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PREFATORY CHAPTER.

Cuaos or Cosmos?

In 1855 Sir Benjamin Hall introduced and carried
his Bill for the ¢ Better Local Management of the
Metropolis.” Under this Act, London was divided
into twenty-three parishes and seventeen districts—that
is, unions of parishes too small under the Act to elect
their own separate governing body.

In 1867-8 a Bill for securing the ¢ Better Represen-
tation of the People” was passed. Under this Act, new
Parliamentary Boroughs were constituted, London
being divided into eleven boroughs, each returning two
members. The old parochial areas were not disturbed,
each borough absorbing three or more parishes or
districts.

Here we have a state of confusion—one area for
Vestry Elections, a second for Parliamentary.

In 1870, when the Elementary Education Act became
law, it was not thought necessary to make new electoral
areas, but to adopt those existing already for Parlia-
mentary purposes.

In 1885, with the laudable desire of securing still
« Better” Representation of the People, Parliament
passed the Bill known as the ““ Re-distribution of Seats
Bill.” Under this Act London was divided into
twenty-eight Parliamentary Boroughs—these being
sub-divided into fifty-eight divisions, each returning one
member to the House of Commons, with the exception
of the City, which was made an undivided borough
returning two members.

Here we have confusion intensified. London had
been divided into fifty-eight divisions for Parliamentary
purposes. It never occurred to the authorities that it
would have been far better to have constituted each
parish its own undivided Parliamentary borough, adopt-
ing a sliding scale for the number of members each
such borough should return, which should have been
based on the number of the population.
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But the confusion ultimately became ‘‘ confusion
worse confounded,” for the new electoral areas which
were created for Parliamentary purposes under the Act
of 1885, and which, rightly, were found suitable for
Municipal Elections under the subsequent Local
Government Acts of 1888 and 1894, are not used
for School Board Elections, which take place on the
old areas of 1867-8.

Thus the parishes of London are grouped in one
way for one election and another for other elections.

An examination of the Maps preceding will shew that
the existing areas have not been constituted on a basis
of acreage, while an examination of the tabular state-
ment following proves that the population basis has
been very loosely adhered to. Indeed it seems impossible
to say on what basis, or by what rules existing parishes
have been laid out. Why should Woolwich lie on both
sides of the Thames? Whyis St. George's-in-the-East
but one-fourth the size of St. George's-in-the-West ?
Why was Mile End planned out to the shape of a
hatchet, and Haggerston that of a helmet ? And—
mystery of mysteries—why should a portion of the
Borough of Chelsea be found in the northernmost part
of North Paddington, and a part of Kennington in
Chelsea? And a part of the Borough of Wandsworth
lying between Woolwich and Norwood? and parts of
South Hornsey—part not only of another borough but
another county, to wit, Middlesex—and Stoke Newing-
ton in North Hackney ? And, once again, why should
a portion of Clapham be said to be ‘¢ detached,” when,
all the while, it joins the major portion of that borough ?
It would be easier to attempt the re-habilitation of
Master Humpty-Dumpty than to find an answer to
these questions.

But let us examine the figures to note the existing
anomalies a little closely.

East Finsbury, with a population of only 45,306,
returns one Member to Parliament, and two to the
County Council ; asdo also Battersea, Clapham, Chelsea,
Hammersmith, Hampstead, South Kensington, Strand,
and Woolwich, though each possess a population more
than double that of the former. Westminster, it will be
seen, also enjoys as large a representation as that of
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Deptford or Wandsworth, although its population is only
half that of either borough. Camberwell, with an area of
4,450 acres and a population of 235,344 persons returns
only three Members to Parliament, and six to the
London County Council, although St. Pancras, with an
area of only 2,672 acres and a population about one
thousand less than Camberwell, returns four Members
to Parliament and eight to the County Council.

Can there by any possible means be conceived a more
scathing satire on the hollowness of the desire of our
legislators to secure the ¢ better representation of the
people ” than this example of their own Statecraft ?

One more. The City of London with an area of only
672 acres, and a population about one-seventh that of
Camberwell, returns two Members to Parliament and
four to the County Council.

What, then, is needed ?

