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PREFACE

The argument, a discussion of the influence of landowners'
attitudes on railway alignment in nineteenth century England, is
presented in what might be termed a ‘legal' framework. Firstly the
initial proposition is put forward, that the landowners exerted an
influence upon the alignment of the railways of England., The existing
state of knowledge is then reviewed which places landed influence in
the context of alignment theory in general, Having established the
conventional wisdom a background is then presented which discusses the
main aspects of the 'characters' of the two protagonists, i.e., of the
railway interest and of landed society, This is complemented by a
brief appraisal of the mechanics of the interaction, i,e. of the
nineteenth century Parliamentary system within which such influence
was exercised. The main body of evidence is then put forward.

This is divided into four separate sections, split chronologically
ag Justified in Chapter Three. The whole is then drawn together in
a final chapter which summarises the main arguments and body of
evidence to reach a conclusion as to the validity of the initial
premise.

It is conceded that this study may be criticised as lacking depth
as a direct consequence of the employment of a broad approach, This
point was quickly recognised and thus an agsessment of the merits of
& more detailed approach was made with an in-depth study of one

particular example. L It became rapidly apparent that this approach

(1) J. Hepple: Abingdon and the Great Western Railway: or why the
Oxford line missed the town., Journal of Transport Higtory N.S.
vol.II no.3 (Feb., 1974) pp,.155-68,



although personally satisfying, was extremely narrow and thus, taking
into consideration the amount of time and finance available, it was
preferred to utiligse a broad view rather than research few examples in
comprehensive detail, This hasg therefore militated against a close
examination inteo the financial involvement of landed society, of the
shares held, of the capital invested, as this material is not deposited
centrally, As a consequence of the detailed study of Abingdon's
relations with the Great Western Railway it was found that the local
sources, the newspapers, estate papers et al, merely complemented and
confirmed the uvi?ence found in the Minutes of Evidence of the Select
Committees of the Houses of Parliament., The research has therefore
leaned heavily upon these Minutes of Evidence as a primary source but
research has been undertaken inte more local material as and when
necessary,

The constraints of time and finance have also demanded that the
research be limited to a study of the alignment of the railways of
England rather than of Britain., In terms of mileage the English
railway network was at least two-thirds of the total censtructed and
contained examples of every variety of line. As the railways of
Scotland and Wales were promoted and aligned in a similar manner, as
the Parliamentary process of autherisation of a railway cempany was
identical, and as many of the engineers employed in England were also
employed in beoth Scotland and Wales, it is felt that the conclusgions
reached in this piece of work are not invalid if extended to both
Scotland and Wales, although some modifications may have to be made

to allow for local cenditions,
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Footnote Convention with reference to the Minutes of Evidence.

ibid. = evidence drawn from the same day as that quoted immediately

above,

idem, = evidence drawn from the same Committee but from a different

day to that quoted immediately above,
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10 new pence



CHAPTER ONE. INTRODUCTION

There are a8 number of points which can usefully discussed in this

introductory chapter and it is therefore divided into four main sectiomns:

(A) A statement of the field of study allied to a brief description

and summary of the content of the individual chapters,

(B) A discussion of the seurces used and the ways in which their

characteristics have influenced the approach utilisged,

(C) The position of thig thesis in relation te other werk in the same
field and in the wider context of Historical and Transport Geography,

and Railway History,

(D) A comment on the illustrative material uged.

(A) The Field of Study

The subject of study is the alignment of certain railways of
England, The term ‘certain' is used advisedly inasmuch as those
railway alignments which have been discussed in the main body of the
evidence have been drawn from a wide ranging e'minat:lcn of the railways
of England and are intended te illustrate points which are generally
applicable, The purpose of the work is to examine the role of the
landowner as an influence upon the alignment of a railway, how this
process operated and what were its results. In a broader context its
purpoese is to assess whether the traditional morphelegical appreach to
alignment studies is enough to explain the locatien of the gingle route
and whether those influences currently considered as determining the
alignment of 2 routeway have taken the 'human® influences sufficiently

into account,



The approach used has been relatively simple in that a comprehensive
study of documentary material has been undertaken to discover whether the
landed society of England played a significant role in influencing the
alignment of railways. Because of the nature of the source material
employed, which is discussed below, it was found to be impossible to
utiligse a sampling appreach en & random basgis. Consequently it was
decided to consult a large number of secondary sources to discover examples
of any such influence. Once a suitable quantity of broad examples in
beth spatial and chronological terms were discovered further detailed study
was undertaken of primary sources which either complemented and confirmed
the secondary sources or, in a number of cases, contradicted these sources.
Ag the author became familiar with these primary sources, more especially
the Minutes of Evidence of the Parliamentary Select Committees, further
examples of influence were discovered,

As the study progressed it was found that certain gemeral principles
were quickly established which were applicable threugheut the nineteenth
century. This accounts for the apparent emphasis upon the earlier,
formative years of the railway system and the discussion of the features
of the years 1850-1900 is more concerned with points that arose specifically
during these decades, and with modifications to the basic principles rather
than a reiteration of the principles themselves.

Although the framework of the thesis has beemn discussed in the
Preface it is felt that a summary of the content of the various chapters

may prove of use,

Chapter Two reviews the various concepts which have censidered the factors
that determine the alignment of the single route, This is intended to
present current thinking in this field and also to implicitly illustrate
how little importance has been attached in the past to the impact of the

'human' factor in influencing alignment.



Chapter Three briefly discusses the major features of the evolution of the

English railway system in both spatial and chronological terms.

Chapter Four briefly discusses the main characteristics of the landed
society of England during the nineteenth century, their numbers, their
distribution, their economic interests, their political power, their
involvement in the industrialisation process, and their interest in

emparkment,

Chapter Five discusses the mechanics of the interaction between the landed

and railway interests. It comments upon the Parliamentary process by
which a railway Bill was authorised and discusses how landed influence
could be exercised, It algso touches upon the cost of land as a part of

railway constructional costs.

Chapters Six to Nine discuss the influence of landowners on railway

alignment drawing upen a number of examples to illustrate various points.

Chapter Ten is 2 summary of all that has gone before and also contains a

conclusion which discusses the problem in both a specific and general context.,

Appendix 1 is a list of those matters discussed by a Parliamentary Select

Committee.

Appendix 2 is a table of landowners subscribing to the Midland Counties

Railway of 1836,

(B) Sources used

Three basic types of source material have been used and may be clagsified
thus:=-

(a) Contemporary/Primary

(b) Physical

(c) Secondary



(a)

Contemporary/Primary

Five main categories of this material have been utilised.

1. Minutes of Evidence of Parliamentary Select Committees.

These have been of paramount importance as a source of material
for this study. The breadth of verbatim evidence presented can be
agsessed by reference to Appendix 1 which lists those points which
had to be discussed before such a Committee. The procedure was such
that before the Committee heard the arguments of the opposition it was
the duty of the railway company's counsel to preve all the requisite
points and this necessity happily encouraged the previsioen of
voluminous amounts of evidence, each witness being cross-examined
by the opponent's lawyers, Thus, in cases of conflict, there exists
a great wealth of detailed evidence concerning the origins of the
railway company, its intentions, and its prospects.

This is only found if the petition to Parliament, stating
opposition to the propesals of the railway cempany, was acted upon,
It occasionally happened that negotiations between the two parties
ensued before the bill came before a Select Committee which thus
removed the necessity for a lengthy hearing, In such instances
the evidence of the need and merit of the line is at best cursory,
at worst non-existent.

Apart from a number of volumes of Minutes of Evidence of the
House of Commons destroyed in the great fire of October 1834, there
are no physical constraints on access to this material, the House of
Lords Record Office having a full set of handwritten evidence for
the years 1825-1900, The data itself can vary in quality and
usefulness, often according to the counsel engaged in the presentation
of a case; for example it occasionally happens that the full texts

of agreements, contracts, and letters have been introduced as



evidence and are incorporated into the Minutes., It must be
conceded that the Minutes are rather poer on financial matters, for
example counsel universally argued that they could not reveal the
prices paid for pieces of land as they feared that other landowners
on the same line of railway would draw invidious comparisons and thus

negotiations would be Jjeopardised.

2. The letters, minutes, and notes of the railway engineers, promoters,
and of the landowners themselves. The former material is to be found
mostly at the B.T.,H.R.O, at Paddington, the latter in local Record
Offices and Egtate Offices throughout England. These add useful
background material to the more formal evidence of the Parliamentary
Committees and often help to explain motives and intentions otherwise

obscure,

3. Pamphlets and Articles published at the time., The former can be
found in both the B,T.H.R,O, and in the British Museum, the latter

in the monthly literary magazines of the nineteenth century. Both
suffer, through their very nature, from a biaged and often dogmatic
interpretation of the contemporary gituation but provide a good
illustration of the points of view of the various interested parties

and can prove most useful if used with care,

4, Contemporary Local Newspapers., The finest collection is to be
found in the British Museum Library at Colindale, These are of great
value in their reporting of speeches and resolutions made at public
meetings held in the locality when a railway was proposed to be
constructed, They also contain the advertisements of intent required
by a Parliamentary Standing Order in order that the lecal populace

could be informed of the railway company's propesals.

5, Other Sources,



(a) Hansard. These volumes are of particular use in reporting
Parliamentary debates concerning railway legislation in general and
also those specific railway billsg which stimulated such interest that
they were debated in ene or both Houses.

(b) The Minutes of Evidence of the Parliamentary Select Committees
which discussed railway legislation, and related topics, in a more
general context. These have been published in full by the Irish
University Press under the general heading of Trangport and need no

further comment,

(b) Physical

1. Ordnance Survey Maps, notably the one inch First Edition series which
was closely studied to examine the relationships between the railway align-
ments (where added) and the boundaries of the parks, which are quite clearly
marked on this edition, The 1:25,000 series was also used to analyse the
alignments in terms of the general topography.

