MeetinghefNational Anti-
Vaccination League, where he was greeted as "aktime people” who
had "been prosecuted for refusing to have his dld/accinated”. Here
he warned his fellow-'antis' (some of them, as tiaah laissez-faire
enthusiasts, at the opposite extreme of the libartaspectrum from him)
how the authorities' shift towards indirect pressufor vaccination, now
that a 1907 Act had seriously weakened the oldcti@mpulsion,
symbolised "the power of the permanent officiathia land." They should
"take the bureaucrats at [sic] Whitehall and stogirtsalaries until they
stop the persecution of the poor up and down thentcp. (Cheers)®
Admittedly, no particular epistemology is an abselprecondition for any
assumptions about common humanity. But a democrig certainly
strengthened Lansbury's identification with "theogjoanywhere: twelve
years later, as the bitterest of MPs when RAF bofelbsn Iraqi civilians,
he clearly implied that the Tories he faced did s®¢ Iragis as humanly
equal with themselves. Meanwhile in 1921, he had famously led his
fellow-Councillors in procession from Poplar to Badn prison—though,
by chance, their particular quarrel with Whitehalas over financial
equity, not over vaccination which, as we are altougee was no longer
worth so big a quarrel.

But of course, epistemology can influence discussitar obscurer,
including at a jocular level: as, presumably, wiem unnamed Poplar
father fantasised about "ask[ing] the child himself

A much larger instance of suspicion of the medjmaifession had
occurred in the much more thoroughly vaccinatey aft Sheffield amid
its 1887-8 epidemic. This, depending on which ob tstatements by the
Local Government Board inspector we take, kille@ Béople or 59¢ In
early February or nearly a month after that ingpecDr Frederick
William Barry, had taken charge of the officiallitgagainst that epidemic,
"a requisition, ... signed by upwards of 2000 [ge}sons" secured a so-
called "town's meeting". Obviously tumultuous inmfgerament as in
numbers, this gathering demanded that the borougtloy and, at least
officially, unqualified Leeds-based hydrotherapishe W. Herring who
had promised swift cures for smallpox at the rdtéhioty patients a day.

10. VI 1.5.11. p.46. None of Lansbury's biographers roantihe vaccinal
dimension, nor did his autobiography.

11.Hansard 20.3.1923, vol 161, col 2339-42.

12. Dr F.W. Barry's evidence to the Royal Commissio Vaccination, 23.10.89,
questions 1922 and 1985; for an 'anti' perspecRabert HainsworthResults of
an Investigation into the Sheffield Smallpox Epigenh 1887 Leeds, 1888.



16 Chapter One

This voting-triumph had apparently been unaffectad a conflict of
evidence: had one earlier patient died under Hggitreatment, as the
patient's brother could be heard loudly claimingpat? To the masses,

Mr Herring who was again cheered, said: 'Will yoease understand
what | mean by being dead. | did not say he wdeteks; | said he were
dead, and what | mean by being dead was this. {@ev&Past curing’). His
body had ceased all action to restore him backvdike: 'That's dead
enough’). He was dead, not lifeless. But he weael deis flesh were dead.
He was simply breathing in and out of his mouthd #mat was nearly
closed. His flesh were all gone; no life in it.

Despite all this vitalist cud-chewing and gramniaxihg, the resolution
for engaging Herring's services was instantly ‘gnd carried unanimously."

For us, the point is that Sheffield's mayor whoit not only this
meeting but also the city's Health Committee, ateodefiantly refused to
"put people into the hands of a man who confessé® .had only treated
five cases of smallpox in twelve years" or, therdby'throw up the whole
medical profession of Sheffield™