Uniformity and efficiency on a population basis only
having failed, the need for securing uniformity on a basis
of area-cum-population is self-evident. But even this
most desirable end could not be attained by retaining
existing areas, which vary anywhere between 648 acres
(Shoreditch), and 6,500 acres (Woolwich).

A new survey would have to be made and London
divided into 19 areas of an equal size—say 2-mile
hexagonals. Each such area should uniformly serve
for all electoral purposes, the number of representa-
tives that each should elect to local, municipal, or
parliamentary bodies, varying according to the density
of population. A basis would have to be fixed, and
might be according to the following :—For each eighty
thousand, or part of eighty thousand persons, one repre-
sentative to Parliament, two representatives to the
London County Council, one representative to the
School Board of London ; twenty-four representatives
to the Borough Council, and eight representatives to
the Poor Law Guardians.

This basis would leave the strength of each body
about the same as at present. The sphere embraced
by this scheme is smaller and more compact than that
of the present County of London : part of the County
is lost at the South—the major portion of Woolwich,
Wandsworth, Greenwich, Fulham and Hammersmith,
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besides a few smaller portions of other districts; but to
compensate in part for this, in the North parts of the
Harrow, Hornsey, and Tottenham Divisions of the
County of Middlesex come within our area. At present
all radii measure from Charing Cross, which, having
regard to the importance of keeping the City as the
centre, ought not to be the case; therefore, St. Paul’s
has been adopted as the core, and a radius of 5 miles
made therefrom.

By thus creating new local areas, the old districts
known for local government purposes as Parishes would
disappear. Each one of the hexagons into which it is
here proposed to divide London absorbs whole, or parts
of many parishes, and this is equally true so far as
regards existing Parliamentary divisions ; but it would
not be necessary to disturb existing Ecclesiastical
parishes to any great extent.

For census purposes, the advantages of the scheme
over the old areas must be apparent. The population
being more equally distributed, and covering only one
area—serving for both the purposes of registration and
sanitation—a truer knowledge will be obtained of the
peculiarities common to each borough, and much
valuable—because more reliable—information secured
on the vexed social and labour problems of the day.

Here, then, is a plan that secures uniformity: each
borough possessing the same area, about 2,500 acres,
and a representation on each governing authority pro-
portionate to its population. In lieu of an arrangement
of differing areas, more perplexing than any Chinese
puzzle, is substituted one and the same for all authorities
alike, whether Parliamentary, Educational, Municipal,
or Sanitary.

Order has replaced disorder, Chaos is changed into
Cosmos.

In writing this chapter, it has been found necessary
to elaborate one or two points referred to in the book
itself. This will be revised in future editions; but the
importance of the Map here presented, and the accom-
panying tabulated statements, urges the author not to
delay their publication until a fourth edition be
demanded.
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PRINTED WITH WIDE MARGIN FOR NOTES.

THE UNIFICATION OF LONDON:

THE NEED AND THE REMEDY,

CHAPTER 1I.—THE NEED.

WHENEVER a history of London during the nineteenth
century is written, the attempts to improve it by Act
of Parliament will constitute a by no means unimpor-
tant phase. In 1829 the Metropolitan Police Act was
passed, by which the new police superseded the old
“watch.” In 1831 Hobhouse's Act was passed,
regulating the meetings of select vestries, an Act
which Sir John Hobhouse considered as important as
the Reform Bill of the next year.

To the Poor Law Amendment Bill, passed in 1834, a
further amendment, forming ¢ Unions,” was carried
two years later. In 1852 the Metropolis Water Act
was passed.

One of the most important Acts of the period was,
of course, the Metropolis Local Management Act, of
1855, by which the powers of the various Commis-
cioners were vested in an enlarged body, known as
the Vestry. Under the auspices of this Act, the mori-
bund Metropolitan Board of Works came into existence,
which in its turn has had to give place to the London
County Council—an outcome of the Local Government
Bill, introduced by Mr. Ritchie, the then President of
the Local Government Board, and passed in 1888.

In 1865, a Metropolitan Fire Brigade Act, transferred
the plant of the ¢ London Fire-Engine Establishment ”
to the Metropolitan Board of Works,
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In 1867 there was passed another Metropolitan Poor
Act (“for the establishment in the Metropolis of
asylums for the sick, insane, and other classes of the
poor ’); as well as a Metropolitan Streets Act (*for
regulating the traffic in the Metropolis, and for making
provision for the greater security of persons passing
through the Streets ).