2, Contemporary Maps, These are essentially those maps deposited by the
railway companies as one of the requirements of the Parliamentary Standing
Orders. As many companies provided a one inch first edition map with their
proposed alignment superimpeosed upon it, these proved invaluable and can be
found in both the House of Lords Record Office and in local Record Offices
throughout England,

3. Field Vork, This was undertaken to assess the relationships discussed
in the documents and to evaluate the arguments presented by counsel before
the Select Committees. Its primary aim was to establish in the mind ot
the author an image of the area under discussion thus adding an extra

dimension to the documentary and cartographic evidence previousgly examined.

(c) Secondary Sources
This field of historical geography has long been popular and has, in

recent years, enjoyed a strong upsurge of interest. Much use has been



made of railway histories despite the fact that they tend to concentrate
more on the chronological aspects of the railway company and often pay
little regard to the relationsghips between the line of railway and the
local topography. However the series of books which have appeared under
the general title of the 'Regional History of the Railways of Great Britain'
have proved most useful, as have those railway company histories published
in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The author must
agree, however, with J.,R. Kellett's rather damning criticism of many of the
works in this field of transport history.(l) On the whole the quality of
scholarship is not all that it might be and these sources have therefore

been used both selectively and with care, reliance having been placed

firmly on original documentary material,

Use has also been made of many works in the field of local history
and these have provided a useful background to the essentially local
conflicts. Again the quality tends to vary but those published during
the mid and late nineteenth century have frequently recognised the con-
siderable significance of the coming of the railway to their immediate

locality and have often written at some length of the circumstances of its

arrival,

Frequent reference hags also been made to the admirable articles which
have appeared over the past two decades in the Journal of Transport History,
Transport History, and in the Transactions of the Institute of British
Geographers. A number of theses have also been consulted and have proved
of value, Special mention must be made of G, Ottley's monumental
bibliography of railway history which has proved most useful in locating

secondary sources,

(1) J.R. Kellett: 'Writing on Victorian Railways: An Essay in
Nostalgia' Victorian Studies vol.13 no,l (Sept 1969)



(C) Persgpective

As J.H. Appleton has so succinctly argued in his paper ‘A
Morphological Approach to the Geography of Transport', there is an urgent
need to recognise the important contribution of morphological studies in
any understanding of Transport Geography. Although the author subscribes
to this basic philosophy he feels that even this may not go far enough,
Thus far the debate over the factors that determine alignment has concerned
itgelf largely with assessing the relative merits of the 'economic' and
'physical’ influences. Within recent years it has been conceded that it
is the 'total environment' which influences the location of a routeway.
Once this broader influence is acknowledged it is felt that the essentially
retrospective mode of analysis currently favoured by geographers, the close
examination of the final alignment as it appears on the map, precludes a
study of the many alternative alignments that were proposed and seriously
considered at the time of construction and further, does not allow any
conclusions to be drawn as to why this particular line was preferred to any
other, It is argued that if the reasons for preference are to be fully
understood a reorientation of the methodology currently practised will have
to occur, which will necessitate a more detailed analysis of documentary
evidence pertaining to the decision making process.

In a broader context the fundamental importance of the railway as an
agent of change, in both abstract and physical terms, cannot be denied.

Its vital significance in the rapid economic expansion of the nation has
been widely acknowledged and yet the study of the alignments of the railways
themselves, which surely governed the extent of change through their very
absence or presence, hag not been given the attention it deserves, To
take a specific example, it has often been argued that the avoidance of a
town by a main line of railway seriously hindered, if not totally impaired,

the growth of that town during the crucial years of the mid nineteenth



century, Thus an enhanced understanding of those factors which determined
the alignment can but assist in the overall understanding of the process
of economic and social change which occurred during the nineteenth century,
It might also be argued that an appreciation of the priorities considered
important during the last century in terms of railway alignment have some
relevance in the present decade in any discussion of motorway and by-pass
aligmnent.(n

The author algo hopes that this work complements that of the ‘new'
school of railway historians, as typified by J.R. Kellett's ‘The Impact of
Railways on Victorian Cities' and H. Parris' 'Government and the Railways
in Nineteenth Century Britain', in studying a theme common to all railways
rather than discussing the growth of a network within a gpecific geographical

area or under the management of a single company.

(D) Illugtrative Material

This is primarily in the form of maps which illustrate the alignments
under discussion and their importance is therefore paramount, In a number
of instances it has been possible to include those other alignments also
considered which will help to demonstrate the wide range of feasible
alternatives available to the promoters and engineers responsible for the
final decision, 4n attempt has also been made to include as many parks
as possible on these maps in order that an impression might be gained of
the density of their distributioen,

A small number of plates have also been included. These are merely
to give an impression of the setting of the various types of residences and

their grounds threatened by railway construction,

(1) And also new railways - vide Sunday Times no.7881 June 30 1974 p.l1l9
*Thig Britain' which discusses proposals of alternative alignments
for a new line of railway between Croydon and Edenbridge.



CHAPTER TWO

There are many factors which determine the alignment of a railway and
thus, before an understanding of the significance of the landowner's role
in railway alignment can evolve, it is important to discuss these factors
and therefore place the landowner's impact in a context,

The nineteenth century saw a number of authors attempt to describe the
optimum mode of railway construction, Their works were of an essentially
practical nature, written in the light of the author®s experience, and tended
to describe the various difficulties that might be encountered by an engineer
rather than theoretical concepts and are therefore best discussed in the main

body of the argunent.u)

The theoretical approach to railway location stems
largely from the work of A.,M, Wellington which generated what might be called
an ‘empirical® school of thought with conclusions drawn from studies of
particular rail-nets and specific alignments, In recent years a more

abstract approach has evolved, concomitant with the revolution in the study

of geography, being based, primarily, on network analysis, These approaches
have been fundamentally different and it is therefore proposed to firstly
congider the work of the *empiricists® and subsequently that of the 'theorists®.

Wellington®s argnnenta(z)

were baged upon experience drawn from the
planning and construction of railroads in Mexico and the United States in
the latter half of the nineteenth century, His initial argument stated
that there were three major categories of railway; those built purely

for profit; those built for the general bemefit that would accrue to the

locality through which they ran; and those that were built for *irregular’

(1) for example: P, Lecount: A Practical Treatise on Railways (1839)

(2) AM, Wellington: Economic Theory of the location of Railways:
(2nd Ed, 1887)
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purposes, for example 'block lines' or those built for sale to a rival
conpa.ny.(l) He suggested, however, that despite the varying reasons for
construction the same general law applied *., . . it is the plain interest
of the comstructors, in all cases, to obtain as good a road as they can
for the money and to build it on business princ:lplel'.(z)

Wellington argued that the alignment of a railway was the result of
a two-stage process, *. . . the first, and by very much the most important,
is the selection of the general route between the two established termini
or, ag very often happens, the selection of one or both termini as well',(a)
and this decision was to be the sole responsibility of the pronotors.(4)
Having decided upon a ‘general® route the second stage then became applicable
and wag *, , . the adaptation of the line in detail to the topographical

conditions which exist along the route ulected'.(s)

(e)

This wag to be the

sole province of the engineer,

He strengthened this argument by suggesting that there were *major®

and *minor' factors that influenced an alignment, The 'major® factors

were considered to be the generation of ravmue,(n the probable volume

of tr:ﬂ.’ic,(s) and the operating expenses, (@

the *minor® factors being
the actual length of the line, its curvature and the *rise and fall'

(the latter being different to the ruling grade).um He Jjustified this

(1) 4ibid. pp.l3~-14
(2) 1ibid, p.l4

(3) 4bid. p.21

(4) 1bid,. pp.15-16
(5) 1ibid, p.21

(8) 4ibid, p.l17

(7) 1ibid, pp.48-74
(8) 1ibid, pp.75-105
(9) 1bid. pp.106-184
(10) 1ibid, p.185



categorisation by quoting C.B. Vignoles, the noted English railway

engineer, who had argued that some three-fourths of expenses were in-
dependent of gradients and curves and thus improvements in these facets

of alignment could cause only marginal reductions in operating expenditure.u)
Wellington was strongly critical of the idea that the optimal alignment of

(2)

a railway was to be a straight line between two termini but conceded

that the concept appeared to be ', . ., commonly absurdly overestimated
even in the minds of the enginoer'.(:”

Wellington concluded that it was economic factors that were of prime
importance in determining alignment and that physical influences were of
significance merely in a local context., Although it has been said that
the value of Wellington's work *, , . lies not in its absolute findings
so much ag in its illustration of the kind of locational problems faced in
route construct:lon',“) his ideas appear to have held considerable sway
until recent years,

Work during the latter years of the 19308 was more concerned with
the analysis of patterns of railnets rather than the study of the exact
alignment of their constituent parts(s) although Ullman, in his study of the
railroad pattern of the United States, did make some passing reference to

the factors controlling alignment, He suggested that railways were

(1) ibid. pp.186-193

(2) 4ibid, p.186

(3) ibid, p.237

(4) P, Haggett: locational Analysis in Human Geography (1965) p.63

(5) for example: S.H. Beaver: 'The Railways of Great Cities' Geography
vol XXII (1937) pp.116-120; A.C. O'Dell: *A Geographical Examination
of the Development of Scottish Railways®: Scottish Geographical
Magazine: vol.S55 no.3 (1939) pp.129-148; C,A, Fisher: 'Evolution
of the Irish Railway System®' Economic Geography: vol.l7 no.3
(1941) pp.262-274
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extremely sensitive to gradea,u) and that valley alignments, on a national
scale, were 'discernible in many places'.(z’ He conéluded *sensitive
though railroads are to grades, the predominating locating factor seems
to be traffic . . . although relief strongly affects the local or site
alignments . «  production and traffic appear as more important deter-
minants of their regicmal arrangement and location®,'3) " ‘Thus, conceding
the fact that the author was essentially discussing pattern, the pre-
dominance of the economic influences were reiterated and reaffirmed,
Railway alignment, in the context of pattern analysis, was discussed
briefly by O'Dell who employed an extremely broad approach and, as a

result, hisg work became descriptive rather than mlytiul.“)

was revigsed by P.S, Richardc(s) and in a brief discussion of the various

The book

criteria that could influence the location of a railway passing reference
was made to those principles utilised by George and Robert Stephenson, in
their choice of route for the London and Birmingham Railway of 1831.(6)
Despite this the concept was neither elaborated nor pursued.