Correct Barry may have been in dating to four wesddier than this
glittering occasion "something very much like aipan the town" at the
time of his arrival there from the LGB. But, amolugal officials, any
panic had been at the insufficiency of their coesithle efforts to expand
their number of available isolation-beds. Moreoviirey had at once
enthusiastically embraced Barry's initiative (fdredowed as early as
October 1887 by a visiting LGB colleague of figp employ 38 men full-
time for visiting, in the end, over 84% of all hehslds in the city so as to
offer re-/vaccination and, not so incidentally, swiff out any concealed
cases of smallpox: sniffing in two senses as, muisty, the disease had a
peculiar smell. This initiative may well have bedre main factor in
ending the epidemic by April 1888. Barry celebratbds victory with
almost more massive labours, statistical this tine correlated variations
in vaccinal status (number, nature, alleged andaibte age of marks)
with rates of infection and death, so as to vindicthe honour of
vaccination and, explosively relevant in view ofgiand's lag here, the
urgency of revaccinatio. Revaccination's explosivity is further
underlined (though only in the tiniest newspring) the LGB agreeing
retrospectively to fund such operations done orkhause children from

13. Sheffield Weekly Independé€henceforttSW), 11.2.88., p.6.

14.SW| 29.10.87., p6.

15. Same Royal Commission evidence; also FiGal Report 1896, App. VII-
IX; Barry to local Medical Officers in conferencgy| 28.1.88., p.xc.
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the age of ten but not of eight: previously it Istipulated a minimum age
of twelve®

Yet we can easily understand how feelings of hefpless might
outspread any particular epidemic. Epidemics fituor subside thanks to
innumerable and rarely-noticed decisions by persdies less professional
than LGB inspectors. Facilitating a typically inihétle spread, Charles
Barber, a "provision merchant", told his 16-yeat-alervant "to leave
forthwith", "as she was no use ... if she could w©at her work."
Admittedly, he "paid her wages due" and even "$ent cab to take her
away"—but only as far as "her grandfather's", afs&sheffield. There,
knowing the Smallpox Hospital to be "full* and lggandparents unable to
nurse her, "the doctor ... said 'she had got samallpand had better go
home™"—to Hathersage, about ten miles away. Hergp&ents and seven
siblings or step-siblings lived "in the most thigldopulated portion of the
village, and ... close to a lodging house."

In the same direction, railway-companies issuecedph[Christmas]
tickets each way" between Sheffield and its sisséeel-town of
Workington, thereby speeding smallpox over a hutiainde distance. In a
nearer offshoot-epidemic, Chesterfield workhousentaioed nine
smallpoxed inmates by late February 1888. One hadoh" had been "at
work in the stone yard, which was overlooked af][she part by the room
where the patients ... were, when an attendant tperpatients threw
some food out of the window into the yard." Theiagestonebreaker had
apparently "picked up the food and ate it, and $iade been attacked by
the disease. Both the medical officer and the mdsdd cautioned the
attendant very strictly not to allow anything tave the [smallpox] ward",
and "the windows in the room had [since] been secedown.” But the
more trivial our incidents, the more they suggeat their sole exceptionality
lay in their being recordable.

In the opposite direction and also more conspiciypusmployés
[sic] of at least four Sheffield firms decided, sometgriunanimously”, to
give two-and-a-half per cent of their wages to keafely at home and "on
their average earnings" those fellow-"workmen" mgsmallpox-stricken
family-members. One employer had already promiseplly half of these
earnings himself. Further public-spiritedness—thoygerhaps also the
current jobs-market—may have motivated "no less tR&0" applicants
for a mere twelve vaccination-visitorships in ofigtritt alone®’

So we may be beginning to sense that Dewsbury'sraginwith
Sheffield was more than vaccinal. The 1834 Poor had boosted central