The Elementary Education Act of 1870 gave birth to
the London School Board.

In 1884, Sir William Harcourt, then Secretary of
State for the Home Department, introduced his
“ London Government Bill,” but was compelled to
withdraw it, so great was the opposition. Four years
later the Conservative Government dealt with the
question, and passed the Act already referred to.

Last year saw the passage of yet another Local
Government Act, by which new District and Parish
Councils have been established as well as new Boards
of Guardians.

Last year we had a scheme for the Unification of
London—the work of a body of Commissioners; this
year we have a counter-blast from the City Fathers
themselves.

‘What wonder that Mr. Goschen should describe the
condition of things as chaotic. Legislation on the
lines attempted, to have been successful, should have
been simple and systematic: it was neither; au con-
traire it was complicated, and the machinery needed for
its due administration was unwieldy.

It may be well to pause here and to show how the
area of London has grown during the past two
decades: using the returns of the Registrar-General
for that purpose.
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It must be borne in mind that prior to the Local
Government Bill, of 1888, there was no Administrative
County of London, but as the present area corresponds
with the old Registration County of London, with
the single addition of the Civil Parish of Penge, the
figures given will comprise the area now known as the
County of London. The following table will show the
growth :—

I 1871. 1891.

| Area in Statute Acres.. 5 - 75,334 75,442
‘ Houses (mcludmv those bu1ld1ug) 457,448 592,499
I Populatlon .eee| 3,267,462 4,232,118

Outside this area there is an outer ring generally
recognized as ‘ Greater London" though excluded
from the Administrative County. This is known as
the Metropolitan Police District, which extends over
the whole of the County of London (exclusive of the
City) and 53 Parishes in Middlesex, 35 in Surrey, 18 in
Kent, 14 in Essex, and 10 in Hertfordshire.

Yet further variety is given by different areas for
what are known as the London Postal District, and the
Central Criminal Court District.

The Ecclesiastical anomalies are just as great; for
the County which, including the City of London, con-
tains 196 civil parishes, 581 ecclesiastical parishes,
and the parts of 11 others, is partly in the Dioceses
of Canterbury, London, Rochester, and St. Albans.

The County contains the Parliamentary City of Lon-
don and 27 Parliamentary Boroughs (which for election
purposes have been sub-divided into 58 constituencies),
the London University being extra. For Parliamentary,
County and Parish Council, and Guardian Elections
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these constituencies are identical ; but the School Board
contests are fought upon the unwieldy, old Parliamen-
tary Boroughs—of which there were only 11—as they
existed prior to the passing of the Redistribution of
Seats Act, in 1885, under Mr. Gladstone’s Adminis-
tration.

If to the resident all these varied areas and authorities
are somewhat confusing, how much more so to the
< stranger within the gates” ?

But there is another aspect which we have particularly
to deal with—that is the difficulty not only ‘‘country
cousins " but foreigners experience in finding their way
through the maze of London streets. No city in the
world is so cosmopolitan as London ; and nowhere is it
so easy to lose one’s way. Surely the national—aye,
international—importance of the ¢first city in the
world ” demands that in every way possible travelling
is made easy? The change involved is simple, while
the benefits that would accrue are great.

All that is needed is for system to be applied. How
far we are behind our neighbours in this respect! And
yet the possession of a systematized form of government
lies equally within our grasp. What hinders it ? The
not altogether unreasonable suspicion with which John
Bull regards ““Centralization.” Like many other things,
good in a degree, it may doubtless be carried to excess.
But the only alternative is to place a little more power
in the hands of local authorities—a power that shall
carry its own responsibility with it. This, with the
each with

many forms of authority now in existence
different powers—it would not only be impossible to do,
but unwise: for it would only tend to make ¢ con-
fusion worse confounded.”
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CHAPTER II.—THE REMEDY.

LET us utilize our street lamps, so as to make them
speak both by day and night, so as to assist and guide
reliably the wayfarers of every calling and class, ren-
dering it impossible that anyone should be lost in
London, and, at the same time economizing time, by
aiding coachman, carrier, policeman, postman, and fire-
man.

London could be divided into hexagonal divisions of
two miles by means of properly indexed and coloured
lamps. The map on page 6 sufficiently indicates the
plan proposed.