The study of factors determining alignment took a considerable leap
forward with the work of J.H, Appleton during the 1950s and 1960s. The
first tentative steps were taken in 1951 with the publication of a brief
paper discussing the relationship of railways and physical geography.(7)

The argument was based on the assumption that the optimal route between

(1) E.L, Ullman: *The Railroad Pattern of the United States®:
Geographical Review: vol,39 (1949) pp.242-256, p.256

(2) 1ibid. p.256

(3) ibid, p.256

(4) A.C, O'Dell: Railways and Geography (1956)
(5) A.C. O'Dell and P.S. Richards: Railways and Geography (1971)

(6) 1ibid, p.44, see also below pp.
(7) J.H, Appleton: *Railways and Physical Geography' Railway Magazine:
June 1951 pp.409-11
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two termini was a straight line and that any deviations were therefore
suboptimal, He also put forward the interesting argument that in the
immediate vicinity of a traffic focus the degree of flexibility was much
reduced: consequently physical obstacles could no longer be avoided by
deviations but must be overcome by engineering works. He then discussed
various examples of the dominance of the physical landscape as a factor in
influencing the final alignment but did concede that this was only one of
many factors that determined the route of a railway.

Appleton®s ideas on railway geography were refined during the 1950s

with his M.,Sc, thesis of 1956,(1) his paper discussing the pattern of the

railway network of South Yorkshire, ) his Ph,D, thesis of 1963,(3) and
culminated in the publication of *The Geography of Communications in Great
Britain® in 1962.“) Appleton approached the problem in a different manner
to Wellington in that he commenced by discussing the limitations of the
specific mode of transport itself, the railway, and, once again, argued
that 'ideally a railway should be perfectly level and perfectly ltraight'.(s)
He then stated that railway gradients had been decided upon more by local
expediency than any fundamental philosophy and felt that this was equally
true for the alignment of curves in that, after the initial experiments of
the 1820s and 1830s, optima were quickly agreed upon which changed little
during the remainder of the nineteenth century. He did, however, concede

that the *, . , limitations [of railways] vary with the requirements of

(1) J.H., Appleton: The Higtorical Geography of Railways in Yorkshire
(Durham M.Sc. thesis 1956)

(2) J.H. Appleton: *Railway Network of Southern Yorkshire®: Ingt, of Brit,
Geographerg: Trans, and Papers no,22 (1956) pp.159-169

(3) J.H, Appleton: The Morphological Study of Inland Commumications:
(Hull Ph,D, thesis 1963)

(4) J.H, Appleton: The Geography of Communications in Great Britain: (1962)
(5) ibid, p.lO
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different kinds of tra:ffic'.u) He then discussed the second factor, the

land surface itself, He argued that as commmications are usually built

to link towns, and as most settlements are located in valleys, therefore

most railways will be concerned with linking one valley site with another.(Z)

He suggested that there are various difficulties inherent in the utilig-

ation of a valley but feels that those valleys unsuitable for settlement

(3)

and industry were alsgo unsuitable for communicatioens, He further

refined his ideas concerning the influence of physical features on align-
(4)

ment and conceded that whilst *physical features often exert a strong
influence on the location of communications', and that they are in fact
. « « permigsive or prohibitive, , . . lines of communicatiomn will not

be built unless there is some economic demand for them , , . o(5)

He
then restated the basic qualification that *, . . lines of communication
« o o invariably reflect in their shape, arrangement and pattern, the

purpose for which they were made*, ®

(7 the overall

Although he introduced an ‘evolutionary factor
implication would appear te be that physical influences play a far more
significant role in determining alignment than Wellington et al had been
prepared to concede. Appleton accepted that economic factors were an
influence of importance but felt that the extent of this influence should
be reduced, Perhaps the fundamental importance of Appleton's work was

the recognition that there are a multiplicity of factors that can influence

(1) ibid. p.l7

(2) 1ibid. p.21

(3) 4ibid. p.32

(4) ibid. pp.52-111

(5) ibid. p.l12

(6) 4bid. p.ll12

(7) 4bid, Chap.6 pp.137-162
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Q) which

alignment, Hig ideas were further refined in a paper of 1965
incorporated work by Dorschel, Meinig, and Vance that had appeared during
the first half of the decade. To understand Appleton's revised approach
some reference to this work is necessary,

Dorschel argued that there was a general relationship between a
railway and the total environment, the linienfuhrung which could be divided
into a Gross—-linienfuhrung, this being the general alignment in relation teo
fixed topographical features and economic tocii.(z) He suggested that the
relative significance of these factors was determined, to a certain extent,
by the function of the railway itself., Secondly there was a Kleinlinien-
fuhrung, this being the exact alignment in relation to the minor features
of relief, Although Dorschel's ideas were limited to essentially physical
constraints, stemming largely from the fact that the study was of railways
of the Harz Mountaing, he conceded that the entire environment influenced,
both at a large and small scale, the morphology of a line of railway.

Whilst Dorschel provided neat classifications for the factors that
influenced alignment hig study threw little light on the identification
and relative importance of each separate factor, His suggestion that it
wag the entire environment that influenced the routeway is axiomatic.

The problem which demanded analysis was the exact content of the environ-
ment,

Vance argued that it was terrain domination, (i.e. physical influences)
which was of prime importance and suggested that it was necessary for

*human® influences to be 'excluded' from studies of transportationm. (3)

(1) J.H, Appleton: 'A Morphological Approach to the Geography of Trangport®:
University of Hull Occasional Paper(1965)

(2) W, Dorschel: ‘Uber den Einfluss der Oberflachengestaltung auf die
Linienfuhrung der Eigenbahnstrecke Wernigrode - Brocken':
Geographische Berichte: 22 Heft 1 (1962) 48-68

(3) J.E. Vance: 'The Oregon Trail and Union Pacific Railroad: A contras
in purpose®: AAAG Vol.51 (1961) pp.357-379
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He further stated '. . . of greater import are the exactions of geography
in the provision and cost of transportat:l.on'.(n This point of view was
strongly challenged by Meinig whose study of the evolution of the Columbia
Railnet demonstrated the significance of human influences in determining
the alignment of a railway. He argued that his study had revealed

e o« « the extent te which there were alternative routes toward

any general objective. The necessarily intimate relationship

of railroad lines with terrain variations makes it insgidiously

easy to infer that the particular route chosen was almost

inevitable. Nothing is more devastating te this kind of

correlative reasoning than to see a map of the possible routes
actually considered by those making the decisionl(z)
Whilst arguing that allowances should therefore be made for *human influences'
he offered a strong warning

This is not to say that one must penetrate to the ultimate

reasons for each decision for, taken literally, such a path is

likely to leave one stranded in the thickets of the decision

making process . . . it does mean that, at the minimum, one

must reconstruct as carefully as possible the geographical

context of each decision, that constellation of situations,

objectives and possibilities with which the *decision makers®

were faced. In ghort if we are to understand their results
we must understand their geographical visions . . .(3)

The major contribution of Meinig's paper was the complete refutation

(1) 4bid. p.374

(2) D.W. Meinig: *A Comparative Historical Geography of Two Railnets:
Columbia Basin and South Australia®’, AAAG vol,52 (1962) pp.394-413,
p.412

(3) 1ibid. p.412



18

of Vance's plea, that the human context should be ignored, and its modific-
ation by a doctrine that inferred locational studies would prove totally
inadequate without recognition of the importance of the ‘human® influences.

Appleton®s paper of 1965 developed the themes propounded in his earlier
work and also recognised the significance of Dorschel's and Meinig's papers.
Although his argument was essentially a plea for a return to a morphological
approach to the study of communications geography,(l) he refined his ideas
in discussing the factors that influenced alignment.

Appleton argued that any alignment must be considered in an ‘environ-
mental context' which could be broken down into its constituent parts, for
example a physical context, an economic context, and an historical ccntext.(Z)
His explanation of the various facets of a *physical context' conformed
closely to his ideas of 1962, with the small addition of a climatic
(3)

factor. He argued that the 'economic context® was an influence at

a large scale and had little impact on the detailed al:l.znment.“)
He then introduced what might be termed an 'human context® initially
discussing the impact of political boundaries, conceding that their
influence on alignment wag at an extremely large scale.(s) He suggested
that there was an 'historical context' which could include for example,
changes in technology or changes in the perception of the environment
itself which were of obvious importance in determining aligmnont.(e) He
concluded ', . . in examining any one transgport system, however, to obtain

a balanced view one must congider all the facets of the environment which

(1) Generated to a large degree by the appearance of Kansky's work
in Canada - see below p. 23

(2) J.H. Appleton: (1965) op.cit. p.1l4

(3) ibid. pp.17-19

(4) 1ibid, p.l1l9

(5) ibid. pp.22-23

(6) ibid. pp.26-30
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t'.u) The paper presented a more balanced assessment of the

are relevan
factors that determine alignment and significantly, in the light of Meinig's
work, began to infer that the ‘human context' was of far greater importance
than had been conceded in the past,
Appleton's work was complemented by J.H, Farrington in his

*Morphological Studies of English Ganals'.(z) Farrington's stated aim

was ', . . to examine the relationships which exist between these routes
and their ‘environment®, comprising such factors as are of relevance in

their influence on the routes.'(s)

He then listed those factors that he
felt exerted an influence on alignment *, , . they include facters which
operated during the promotion and construction of the canals; these may
be loosely categorised as economic, engineering, hydrological, topographical
and financial and less tangible influences such as inter company rivalry
and cooperation, opposition from vested interests, and the impact of
pereonalitiea'.“) Farrington then analysed the morphology of eleven
of the trunk canals of England, firstly discussing the general economic
influences from an historical viewpoint and then making a quantitative
assessment of the relationship of the canal alignment and the physical
topography. He concluded that

e o o economic factors determined the broad route of the

canal - the termini and the important industrial or agri-

cultural areas to be served between their termini.