16.SWI| 21.1.88., p.7: Eccleshall Guardians.
17.SW| 5.11.87., p.7; 7.1.88., p.7; 26.11.87., p.7;882.p.7; 25.2.88., p.7.
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interference with local Guardians. Even if theddt (till at least 1867)
overwhelmingly middle-class electorate did not shsbn maximum
punitiveness towards the poor, Whitehall would. rr&840, Guardians
were given the additional responsibility of orgamis public (i.e., free)
vaccination. Many vaccinists saw the Poor-law latk a grievous own-
goal. They were correct, as the next seventy yesm® to underline.
Vaccinally even worse, from 1871 Guardians weragell to appoint a
"Vaccination Officer" to enforce the operation. Ble mid 1870s
Dewsbury was hardly unique or original, particulan Pennine England
(though local variations were intricate, even heirehaving a majority of
Guardians, mostly Liberal tradesmen, opposed taimatcompulsion. In
1876 there was a riot in the nearby town of Keighleshen such
recalcitrance brought extra police to drag some r@iaas off to
incarceration in York Castle. But their Dewsburyleagues, after a High
Court appearance, opted merely to go through thiormsy as they hoped,
of ending years of obstruction by promising to @ppsuch an Officer.
Their choice fell on one J.T. Marriott, not leagichuse he had attended
one or two 'anti' demonstrations as himself a syhigar. Apparently.
However, once the LGB confirmed his appointmentaldne could
sack him. Marriott turned round and began prosegufiarents for non-
vaccination. In 1882 he had what to the still ‘amiajority of Guardians
seemed the effrontery to demand a salary-rise. 'TRXDRDINARY
SCENES" were headlined from the Town Hall when,mmoainced, ten
West Riding Justices of the Peace trooped in totlaeidex officioweight
in Marriott's favour to that of the vaccinist miitgrof Guardians. What
should have been a routine meeting became an walpdzcedural High
Noon (with breaks, not least for a lunch in dangkrcooling off faster
than tempers). One leading 'anti' Guardian, a Mrriend, did his best to
informalise what he saw as Their Honours' "coupati'ehe "entered the
room smoking a cigar and took his seat on the deadble." The JP's
found themselves watching and perhaps hearing hictually spitting”
(presumably an occasional cigar-butt) on to therfisom his perch. In
defence of his, to them, unheard-of disrespectunty "presume[d] there
is no meeting." Anyway, they probably had, on agerdonger homeward
journeys than did Guardians and some were alsown to fulfil judicial
functions. Deft adjournments and re-adjournmentghay‘anti' chairman
were to be celebrated as long as twenty-six yeaes for costing Marriott
his rise. Still, he must subsequently have savoysemsecuting that
chairman for non-vaccinatidh Further, two years after the JPs' failed

18. Dewsbury ReportethenceforttDR), 4.12.75., p.5+8; 24.6.76., p.3+8; 2.8.84.,
p.8; 8.7.82., p.8;24.12.08., p.12; 31.1.85., p.8.
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"coup", Marriott was reportedly saying "both at potmeetings and at
other places, that he was not the Guardians' servaut their master:®
Thereby, he underlined how some tensions betwesal énd national ran
through his own legal personality.

Clearly, despite Marriott's best efforts, decadéolustruction from
Guardians had helped leave a rough generation oefsbérians less
vaccinated than in many other towns with a popatatif roughly 27,000.
During 1901, for example, 42.5% of the youngesidmtvere unvaccinated,
and during the second half of 1902 the percentageed fifty”® Not
surprisingly perhaps, Dewsbury suffered an epidemat only during
1903 along with Bradford, Leeds and much of the MRiding, but also
and far more seriously during 1904. Even during ¢aelier epidemic,
figures strongly suggested a higher percentagetsopdpulation being
affected than in the two far larger cities. As figaths, those of 1903
totalled seventeen, but those of 1904-5 (Februaryerd of January)
numbered seventy and the town's sanitary inspeetioned the cases as
552 of the 1,394 he had dealt with during his,asofffteen years on the job.

In mid-April 1904, a mere three or four months aft803's epidemic
had been declared "at an end", the cases in Dewshisolation hospital
were again increasing past twenty-nfh@&ut Dewsbury's ‘anti' Guardians
and Councillors continued their sniping-as-usuaclBnear the start of
1903, faced with an LGB letter "ask[ing] what stehe Guardians had
taken to ensure vaccination and revaccination vidw of the outbreak of
smallpox in Dewsbury", Joseph Brown drew a corietatas veteran
among ‘antis' as he was himself: "he never knemash vaccination in
[the area] as at present, and he never knew as smahpox." Seconding
him, Mr B. Hepworth "believed that there was an kevang to the fact
that vaccination was a farce altogether." Two fartiGuardians joined
them in another favourite sneer: the operation aaacket for injecting
money into medical pockets and "nothing but deagbison” into
vaccinees. The local Medical Officer of Health (MPDkad been "telling
lies" when issuing posters "stating that the pubdiald be vaccinated for
nothing": why, each operation punctured the ratesiricil taxes) to the
tune of 6s8d! Similar arguments dominated procepdfor many months
more. In September 1904, an "Impassioned Speeci' Brown had them
unanimously blocking LGB pressure to set up vad@nd'stations"—and

19.DR, 2.8.84., p.8.