Taking the City of London for the central division,
round it we have grouped six similar divisions ; these,
in their turn, being encircled by a group of twelve
hexagonals. We have chosen St. Paul's Cathedral as
the core, because there we have not only the highest
ground and the most familiar cbject, but the acknow-
ledged central postal, telegraphic, and telephonic district
of the universal system. Should it be objected that
Charing Cross—or even Victoria, the centre of Greater
London—would suit as well, it is scarcely necessary to
point out that until the conditions of the two localities
are reversed, and Commercial London loses its im-
portance, the suggestion must fail.

For local purposes each hexagon could be further
divided into equilateral triangles, as indicated on the
map on page 13, that might for convenience be
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called N.W.; N,, N.E,, S.W., 5 /
S., S.E. angles, according ;
to their positions. These
again might be further sub-
divided into sixteenths, for
the  purpose of marking
¢“Wards.” These forty-eighths
of a superficial mile would
be triangles with a Dbase
of about twice the length
of Waterloo Bridge, and con-
tain, say, 200 lamps each,
which  would be numbered
as on the figure here shown
—the number of the hex-
agonal, the letter indicative
of the angle within it, and the
smaller figure giving the number
of the ¢“Ward" within such
angle. A reference to Map 1
will make it clear that this

lamp would be situated some-
where about Barnsbury Road.

The figures on the lamps
might be made further useful,
if the cross-bar immediately
under the lanthorn, serving
now only to support the ladder

of the cleaner, should be made
to serve as a compass, pointing in all cases to the north,
thus indicating the position of the individual.

If London were thus mapped out, the recognition of
district and locality would soon be clear to all, whether
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travellers on foot, by train, tram, carriage, cab,or
omnibus.

THE ADVANTAGES.

The advantages of and uses to which this system might
be put are many.

An official penny map would supersede the impossible
Police Manual of Cab-fares, the hexagonals being taken
as an authority by police and magistrates. All the dis-
tances being measured as the crow flies, there could not
be any dispute about the way—they would be taken as
“set down” and final. For instance, a traveller en
route from London Bridge Station to that of Euston
would start from the City (White) through the 6th
(Red).

The traveller will thus have had ocular demonstration
of having passed through two districts, being able to
say, ‘ three miles, one shilling and sixpence.”

If any dispute, appeal could be made to the police
map, or that of the official at the railway, and the matter
settled. If we are ever to have the advantage of the
¢ Course ”’ system for cabs, as in Paris, it could only be
by this method.

The Colour system would be a boon to after-theatre
cabs, which should carry a coloured side-light, with the
number of their district thereon. Then no humane man
would take a jaded horse of the 7th (Blue) district
(Brixton) to carry him to his residence in the 2nd
(Red) district (Bethnal Green).

Again, for example, if a commissionaire were sent
with a book from the Royal Institution in Albemarle
Street, to the London Institution, in Finsbury Circus,
the map could be consulted—the 5th (Red) district being
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traversed, and part of the central (White) dlstnct
giving two and a-half miles as the distance.

Tradesmen would doubtless print on their business
cards and bill-heads, and private residents on their
note-paper, the numbers on the lamp-post nearest to
their shop or residence (see page 64.)

Omnibuses and tram-cars should indicate the route of
their journey, not merely by the list of main ¢ points,”
but by a board marked with the colours of the districts
traversed by them, in a degree proportionate to the area
covered. For example, a bus plying between the Bank
and Fulham would show a board painted in white,

UAII
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red, and blue—the white would show that it was journey-
ing from the City, and the portion so coloured being
only half the size of the red, would indicate that it only
went to about the centre of the City district (about one
mile), the red would show that it passed through the
sth (Red) district (Westminster), and the Blue that its
journey ended in the gth (Blue) district (Chelsea). The
board would be reversed when journeying from Fulham
to the Bank. DBy this means, strangers would know
whether a vehicle was going to or from the City, and
much valuable time be saved.

The name-boards put on trains in the present day,
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and which are reversed at the end of a journey, could be
similarly utilized.

The denomination of districts could be further indicated
by the names of the streets being printed in red and
blue, together with the name of the parish, the index to
the angle, and the number of the ward ; thus, Effra
Road, Brixton. 7, S.W., 2.” This would be printed
in blue.