Physiographic factors, acting through engineering ability,

moulded the route into a practicable line with a specific

(1) 4ibid, p.30

(2) J.H. Farrington: 'Morpholeogical Studies of English Canalsg':
(Hull Ph,D, thesis 1969)

(3) 4ibid. p.l

(4) 4ibid. p.2



morphology. The degree to which the route was deviated by
these factors depended on the cost of overcoming physical
obstacles, and on the engineering ability to do ’o.(l)
He then suggested that 'the effect of vested interests was to produce
minor alterations in the physiographically and economically optimum
route'.(z)

He also created & hypothetical model of route location of a canal
which consisted of nine separate :ttges,(S) suggesting that the second
and third were concerned with the general economic alignment, the fourth
and £ifth the more detailed alignment, with the sixth stage being the
accommodation of rival and complementary navigation interests. There
was a seventh stage, the ‘accommodation of landowners, and millowners,
causing only minor deviatiana'.(4) The implication was that the ‘human
context® was relatively insignificant and that it was economic influences
and a *theoretical desire line' that was of prime, general importance with
the physiographic influences modifying this economic desire line to fit
the topography. The rather loose category of *vested interests' was
recognised as being of significance but relegated to a very minor role,
Farrington argued in a similar fashion in hig study of the alignment of
the Leeds and Liverpool (hnal.(s) He accepted that there were a variety
of factors that influenced alignment and felt these to be *. . . the
topography of the country to be traversed, the availability of water

supplies, potential traffic flows and the opposition of vested interests

(1) 1ibid. pp.427-428

(2) 4ibid, p.428

(3) 4ibid. pp.426-427

(4) 4ibid. p.428

(5) J.H, Farrington: 'The Leeds and Liverpool Canal: a study in route
selection': Trangport History: vol.3 (1970): pp.52-79
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e « o Toutes reflected to a large extent the locations of new or developing
industrial areas'.u)

In his paper of 1972 Farrington pursued a rather different approach,
moving away somewhat from empirical analysig, toward quantitative measure-
nent.(Z) Once again he enumerated those factors that he felt influenced
alignment, these being *. . . economic, engineering, hydrological, and
topographic. Also included are less tangible influences such as inter-
company rivalry and cooperation, opposition from vested interests and the
impact of peraanalitie".(s) It might be argued that the increasingly
sophisticated appreciation of the 'human context' was a flickering
recognition of its importance despite the fact that his conclusion stated
that economic factors influenced the broad route, physiographic factors
', « « moulded the route into a practicable line with a specific morphol-
ogy', and 'the effect of vested interests was usually to produce only
minor alterations in the optimum compromise physiographic/economic line

0 (4)

e o

The significance of Farrington's work in morphological studies of
routeway alignment cannot be underestimated., The delineation and
evaluation of the relevant factors is of value and the formulation of
quantitative techniques to measure degrees of variance is a great advance,
His conclugions are of crucial importance in any evaluation of the
relative significance of the various factors., The increasing awareness
of the ‘human context® is noted, despite the fact that little, if any,

attempt was made to agsess its impact upon canal alignment,

(1) 4bid. p.52

(2) J.H, Farrington: 'Morphological Studies of English Canals':
University of Hull Occasional Paper in Geography ne.20:(1972)

(3) 1ibid. p.ix

(4) 4ibid, p.63
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The bulk of the *empirical' work has evolved from a geographical view-
point, However J., Simmons, an economic histerian, has alse created a
hypothetical model for the study of railway alignment, fiercely empirical
in that it is based firmly upen his wide-ranging studies of the history of
British railways. He suggested that there ', . . may be said to be . . .

two sets of factors: histerical and physical'(l)

and argued that the
origin of any railway route was to be found with the decision of the
promoters that a line should be built from A to B and that having found
sufficient capital *. . . it became necessary to settle the best route
for the line to follow; and that was determined in the first place by
the physical cenfiguration of the land it had to crou'.(Z) He conceded
that there were many other facters ', . . the attitude of landowners, for
example, whose property the line would cross; the desirability of making
detours to serve other towns en route'.(a) He argued that the line could
be altered during the parliamentary process and also after having gained
authorisation in response to engineering difficulties.

o o o A plece of railway . . . is therefore the product of a

long series of decisions reached on many different grounds at

different times . . . not merely the physgical, geographical

factors . « . they influenced but never could alone determine

the decisions taken; nor yet the historical forces by themselves,

for the railway had always to be laid out and operated on the

ground, and that necessarily produced problems of its own. S

Simmons concluded . . . the tagk that confronted the engineers was to lay

out the best line possible, taking all the artificial, man-made factors

(1) J. Simmons: The Railways of Britain: (1961) p.52
(2) 1bid. p.52

(3) ibid. pp.52-53

(4) 1ibid. p.53



into account'.u)

Although the analysis may be regarded as no more than an introduction
to the problems of alignment the recognition of the complexity of factors
and, more especially, the acceptance of the importance of the 'human
context® is of great significance,

The 1960s and 1970s have seen a2 fundamental revision in the approach
to the study of geographical phenomena, The study of the geography of
communications, now more usually termed network analysis, has advanced
dramatically and, as & spin-off from this, there has been a revival of
interest in the theoretical approach to the explanation of factors deter-
mining the location of the single route, One of the earliest practitioners
of the craft of network analysis was Kansky, a Nerth American geographer,
whose research paper of 1933(2) wag basically concerned with the structure
of networks rather than an explanation of their constituent parts and,
despite the formulation of an equation for ‘circuity' i.,e, deviation away
from an optimum route within a network, 3 its main importance lay in the
strong impetus it gave to network theory. Haggett capitalised upon this
work and presented a brief synthesis of thought pertaining to network
analysis in his *Locational Analysis in Human Geography' some two years
later.“) He suggested that ‘route theory is one of the least developed
parts of location theory' and immediately confirmed this by resorting to
Wellington's 1deas.(5)

Haggett felt that there were 'positive® deviations (as described by

(1) 4ibid. p.56

(2) K.J. Kansky ‘The Structure of Transportation Networks': Department
of Geography: Research Paper no.84: University of Chicago: (1963)

(3) 1ibid, p.31

(4) P, Haggett (1965) op.cit, pp.6l=5

(5) 4ibid. p.6l1
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Wellington) i.e. those movements away from a straight line constructed in
order to capture increased revenue, and ‘negative' deviations, i.e. those
movements away from a straight line which were designed to avoid physical

barriers or minimise the distance travelled through an area of high cost.u)

The latter idea was based upon a concept developed by A, Lolch&) who had
utilised the Laws of Refraction of Light, which therefore allowed the use
of mathematical formulae in the explanation of large-scale deviations away
from a straight line. Haggett did concede that ', , , empirical studies
of individual routes . . . show that in no case was the location ever as
simple as Losch's geometry ngests'.(a)

Haggett's ideas were further developed during the latter half of the
1960s and in his 'Network Models in Geography'“) he argued, rather
curiously, that ', . . the simplest component of a geographical network,
the single line or path, would appear to pose few problems or provide much
scope for worthwhile mlysis'.“) This was either justifying the complete
absence of viable theory at this level or attempting to argue that the only
worthwhile approach was at the second stage, the network level. Even
more curiously he then conceded *., . . both the lecatieon and the form of
the single route are surprisingly difficult to explnin'(e) and concluded
that there was still no rule for the location of the single route and

deviations away from a desire lino.(”

(1) ibid. pp.62-64

(2) A, Losch: The Economics of location (1954) p.184

(3) P, Haggett: (1965) op.cit, p.65

(4) P, Haggett: Network Models in Geography: in Integrated Models in
Geography: (1967): pp.609-668

(5) ibid. p.609

(6) 1ibid. pp.610-611

(7) 1ibid, p.6l4: gee also W.L, Garrisocn and D,F, Marble: The Structure

of Transport Networks: (1962): p.65
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In his *Network Analysis in Geography' he introduced the concept of
the ‘geodesic path'.(l) It was argued that empirical studies show that
in the majority of cases deviations from a straight line do occur and that
*if we are to treat such indirect pathg as - in aggregate - rational, then
we must assume that they represent some form of geodesic, or at least
effort path'.(Z) The authors further suggested that they had discovered
*no difficulty’ in providing explanations for the devious routes followed
although they did accept that there were 'intricacies' in the problem, (3)

Losch's ideas of Refraction were extended by a Canadian Geographer,
Werner who created a model that was essentially *'. ., . a method of
identification of the transportation route that minimises total cost when
the region containing the two terminal points is partitioned into any
number of polygonal subregions that are homogeneous in those factors that

0 (4)

determine cost and the whole model was based upon this cost factor.

Despite this the author offered no reasons or metheds of ascertaining

why costs should vary and, whilst accepting that costs do differ according
to the mode of trangportation, he argued that the value of the model was
its independence of the mode :ltuelt.(s) In fact he went so far as to
argue that relief ', . . does not sufficiently influence the total costs

ed' (6)

so that it can be disregard and, in arguing that various non-economic

considerations could be an influence, for example political boundaries or

(1) R,J. Chorley and P, Haggett: 'Network Analysis in Geography': (1969)
pp.216=217

(2) 1ibid. p.216
(3) ibid. p.217
(4) C, Werner: ‘lLaws of Refractiom in Transportation Geography

Its Multivariate Extension': Canadian Geographer: veol.l2 (1968)
pp.28-40, p.28

(5) 1bid. p.40

(6) 1ibid., p.39
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land which is unavailable, suggested that such restricted areas should be
awarded prohibitively high construction costs.u)

The model would appear te lack credibility in that it ignored relief
and could only suggest purely arbitrary costs for the *human' context.
Werner argued that the estimates prepared for various alternative routes
were crucial; it might be argued that to apply this concept to the con-
struction of English railways during the nineteenth century would lead to
great difficulties in that it was notorious for many engineering estimates
to be inaccurate. The model presupposed that minimum cost of construction
was the dominant factor in determining alignment; this apparently ignored
the conflict discussed by Wellington, that of least cost versus maximum
traffic generation.