20. DDN, 22.10.04., p.16, citing merely another publicatibhe Hospital DR,
8.8.03., p.8.

21.DR, 11.7.03., p.3PDN, 6.12.03., n.p.DDN, 11.2.05, p.12PDN, 6.12.03.,
n.p.; 16.4.05., p.5.
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having the same "Speech" printed and distributlerblighout the district".
On the rates of coursg.

Assuming, without further evidence, that such Gisrsl were
epistemologically democratic about matters medibalir bad relationship
with local doctors in general was at least pretlietaDuring much of
1903's epidemic, the jobs of MOH and of medicalesuqtendent at the
Isolation Hospital were held no more than proviaibn Over the latter
post, Guardians and staff bickered as to who shbaile the final say; at
one stage, seven doctors who frequently visiteieptst at the Hospital
threatened to "strike". Not that medical gentlememe blameless in other
directions either: apparently more worried aboskirig patients' fees than
lives, they demanded the right to visit at any hdwwever disruptively.
Worse for professionals' prestige, two medical et all too plausibly
accused each other in court of misdiagnosing smalfjlases as chickenpox
(everywhere the easiest mistake) and measles. Ereses had come to
light, merely because one 'brother' had sneakedhenother for the
statutory offence of failing to notif§’

The smaller the fraction of the re-/vaccinated agntime population,
the greater the need for effective policies of reaho isolation and
guarantine. But any mixture of the latter presupgaes particular hygienic
consensus. This, too, was most uneven. In Dewsasirin many other
smallpoxed places, plebeian neighbours of everysagen to have treated
removals as exciting events. During mid-1903 thgonavas complaining
about "the public, who ran about the van—(hearr)aem groups of fifty
or a hundred." His appeals for self-restraint weam: five weeks later,
one of his Aldermen recounted how one recent reintnaal been
"deferred until after midnight [admittedly on a Gatay] in order that the
streets might be cleared, yet when the van drovi¢ equld hardly get to
the house in consequence of the great number @lg@standing around."
"Young and old" were gazing together. "Many of #iesone vaccinist
letter-writer fretted, were "unvaccinated, and the greatest danger of
catching the infection, even if twenty yards aw&yMis final phrase
understated the problem: since the 1880s, many &hdlit medics had
reluctantly agreed with local NIMBies (followers thfe 1980s motto "Not
In My Back Yard") that any smallpox hospital whemgy van unloaded its
patients was liable to spread the disease downtwidistances well over a

22.DDN, 13.6.03., p.8; 11.7.03., p.3 with Dr Hall's replyp.5; 1.10.04., p.6.
23.DDN, 10.1.03., p.8; 6.6.03., p.8; 25.9.03., p.3; 1R7.p.3; 3.10.03., p.8.
24.DDN, 4.7.03., p.5; Alderman Gledhill, 8.8.03., p.8/\FReuss, 11.7.03., p.3.
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mile.?® Worse, we shall see that neighbours could somstigeebeyond
merely "standing around".

A policy of removal presupposes a minimal levetolidarity between
neighbouring authorities. Dewsbury happened tali¢the economic and
transport hub of over five local authority areaghva population roughly
estimated as "upwards of 150,000", mainly "engaigethe blanket and
heavy woollen trades® Here, the common fight against smallpox was
hardly furthered by, for example, Batley refusingapen its still empty
smallpox-hospital for the sake of a patient fronghbouring Liversedge
which had no such establishméhtad Batley's instead been full, we can
easily imagine the reply being no less negative.