In the case of the police, very little difference need be
made to what already exists; the addition of a red or
blue collar and armlet; substituting the number of the
parish in which his ¢ beat 7 lies, for the divisional letter
now in use. A similar plan could be adopted with the
postmen, and the keepers and constables dispersed over
our open spaces.

MAP OF LONDON,

INDEXED IN I-MILE HEXAGONALS.



THE NEED AND THE REMEDY. 1il7/

CHAPTER IIIl.—Locar (GOVERNMENT.

THE Administrative County of London, as now con-
stituted, contains within its limits a municipal borough
—the old City of London. This must remain—though
some modifications might be necessary—if the tone of
local sell-government is to be raised. With the dis-
appearance of the Corporation would go the hope of ever
raising local government above the level of the Vestry
or Parish Council. Rather should it be striven to make
local government so important that each body should
strive to be worthy of the awuctoritas cum dignitate of
managing its own affairs.

This was the basis of a scheme mooted so long ago as
1867, when a map of London, divided into hexagons on
the plan here laid down (see p. 16), was set forth in the
Sournal of the Society of Awrts. Three years later, the
map and scheme were set out in The Graphic. In 1878
a large map—the ordnance survey—was prepared of
London, Paris, and Vienna divided into hexagons (one-
mile), which was exhibited at the Exhibition at Paris.

That the proposal should meet with a warm reception
in Paris and Vienna, is only what would be expected
from such public-spirited cities, even as the cold reception
awarded it here—largely due to apathy and ignorance—
is matter for little surprise. The very map which was
exhibited at Paris was presented to the late Metropolitan
Board of Works, who hung it in one of their principal
offices. There it is at the present time, although the
London County Council were unaware of its existence
or nature until their attention was called to it—indeed,

B
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until it was pointed out to them, after an unnecessary,
prolonged, and fruitless search on their part.

The present time was thought most suitable for venti-
lating the subject once again. What with schemes—and
rumours of schemes—for an unified and idealized London,
and what with an earnest desire for an improved state
of things, something must be accomplished ere long.
But the great danger will lie in the direction of intro-
ducing legislation which will still need cumbersome
machinery for its administration. The plan here un-
folded obviates such need, and endeavours, wherever
compatible with efficiency, to leave the existing
authorities alone.

London having been divided into nineteen hexagons of
two miles square, each such area should constitute in
itself a separate and independent district, to be called a
Borough, possessing a representative body, having the
control of its own affairs. This will be detailed at
length at the proper time ; but, inasmuch as there must
be a central authority having control over the whole of
London, these authorities are first stated.

CENTRAL AUTHORITIES.
County CouUNCIL.

A Council, to be elected triennially, consisting of four
representatives from each Borough (76 in all), and 19
co-opted members to be known as Aldermen (one to be
co-opted from each Borough). This Council to be pre-
sided over by the Lord Mayor of the whole of London
for the time being, and a Deputy-Chairman (who should
be a permanent and salaried official). Each Candidate
must have served for a period of not less than three years
as Borough Councillor.
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Powers.—Those of the London County Council, with
the exception of ¢ the licensing, under any general Act,
of houses and other places for music or for dancing,
and the granting of licenses under the ¢ Race-courses
Licensing Act’ of 1879”; and the control of the
Metropolitan Fire Brigade.

In this connection, we would state that there should
be a Lord Mayor of the whole of London, to be elected
annually by ballot of the whole County Council and
Borough Councils, with the powers and functions as at
present enjoyed. During his tenure of office, it shall be
required of him to reside at the official residence within
the City.

There should also be two Sheriffs, with the powers as
at present.

The Court of Aldermen ceases to exist.

AsyrLums Boarbp.

Constitution.—Tworepresentatives fromeach Borough,
elected triennially, to be presided over by the Lord
Mayor for the time being.

Powers.—Those of the Metropolitan Asylums Board
and {the Managers of the two Sick Asylum Districts, as
at present constituted, as well as any other dealing with
asylums for lunatics.

LICENSING AUTHORITY.

Constitution.—One representative from each Borough,
to be elected annually by ballot, for the purpose of
granting new and renewing old licenses. To be pre-
sided over by the Lord Mayor, as the Chief Magistrate
of the County.

Powers.—Those now enj