A similar theory of even less value was propounded by Cole and King

in 1968, (2}

The authors suggested that railway.alignment could usefully
be studied through the medium of game theory, the basic concept being that
an area of hexagons, each hexagon having a certain value, should represent
a region, in this instance the Derbyshire Peak District, and that the aim
was to join two towns by the smallest value of hexagons, i.,e. & geodesic
path, This game is open to many criticisms, perhaps the main one being
the completely arbitrary weighting of each hexagon.(a)
Some interesting work has emanated from the study of *route factors'
in the planning of the alignment of roads. Timbers postulated some
modes of measuring the variance away from a straight line in terms of
pure cost:~ Cosgt = Direct Distance x Cost per mile driven x Route Factor

where the route factor was ', . ., the ratio of the road distance to the

(1) ibid. p.40

(2) J.P. Cole and C.A.M, King: Quantitative Geography: (1968) p.518
(3) Allied to this their history is completely incorrect: see below p. 179
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direct distance’. However the work was essentially concerned with
the refinement of techniques rather than applying it to specific alignments

or offering reasons for deviations away from the straight line. (2)

The 1970s have seen the advent of what might be called ‘review' works
in the field of geography. These have attempted to synthesise the
dramatic advances made during the 19608 and offer a coherent and com-
prehensive appraisal of current thought. In the context of route theory
Morrill argued that deviations away from a straight line were primarily

linked to costs and once again leaned heavily upon Wellington's 1deas.(3)

Abler, Adams and Gould likewise made use of Wellington's 1deas®

but both
volumes were far more concerned with analysis of the second stage of the
network, the structure and pattern of the network itself, rather than the
paths of the single routes, By 1972 Haggett had decided that Wellington's
ideas ', ., . continue to represent a clear statement of the spatial com-

¢ (5)

promise that route location entails and once again used these ideas

and those of Losch in his explanation of alignment,
Lloyd and Dicken offered the clearest analysis of the fundamental
problems to be faced in any attempt to create a theory which explained the

location of the single route.(a) They accepted that there were two

(1) J.A. Timbers: Route Factors in Road Networks: Traffic Engineering
and Control: vol.9 (1967) p.392

(2) Blunden developed this work and also discussed the route factor but
added little to the original idea:J. Blunden: The Land Uge/Transport
System: (1972) pp.146-147

(3) R.L. Morrill: The Spatial Organisation of Society (1970)

(4) R. Abler, J.S. Adams, and P, Gould: Spatial Organigation: The

Geographical View of the World (1971)

(5) P. Haggett: Geography: A Modern Synthesis (1972) p.343

(6) P.E. Lloyd and P, Dicken: location in Space: A theoretical approach
to Economic Geography (1972) pp.73-78




basic stages in the appraisal of the pattern of a network; an explanation
of the paths of the routes themselves and then subsequent to this an
analysis of the pattern of the network, In discussing the alignment of

a routeway they conceded that the impact of physical influences '. . . is

rather less than traditional geography would suggeat'(l)

and accepted that
the *natural routeway® is merely a means not an end in itself and thus the
fundamental influence would be demand and the economic response. Because
of the economic orientation of their argument costs become a prime factor
and relief was recognised as an important determinant of costs. The
authors concluded that through the influence and interaction of both
physical and human factors, routeway alignment and networks *have a
complex spatial rorm'.(z)

Despite the fact that geography has advanced radically during the
1960s, scarcely any progress has been made in the realm of routeway theory,
Authors are still dependent upon the flawed work of Wellington and the
rather clumsy approach of Losch, It is highly significant that Lloyd
and Dicken have conceded that the complexities in the evaluation of the

factors that determine alignment are far from being resolved.

(1) ibid. p.73
(2) ibid, p.78
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CHAPTER THREE

There has been no major work produced that explains the spatial
evolution of the English railway system and it is therefore proposed
to discuss the growth of the railway network of England in order to
provide a background for the main argument,

Although there is no explanation of the growth of the national
network, various authors have discussed the evolution of regional
systems and a methodology has come into existence.

J,H, Appleton has expressly attempted to evaluate the merits and
deficiencies of four disparate methodologies in a study of the railway
geography of Yorkshire.(l) Prior to this O'Dell(z) and FiSher(a)
had attempted to explain the growth of the Scottish and Irish railway
networks respectively, and had both utilised a specific mode of analysis,
that of explanation of maps of the system as it was at a particular
point in time. Fisher argued that ',., the maps .,,. provide the
clearest method of analysing growth of the Irish railway network'(4)
and had used maps at irregular intervals at what he regarded were the
termination of significant periods of growth (1837, 1852, 1863, 1883
and 1920). 0'Dell had merely used maps arranged at regular ten yearly
intervals,

J.H. Appleton complemented Fisher's approach in that he made use

of three maps, these being of the Yorkshire system in 1843, 1851 and

1921, He argued for the validity of this approach ‘... as they

represent the culmination of an important phase in the growth of the

(1) J.H. Appleton: (1956) op.cit.
(2) A.,C, 0'Dell: (1939) loc.cit.
(3) C.A, Figher: (1941) loc,.cit.
(4) ibid. p.266



network, [howeVer] the inequality of the intervals ... does not mean that
the changes brought about in the latter period are necessarily greater
than those brought about in the former'.(l)

This mode of explanation was further refined with Patmore®s analysis
of the railway networks of Merseyside(Z) and South East Lancashire.(a)
He implemented the use of histograms, which represented the extent of
mileage opened each year, and this allowed a heightened precision in
the identification of specific phases of growth, He argued ... when
the dates of changes in the network are plotted on a line scale periods
of activity are seen to alternate with periods of quiescence ... [and
thus] dates were chosen at the close of each main period of activity

,'(4) Patmore's approach suggested that in any analysis of the

growth of the railway system of a small area, the phases were bound to
vary according to local influences., Thus for Merseyside the time
series was 1845, 1860, 1875, 1890 and 1912; for south-east Lancashire
it was 1842, 1850, 1870, 1885 and 1915: broadly similar yet having
significant variations.

From an analysis of the graph of mileage of railway opened in the
U,x,f%fg@l) it would appear that there were four distinct phases of

growth.(s) The initial phase from 1820 to 1840 and the second being

(1) J.H, Appleton: (1956) op.cit. p.120

(2) J.A. Patmore: 'The Railway Network of Merseyside®: Ingt, of
British Geographers; Transactions and Papers no.29 (1961) 231-244

(3) J.A. Patmore: 'The Railway Network of the Manchester Conurbation®:
1,B.G.; Trans and Papers: no.34 (1964) pp.159-173

(4) ibid: p.l62

(5) The statistics for the construction of the graph have been drawn
from B.S. Mitchell and P. Deane: ‘Abstract of British Historical
Statistics': (1962) pp.225-227, which unfortunately refers to

Great Britain, and also from a graph published in ‘The Industrial-
isation Process': Open University: (1971) p.2l.
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1840 and 1850, these being two complete cycles. Between 1850 and 1870
there would appear to have been a steady period of quite rapid construct-
ion culminating in the years 1868 - 1870. This was succeeded by a
period of steady expansion at a slower pace which lasted until the
conclusion of the First War, when the maximum extent of route mileage

was attained, Maps have therefore been drawn of the English railway

system as it was in 1840, 1850, 1872 and 1922, (Figs. 2, 3, 4 and 5)(1)

Although there have been few attempts to explain the growth of the

national system in geographical terms,(Z) many authors have discussed

(3)

either the 'chrono-historical® or the ‘economic' aspects. Jackman,

Hamilton-Ellis,(4) Lewin,(S) Simmons,(e) and Course(7) are prime

practitioners of the former approach, Pbllins,(s) Dyos and Aldcroft,(g)

(1) Suitable maps to illustrate these divisions are few and far between,
More often than not authors use maps that have appeared in earlier
works and use has been made of the maps for 1840 and 1850 that were
published in W, Smith: An Economic Geography of Britain: (1949)

p.160 and for 1872 from J,H., Clapham: An Economic History of
Modern Britain: (1930) vol.2p,.184 (this being based on the map

drawn for the Select Committee of that year), A suitable map for
the ultimate mileage was less easy to discover and use has been
made of a map of British railways that was published in the Times
Atlas of 1922 (with due references to J.,A, Patmore: 'The contraction
of the network of Railway Passenger Services in England and Wales
1836 - 1962': I,B,G. Trans and Papers no,.38, (1968). pp.105-117,

(2) H.C. Darby (ed.,) A New Historical Geography of England (1973)
pp.509-14, 571-6, 646-51,

(3) W.T. Jackman: *The Development of Transportation in Modern England®:
(1916)

(4) C.H, Ellis: *British Railway History®: 2 vols, (1954-9)

(5) H.G. Lewin: *Early British Railways': (1925)
"(6) J. Simmons: (1961) op.cit.
(7) E. Course: The Railways of Southern England: The Main Lines (1973)

(8) H. Pollins: Britain®s Railways: An Industrial History: (1971)

(9) H,J. Dyos and D, Aldcroft: British Transport: An Economic Survey
from the Seventeenth Century to the twentieth (1969).
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Savage,(l) Sherrington,(Z) and Pratt(a) of the latter whilst Parris(4)

and CleVeland-Stevens(S) have analysed the political ramifications of the
growth of the system. These varying approaches all have their limitations
and the brief analysis that follows is an amalgam of all in an attempt to
provide a coherent framework,

The earliest English Railways had- evolved in the mining areas and
were usually, if not always, built to connect a mine or quarry with
navigable water. With the general expansion of the canal system in the
late eighteenth century a number of tramroads were built to link quarries
et al with canal basins., By far the greatest mileage of mineral
railways was to be found in the north-east of England, on Tyneside and
in County Durham, and it was here that a pool of considerable expertise
evolved and many aspects of the growing technology were tried and
implemented. Perhaps the ultimate realisation of this technology was
the construction of the Stockton and Darlington Railway, and its opening
in 1825 marked the culmination of what might be called the ‘tramroad
phase'.(a)

The commencement of the succeeding phase, the Railway Age itself,
is generally accepted to have occurred with the opening of the Liverpool

and Manchester Railway in 1830.(7) This placed the concept of the

(1) C.I. Savage: An Economic History of Transport (1961)
(2) C.E.R. Sherrington: The Economics of Rail Transport in Great
Britain (1928)