But the deepest problem remained Dewsbury's elebhtdders of
power. Hepworth nutshelled their perspective onphals: "The more
vaccination there was, the more need there woufdigospitals." During
April 1905 or one epidemic later, he was similapighy.”® Such logic,
once epidemics had arrived or re-surfaced, reddultie authorities'
denial, as when the Council's Sanitary Committeéused information to
the press". Th®ewsbury Daily Newseadlined this as "censorship”. The
Committee blamed journalists: they ought to diffdéisgte between cases
originating in Dewsbury from those in surroundiogvbships. Relevant to
arguments for and against vaccination this may hmeen, but hardly to
outsiders' decisions on whether to risk visiting town. No wonder a
"Special meeting of Dewsbury Tradesmen Associaiobmmittee"
groaned at a "serious loss to ... [themselves]amdown generally®

Yet the Tradesmen were reacting to press-pilloyifay less serious
than those Sheffield had suffered during 1887-8havit the authorities
there so much as threatening to stifle bad newsffisld had been
subjected to media sensationalism, and at the natidevel, too:
potentially far more damaging for such a major ents mayor had had
to refute a report in the LiberBlaily Newsthat

every other person [in his city] had his arm in limgs through being
revaccinated.
2nd. The atmosphere is laden with disinfectants.

25. Anne Hardy;The Epidemic Street©xford: Clarendon Press, 1993, p.140-1;
L.Barrow, ‘Victorian "pest-houses" amid London'srahaof bricks and mortar’, in
Recherches anglaises et nord-americaimasnber 36, Christian Civardi, Juergen
Schlaeger (eds.), Strasbourg, 2003, p.127-37 cpéatly p.132-3.

26. C. Mitchell and Companress Directory for 1904February 1904, p.123.
27.DDN, 11.4.03., p.5.

28.DDN, 11.7.03., p.3Dewsbury Reporter15.4.05., p.5.

29.DDN, 1.10.04., p.8.
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3rd. The sewers drenched, and almost choked, aitiotic acid.
4th. The cabs, omnibuses and tramcars have the ofldtuggist shops.
| repeat that those statements are a mass of fadsh

However, against such enjoyable exaggerations patpd, for all we
know, by a satirist sitting at a Fleet Street de&dtkeffield's mayor had, in
medical officialdom, an ally and not, as his Dewsbuaounterpart, an
irritant or worse. Our LGB inspector, Barry, hacked the mayor: "he ...
certainly had seen nobody ... with their arms iingsl" nor had he "noticed
any" disinfectants. "He thought it was only fairttee town to make this
public as a perfectly disinterested obserder."

True, the swift spread of the disease, even througlt+vaccinated
Sheffield, had again underlined the disastrous séss with which
medical officialdom in Britain was, in comparisonitlwits continental
counterparts, admitting a universal need for rewveton. But low rates
even of primary vaccination in places such as Dewslself-evidently
mandated some strategy like that adopted undefathenore famously
‘anti' Guardians of the Midland city of Leicestéike their Dewsbury
counterparts, most of these won election and retiele by defying
pressure from London that they enforce vaccinatidnlike them and
many others, though, they used the leeway they d@legsired with their
local population to enforce isolation and quarangn Meanwhile, each
successive MOH they had appointed vaccinated anyesecould
persuade, not least contacts and medical staffethieg the two sides
muddled along into something like the combinatidrstoategies that was
to eradicate non-laboratory smallpox worldwide dgrihe 1970s.

From 1901, Leicester's MOH was Dr Charles Killicklstd in whom,
from the start, Leicester's 'antis' must have skadellow-controversialist
with heresies somewhat symmetrical to theirs. WHilenself fully
orthodox on vaccination's short-term effectivenehs—ence remarked
that, once an "epidemic got out of hand, the unwvated, as is always the
case, ... [fall] victims ... like stubble beforeetlame®—he denounced

30.Sw| 28.1.88., p.7.

31. C. Killick Millard, Vaccination in the Light of Modern Experience, gpeal
for reconsiderationH.K. Lewis, 1914, p.162. Lewis's was an estaklismedical
publishers, and this book was based on Millardéstious Chadwick Lectures,
even dedicated to the great sanitarian's memarghiapter 10 is on our Dewsbury
and Gloucester epidemics. For Millard, see also Tie Leicester Method in
dealing with Smallpox'Public Health July 1904;0DNB; Millard can be found
controverting in theBMJ and Lancetin his old way on vaccination into 1951;
obituaries ,BMJ, 12.4.52., p.820-1Lancet 22.3.52., p.619. For a prominent
Leicester 'anti"s version, with documents: J.TgdBiLeicester: Sanitation versus