(3) E.A. Pratt: A History of Inland Transport and Communications in
England (1912)

(4) H, Parris: ‘Government and the Railways in Nineteenth Century
Britain (1965)

(5) E.C. Cleveland-Stevens: English Railways: Their Development and
their relation to the state (1915)

(6) H., Pollins: op.cit. p.21
(7) ibid, p.17, M. Robbins: 'The Railway Age' (1962) p.2l
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railway on completely new criteria, Robbins has argued that the modern
railway may be regarded as a combination of

e « o (a) specialized track; (b) accommodation of public

traffic; (c) conveyance of passengers; . . . (d) mechanical

1)

traction . . . [and] (e) some measure of public control,

In geographical terms the line was of great importance in that
traffic was to be carried in both directions rather than just one, as
had been the usual practice in the mining areas., The significance of
the Stockton and Darlington Railway has perhaps been overemphasised as
a direct result of the misleading nature of its title. As J.H, Appleton
has pointed out, the line was in fact from the South Durham coalfield to
the navigable water of the Tees and not to link the two towns at 311.(2)

As a result of the conspicuous success of the opening of the
Liverpool and Manchester Railway in 1830 and the realisation of %, . .
the feasibility of a profitable railway . . . outside the mining areas',(a)
provincial investors began to seriously consider the idea of a rail link
between South Lancashire and London, via Birmingham, The early 1820s
had seen a number of proposals for such a trunk line but the various
schemes had faded with the collapse of the investment boom in the latter
months of 1825.(4) Despite the considerable political turmoil of the
early 1830s the promoters decided to submit a bill for the London and
Birmingham Railway to Parliament for the session of 1832, having failed
(5)

by a matter of weeks to have plans prepared for the preceding session.

(1) M. Robbins (1962) op.cit. p.24
(2) J.H. Appleton: (1956) op.cit. p.24
(3) E.J. Hobsbawm: *Industry and Empire’: (Penguin ed., 1969) p.112

(4) 8.G. Checkland: The Rise of Industrial Society in England 1815 -
1885: (1964) p.l4

(5) L.T.C. Rolt: George and Robert Stephenson: The Railway Revolution
(1960) p.215
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The bill was rejected in 1832 but, having been slightly modified, was
authorised in 1833, The Grand Junction Railway, a line from Birmingham
to the Liverpool and Manchester Railway near Warrington, was also
authorised in 1833.(1) Thus the seven years from the enactment of the
Liverpool and Manchester Railway in 1826 to the authorisation of these
two trunk lines in 1833, had seen the railway move from a position of
mere local competitive significance, of immediate benefit to South
Lancashire alone, to one of national importance, with the union of the
capital city and docks to the two major manufacturing regions of England
at that time, the West Midlands and South Lancashire.

With the successful parliamentary passage of the two trunk lines
and the implied acceptance on the part of the legislature of the
principle of and necessity for railways,(Z) two further schemes were
promoted, these being the London and Southampton Railway, and the
Great Western Railway (from Bristol to London) which had their origins
in the ports of Southampton and Bristol respectively and were specifically
designed to improve communications with London. The London and
Southampton Railway was authorised in 1834, and the Great Western Railway,
having failed in that year, was sanctioned in 1835,
A basic network was quickly evolving being, as Beaver suggeated,(a)
oriented radially on the dominant city of London and this stage of the
evolution of the network - i.e, of long radial arms from the provinces
to the capital city - was heavily intensified during the investment boom
of the mid 1830s,

Checkland and Hobsbawm have both argued that the rapid industrial-

isation of Britain during the early decades of the nineteenth century

(1) see below p, 110
(2) see below p, 122
(3) sS.H, Beaver: (1937) loc.cit.
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created capital far faster than it could, or had reason to be, invested,
Consequently, the railways were felt to be suitable for considerable
investment of this surplus capital solely on the basis of the financial
success of the Liverpool and Manchester Railway, the implicit Parliamentary
acceptance of the need for major railway trunk routes and the return of
relative political stability after.the Reformicrisiss 2’ . Claphan rather
scathingly argued that *, . . hope and the Liverpool and Manchester

' (3)

precedent were still the main justifications® for railway investment.

The investment boom collapsed in 1837 as a result of a financial
criSis(4) and although 1836 and 1837 had seen the authorisation of a
considerable mileage of railway, the final years of the decade saw the
virtual cessation of all promotion, although a number of Acts were
passed authorising the creation of further capital, There was a time
lag between the authorisation of a line of railway and its eventual
completion; for example the London and Birmingham Railway only came
into service in 1838, and the Great Western, authorised in 1835, was not
completed until 1841, Therefore, despite the fact that promotion came
to a halt in 1837, this first phase of growth cannot be said to have
been concluded until the early years of the 1840s with the opening of
those lines authorised during the previous decade,

The map of the system of 1840 (Fig.2) shows that during the 1830s
a basic framework, oriented strongly around London in the south of the

country but focused more on the ports and industrial areas in the north

(1) S.G. Checkland: op.cit. pp.14-15, E.J. Hobsbawm: op.cit. pp75,
112-113,

(2) S.G, Checkland: op.cit. pp.14-15, E.J. Hobsbawm:op.cit. pp.112-113,
H.,J. Dyos and D,Aldcroft: op.cit. pp.122-123,

(3) J.H. Clapham: op.cit. vol.1 The Early Railway Age, 1820-1850
(1926) p.388.

(4) ibid. pp.511-517,
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and midlands, had come into existence. The Pennines can be seen to have
exerted a strong influence on the pattern of development causing the main
lines to the north to bifurcate at Rugby and Hampton-in-Arden. The
primary east-west link from Liverpool to Hull via Leeds was open although
the secondary, more difficult, route from Manchester to Sheffield was yet
to be completed. The contrast between the trellised pattern of the north
and the strong radial pattern of the south is striking,

This national pattern was already becoming confused with the con-
struction of ‘cut-off® lines, for example those between Manchester and
Crewe, and also between Swindon and Cheltenham, Peripheral links were
also developing, for example that between Birmingham and Gloucester,
Although these lines tended to be promoted on a relatively small scale,
Appleton has argued that they were often planned quite carefully, one in
relation to the other, to be of maximum effect in a national as well as
a local context.(l) The alignment of the York and North Midland Railway
is a prime example of this concept in its relationship with the North
Midland Railway, which in turn was strongly influenced by the alignment
of the Midland Counties Railway and the Birmingham and Derby Junction
Railway. All four railway companies were authorised in the same year,
1836,

Where a proposed railway was free of any such need to connect with
another, many alternative routes were often seriously considered, For
example the country between London and Brighton spawned five separate
companies and three dominant routes; (Fig.14); I,K., Brunel, the
engineer to the G.W, Rly., had a choice of two radically different
alignments between Bristol and London, and the Stephensons debated the

merits of a line between Birmingham and London which ran via Oxford or

(1) J.H, Appleton (1956): op.cit, p.30



e}

Coventry, The tentative approach and restrictions on overgenerous
capital expenditure is reflected in the number of short branches from
these main lines to adjacent towns, for example those to Sheffield and
Aylesbury, This feature perhaps reflects the national, rather than
local objectives of the promoters.

Although the 1820s and 1830s saw the railway pass from a position
of local to national significance, lines were still largely promoted in
the provinces, with the Lancashire interest being strongly represented
upon many boards. In terms of investment the railway had still to be
accepted on a national scale, This recognition was to occur in the
middle years of the 1840s,

The English economy had entered the worst industrial recession of
the nineteenth century in the last years of the 18303(1) and it was not
until 1842 that conditions began to improve with an excellent harvest
and a rapid fall in prices.(z) Industrialists found that they had
large surpluses of capital to invest but with government stocks offering
unfavourable rates of interest and with the, then, small scale economy
being unable to absorb such amounts, they felt that large scale invest-
ment in railway construction was an ideal solution to their difficulties.
During the 1820s and 1830s considerable sums of money had been invested
overseas, often at great loss. Consequently Britisgh capital

was ready for investment in reliable Britain, In fact it

surged into railways for want of anything equally capital

absorbing and turned a valuable innovation in transport into

a major national programme of capital investment . . .

[However] much of it was rashly, stupidly, some of it

(1) E,J, Hobsbawm: op.cit., p.l14
(2) J.H, Clapham: (1926) op.cit. vol.l p,391
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insanely invested.
But why at this time? Perhaps because those railways that had been
authorised during the 1830s had been completed and were operating with
conspicuous success. Although the East Anglian lines had failed in
their overall objectives, by and large the idea was seen to work on a
national scale, This view was complemented by the fact that the Govern-
ment had not only acquiesced to the idea of railways but appeared to be
actively encouraging their construction with its reports of 1840 and 1841
discussing the most efficient rail links from the capital to Scotland and
Ireland.(Z) The impression of Parliamentary support was strengthened
by relaxations of the legislative procedure relating to railways which
occurred in the early years of the 18405.(3) Thus the alliance of
considerable sums of idle capital, the apparent success of the concept,
and government approval coincided to create the most frenetic period of
railway promotion ever seen in England.(4)

The mania began in 1844 with the authorisation of 805 miles of new
railway, an increase of one third over the mileage of line open at that
time. In 1845 2,700 miles were authorised and in 1846 a further 4,538
miles. The amount fell in 1847 when 1,354 miles were approved and the
spate of promotion lapsed considerably in the last years of the decade;
1848 saw just 371 miles authorised, 1849 sixteen miles and in 1850 a mere

eight miles.(s) In 1843 1,952 miles of line were open; by 1850 this

(1) E.J, Hobsbawm: op.cit. p.l13

(2) J.H, Clapham (1926) op.cit, vel.l p.390

(3) H, Pollins: (1971) op.cit, p.36

(4) F. Clifford: A History of Private Bill Legislation (1885) vol,l
PP .86-7.

(5) figures are drawn from B,S. Mitchell and P, Deane: op.cit. pp.
225-227, H, Pollins: (1971) op.cit. p.40, E. Cleveland-Stevens:
op.cit, pp.24 25,
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had increased to 6,621, Prior to 1843 nearly £84 millions of capital
expenditure had been authorised; between 1844 and 1850 a further £276
millions were soO approved.

Share prices reached their peak during the summer of 1845 and
remained relatively high during all of 1846, In 1847 speculation came
to a sudden halt with a run on the Bank of England which quickly retal-
iated by suspending the Bank Charter Act and thus severely curtailed the
availability of loans.(l) The years succeeding 1847 saw the various
railway companies attempting to complete the mileage authorised by
Parliament, Many did not do so. Although in toto some 9,792 miles of
railway were approved between 1844 and 1850, by 1853 the previous decade
had seen an increase in mileage of only 4,853 miles, i.e. some 50% of
that authorised.(Z)

The geographical significance of this increase cannot be minimised,
as a comparison of the maps of 1840 and 1850 (Fig.3) will illustrate.
Strong expansion had occurred to the east of the London and North Western
main line. The Great Northern Railway duplicated the main route to the
north and, in so doing, had encouraged the construction of many inter-
mediary links to the other radial arms in this area of England. East
Anglia was better provided for as was Kent and Sussex. However that
quadrant of country to the west of the London and South Western Railway
main line and the London and North Western Railway main line had seen
little successful development. Although the G,W,Rly. main line to the
west had been extended from Exeter to Plymouth and the London and South

Western now ran as far as Dorchester, fierce rivalry between the two

companies had proved mutually destructive and thus it was to the north

(1) H. Pollins: (1971) op.cit, p.39
(2) E. Cleveland-Stevens: op.cit. pp.24-5



L3

of the G.W.R. main line, with the extension of the Oxford branch toward
Rugby and Wolverhampton, that the greatest development occurred. In the
far north the Pennines, north of Leeds, saw little railway construction,
as did Cumberland. Perhaps the most rapid expansion héd occurred in
Lancashire and the West Riding of Yorkshire, with the Huddersfield and
Manchester Railway replacing the much less direct route of the Manchester
and Leeds Railway of some ten years earlier,
Although some argued that the national network was now complete(l)
there was obviously a need for further refinement in the expansion of the
system, Various authors have suggested that the 1850s and the 1860s
form a coherent unit in the evolution of the English railway network.(Z)
Pollins has suggested that
some 8,000 miles were built between 1850 and 1870, part of this
having been authorised in the mid 1840s. Improved trade in
the early fifties led to a veritable boom in 1852 and 1853,
and again in 1856 (the Crimean War intervening). After the
financial crisis of 1857 the period of 1858-1865 was full of
railway excitement, particularly in 1863-1865 and by 1870
some 15,000 miles were open in the United Kingdom.(s)
In fact in 1850 there were 6,621 miles of railway open; by 1871
(4)

this had increased to 13,388 miles, more than double the earlier figure.

A comparison of the maps of the network for 1850 and 1872 (Fig,4) high-

(1) J.H, Clapham: (1926) op.cit. vol,l p.392, M, Robbins: (1962)
op.cit., p.33

(2) for example C.I, Savage: op.cit. p.60, H.J, Dyos and D, Aldcroft
op.cit. p.l40,

(3) H, Pollins: "Asgpects of Railway Accounting before 1868°: in

'Railways in the Victorian Economy' ed. M.C, Reed (1969) p.141
(4) B,S. Mitchell and P, Deane: op.cit. pp.225-227.



lights the extent of this growth during these years. Many lines were
authorised in predominantly agricultural areas, especially in the south
and east of England.(l) Despite the fact that the histories of railway
construction dwindle away quite remarkably after 1850(2) some basic trends
have been identified,

Savage believed that ', . . extensions to the railway system in
this period [1850-1870] consisted of some additional trunk lines,
together with many branch lines and short connecting links'.(a) Dyos
and Aldcroft were less definite; they felt that the years after 1850
saw a period of 'maturity' which implied *, . . filling the gaps, or
more correctly perceiving the gaps that might be filled'.(4) Clapham
argued that the two decades saw the construction of *, ., ., a number of
new trunk lines in England . . . and a great number of branch lines,
link lines and short competitive stretches everywhere . . .'(5) and
Robbins has suggested that 1850 - 1870 was the YAge of the Interlopers
. the age when railways were carried to the fringes of Britain -

the margins which had been left outside the pattern of 1850'.(6)

The years between 1850 and 1870 saw the continuous and quite rapid
expansion of the English railway network, A great many of these new
lines were local in character, however, and promoted on completely

different criteria to those of the earlier decades. Clapham has argued

(1) H, Dyos and D, Aldcroft: op.cit. p.139, J. Simmons: (1961)
op.cit. p.199.

(2) H. Pollins:'Railway Contractors and the Finance of Railway
Development in Britain® in M,C, Reed (1969) p.228

(3) c.I, Savage: op,.cit. p.60

(4) H, Dyos and D, Aldcroft: op.cit. p.1l40

(5) J.H. Clapham: (1930) op.cit. vol.2: p.1l81

(6) M. Robbins: (1962) op,.cit. p.40
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that initially railways were pramoted locally and in the provinces, and
that London was rather wary of the idea. This attitude altered during
the 1840s and saw the London Stock Exchange investing heavily in railways
and dealing freely in railway company shares.(l) As has been argued
this investment was rather negative in that it was seen to be more a
useful solution to the problems of a capital glut rather than to encourage
railway development per se. Considerable sums of money were invested
blindly without any apparent reference to local conditions. The 1850s
saw a strong change in emphasis and Pollins has suggested that

judging by the course of share prices and the comments of such

observers as Herbert Spencer, railways were no longer the

favourite child of the investors or the public . . . though

an extensive mileage was built between 1850 and 1870, the
period was one of financial difficulties for the railways.(z)

The sources of finance for railway consgtruction are of obvious
gignificance in any discussion of factors that determine alignment.
Pollins has reviewed the various sources of capital available during
this period in some detail and has argued that it wag a considerable
achievement to build so much mileage at a time of 'acute difficulty
. o« » Broadly, for a generation after the mania, British railway
companies, old or newly established, found it hard to raise money'.(S)
He felt that this was because of the low dividends of the 1850s, the

unprofessional conduct of railway servants, the long wait between

investment and the first dividend, and concluded that it was generally

felt that '. . . the most profitable routes had already been built'.(4)

(1) J.H, Clapham: (1930) op.cit., vol.2 p.357
(2) H, Pollins: in M.C. Reed op.cit. p.l4l
(3) H. Pollins in M,C. Reed op.cit. pp.214~15
(4) ibid. p.215



The basic implication was, therefore, that investment after 1850
occurred not for motives of pure profit but for other, less obvious
reasons. This would tend to explain the increasing *'localness' of
railway companies and offer some reason for the construction of *strategic
lines' built for competitive purposes or for improving existing routes.
Pollins further suggested that attractive alternatives were becoming
increasingly available for investors, a feeling confirmed by the L & N,W.R.
chairman, Sir Richard Moon, in 1863,

You will find that capital is going out to India, and all over

the world seeking for employment in railways . ., . (in England)

there are no proprietors willing to come forward to make a

railway. They are made by contractors, engineers, and
speculators who live on the fears of the companies.(l)

Pollins therefore argued that capital tended to come from three
main sources, (a) the old established companies '. . . building to meet
the demands of traffic or for self preservation' i.e. to prevent areas
falling into the hands of competitors; (b) *(although) new lines might
be promoted in the *traditional® manner with local meetings at which
subscriptions might be obtained, it became normal practice for new
companies to try to get the support of a main line company';(Z) and

finally (c) new companies associated with contractors i.e. those lines

promoted by and financed heavily, if not totally, by contractors.(s)

Robbins complemented these ideas but introduced an important

(1) 4ibid. pp.215-16
(2) a classic example being that of the East Gloucestershire Railway
receiving promises of support from the Midland Railway during
1862 - 1864 E.T. MacDermot: History of the Great Western Railway
(1931) vol.2 pp.8-14
(3) H. Pollins in M.C. Reed op.cit. p.216
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qualification. ‘'After 1850 the state of things was different. Apart
from quite local schemes, . . . Which were meant simply to link a town
with the nearest main line and were locally promoted, there were two main
sources of finance: the big railway company already in existence . . .
and . . . the contractor . . . (who) was the chief source of finance for
new railways in this period'.u) The local line is therefore of great
significance at this time, especially in the context of landed investment
in such railways.

With the collapse of the promotional boom in May 1866, the subsequent
.yosrs of the nineteenth century saw a steady, but ungpectacular, growth of
the railway network, with less and less mileage being opened in each decade,
There seems to be a general consensus that by 1870 the system was all but
complete. Robbins has argued that ', . . by 1870 the railway map of
Britain . . . showed not only in outline but also in its details most of

«(2)

the twentieth century system and Perkin stated ', . . apart from the

London Tube and a few light railways in out of the way places there was
little new railway build:l.ng'.(a) Cleveland-Stevens felt that *, ., . the
English railway system in 1872 was in its main outlines little different

from that of today [1915]*4’

and implied that the construction of the
last decades was largely inconsequential,

The statistics, however, show that in 1870 the route mileage open in
England and Wales was some 11,043 and by 1911 it had reached 16,200 miles
- an addition of 5,157 miles, one third of the route mileage ever built.(S)

The maps of 1872 and 1922 (Figs.4 and 5) illustrate how the system was

(1) M, Robbins: (1962) op.cit. pp.94-5

(2) 14ibid. p.40

(3) H, Perkin: Age of the Railway: (1970) p.280
(4) E. Cleveland-Stevens: op.cit. p.237

(5) 4ibid. p.237



IA 9

completed and the peripheral areas, North Norfolk, North Cornwall all
gained branch lines.

The lack of any study of the general expansion of the late Victorian
network is keenly felt and consequently conclusions on the type of line
built are necessarily vague. Clapham believed that *, ., , the new
mileage of 1870-1886 was almost all branch, link, er local'u) and
Cleveland-Stevens felt that the great companies ‘activities since then
[1870] have consisted chiefly in the construction of branches and in outlay
on widenings and improvements of permanent way'.(z) Aghworth has argued
that despite the rapid expansion of the 1850s and 1860s there was still a
great deal to do. The new generation that had been brought up with the
railways felt no antipathy toward then.(S) This point of view was com-
plemented by Perkin who argued that the late nineteenth century saw the
railways in a position of *unchallenged supremacy in every major field of
tmgport'“) and was regarded as a basic necessity for any neighbourhood.
The years from 1870 to 1914 saw ', ., ., a great extension of developments
already well begun . . . [and] even for local traffic in both rural and
urban areas, their position was stronger in the late nineteenth century
than at any other ti-e'.(s) Ashworth concluded that the extemsions took
the form of short cuts, colliery, and suburban lines, Although there
were few major trunk lines constructed, the Great Central main line to
London being the most notorious example, many rural branch lines were

authorised, this latter movement being epitomised by the Light Railway

Act of 1896,

(1) J.H. Clapham: (1930) op.cit. vol,2 p.182
(2) E, Cleveland-Stevens: op.,cit, p.237

(3) W. Ashworth: An Economic History of England 1870-1939 (1960) p.109
(4) H, Perkin: (1970) op.cit. pp.281-3
w

(5) . Aghworth: op.cit. pp.109-110
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By far the greatest expansion occurred in rural and suburban districts.
A fine example of the former is the Golden Valley Railway of Herefordshire(l)
but, unfortunately, apart from various studies of the more important cross-
country lines of this period,(2) little work has been produced which explains
the major features of these late arrivals. 4Again with suburban lines there
are few adequate studies, Despite this it would appear that the majority
of these lines were often promoted independently and then sold or leased,
where possible, to a larger company; failing this they usually sank into
genteel penury.

The Light Railways Act of 1896 is of significance in its philosophy of
attempting to bring the railway at low cost to rural areas. Sharpe had

argued for such lines as early as 1857(3) and Fox had suggested legislation

in 1867 remarkably similar to that created some thirty years later.(4)
Austin pointed out that the aims of the Act were two fold: ‘. . . to
simplify and cheapen the procedure for acquiring power to make light
railways, and to confer upon the promoters of light railway schemes com-
pulsory powers to take lands necessary for the scheme without recourse to
Parlialant'.(s) This Act proved far superior to the previous attempts of
1864 and 1868 and an initial burst of 102 applications were studied in the

(8)

four years immediately subsequent to the passage of the Act. The

numbers dropped away in the first two years of the twentieth century and

(1) C.L. Mowatt: The Golden Valley Railway (1964)
(2) for example, C. Maggs: The Midland and South Western Junction Railway
(1967), T.B. Sands: The Didcot, Nb'burx and Southlgnton Railwaz (1959)

(3) E. Sharpe: 'A letter on branch railways addressed to the Rt, Hon, Lord
Stanley of Alderley, President of the Board of Trade: London: (1857)

(4) C.D. Fox: On_the construction of future branch railways in the U.K.:

(1867)
(5) E. Austin: The Light Railways Act and the Rules of the Board of Trade
(1896) p.v

(6) J.S. Oxley: Light Railway Procedure: Reports and Precedents vol.l (1901)
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Oxley suggested that '. . . the schemes for which there was a more pressing
(1)

need were brought forward at once'.

(1) 4ibid. p.lii



CHAPTER FOUR

The nineteenth century was an era of great change for the landed
society of England. Although their numbers remained fairly constant,
their position and power within society as a whole was considerably eroded
and it is felt that their attitude toward railway construction cannot be
fully understood without some explanation of their numbers, their economic
fortunes, and their decline in status and influence.

Thompson hag argued

as the only solid point in a sea of conjecture, the New
Domesday Book is indispensable to any discussion of the
distribution of land in England, both ag to the date of
compilation and in the century which preceded and the
half century which fellowed it, during which changes in
landownership were not sweeping enough to render it
’inapplicable.(l)
The New Domesday Book referred to was J. Bateman's book ‘The Great Land-
owners of Great Britain and Ireland', first published in 1876, His data
wag based on statistics which had been gathered during 1873 relating to
the ownership of land in Great Britain, The figures were immediately

subjected to strong criticisn(z)

and it wasn't until 1883, with the
publication of the Fourth edition of the work, that the statistics were
felt to approach credibility and Brodrick has argued that '. . . instead
of being a perfect record of owners the New Domesday Book is, at best,

e (3)

an imperfect record of estates’.

(1) F.M,L, Thompson: Englilh Landed Societx in the Nineteenth Centurx:
(1963) p.27

(2) G,C, Brodrick: Engligh land and Engligh landlords: (188l1) p,158
(3) 1ibid, p.163



Despite this justifiable criticism, Bateman's statistics are of

considerable value, An analysis of the county figures for England gives

a strong impression of how landownership was concentrated into few handa.(n

Groups in Total
Number % acres Acreage %
Peers 373 0.04 over 10,000 5,233,188 17.2
Great Landowners 1,148 0.12 3,000~10,000 7,296,993 ‘24,1
Squires 2,151 0,23 1,000~ 3,000 3,670,771 12.1
Great Yeomen 8,432 0.92 300~ 1,000 4,206,127  13.8
Small Yeomen 21,736 2.35 100~ 300 3,689,352  12.2
Small Proprietors 202,126 21,92 l- 100 3,546,950 11.6
Cottagers 672,667 72,92 below 1 144,910 0.5
Public Bodies 13,857 1.50 - 1,378,167 4.6
Waste o~ = - 1,196,656 3.9
Total 922,490 100,00 - 30,363,114 100,0

The peers, the great landowners, and the squires, have often been
regarded as the 'landed society' of England. (2) This general classification
can be broken down into two further groups, the landed aristocracy and the
landed gentry., It would appear that the 'Peers' were generally felt to
be the 'landed aristocracy' and Thompson, whilst conceding that a minimum
requirement of 10,000 acres of land was ‘. . . & reasenably reliable

guide® (3) to the membership of the landed aristocracy, argued that a

further essential prerequisite was a landed income of at least £10,000

(1) J. Bateman: The Great landowners of Great Britain and Ireland:
Fourth Edition (1883)

(2) see below p. 55
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per. annum,(l) thus limiting membership considerably. The second group,

the great landowners and the squirearchy, have been classified as the
*landed gentry'. It has been suggested that the landed gentry ', . .
formed a reasonably homogeneous group, the solid core of the landed
1nterest'.(2) This latter group of 3,299 individuals owned 36,.2% of
England; Just over one-third of the country.

Thus the landed aristocracy and the landed gentry, totalling some
3,672 individuals, possessed 53.4% of England, just over one-half of the
country. In fact the concentration of landownership was such that 67%
of the land was in the hands of 12,104 persons and 80% of the country was
held by Just 3.6% of the landownergs. In practical terms, therefore, in
two cases out of every three a railway company would be dealing with one
of 12,000 individuals and in one case in two it would be negotiating with
a member of either the landed aristocracy or the landed gentry, i.e. with
one of just 3,872 persons.

The term, ‘landowner' has often been used to indicate membership of
either the landed aristocracy or tho landed gentry; similarly, the term
*landed interest' has tended to be used to describe those landowners
belonging to the two main groups, the landed aristocracy and the landed
gqntry.(s) It is therefore intended to maintain this shorthand. Mingay

has suggested that the Yeomen class constituted a declining and perhaps

less dynamic sector of the landowners during the nineteenth century,(4)

(1) ibid. p.27

(2) 1ibid. p.109

(3) D. Spring: English Landowners and Nineteenth Century Industrialism:
in J.T. Ward and R,G, Wilson: land and Industgx: The Landed Egtate
and the Indugtrial Reveolutien (1971) p.1l6, F.,M.L, Thompson: (1963)
op.cit., pp.4-5, E.J. Hobsbawm: op.cit. p.98

(4) G.E, Mingay: 'The Agricultural Revolution in English History: 4
Reconsideration® in Essays in Agrarian History vol.2 ed. W, Minchinton

(1968): pp.15-17
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and, by implication were therefore of relatively little importance as a
power bloc in the context of the term 'landed interest'.

In the vast majority of English counties the 'landed interest' owned
at least one half of the land, although there were two main areas where
this did not occur, these being Cumberland and Westmoreland (Bateman having
excluded ownership of wasteland from his figures) and Surrey, Middlesex,
and Essex. Thompson has argued that the demand for estates near London
had forced up the price: of land thus preventing the creation of large
estates and suggested that the great estates had been formed by substantial
purchases of poor, cheap land in the count:lea.u) Overall the landed
interest was strongly represented in every county throughout England and
although the gize of estates was smaller near London, there was a far
greater density of great houses and their parks. (Fig.6)

*The science in which members of the peerage took the keenest interest
was, owing to its practical applications, that of agriculture' () and they
manifested this interest through their encouragement and application of
new agricultural techniques and 1nnovat1ms.(3) Perkin has argued that
*., . « whatever else they were interested in,landed gentlemen were interested

in increasing the returns from their estates' (4

and this automatically
implied the improvement of the returns from agriculture., As Spring has
pointed out *, , . in the period 1815-1846 ., . , the economic interest of
English landowners was largely rooted in agriculture'.(5) Agriculture

wag extremely important to the landed society throughout the nineteenth

(1) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit, p.33

(2) A.8. Turberville: The House of Lords in the Age of Reform:
1784-1837 (1958) p.388

(3) H, Perkin : Origins of Modern Eﬂilh Societx 1780-1880 (1969) P.75,
G.E. Mingay: loc.cit, pp.15-16

(4) H, Perkin: (1969) op.cit. p.74

(5) D, Spring: (1971) loc.cit., p.52



cantury.u) In many cases it provided the major part of a landowner's

income; in virtually every case it was a subject that concerned him
greatly.

The agricultural history of the nineteenth century can be divided into
four distinct periods, the years of progperity which occurred during the
Napoleonic Wars (1790-1815), the subsequent decades terminating with the
repeal of the Corn laws in 1846 (1815-1850), the so-called *Golden Age'
(1850-1870), and finally the decades from 1870 onwards usually termed the
Great Depression (1870-1914), The years 1790 to 1815 saw a rapid rise
in agricultural prices due largely to the dislocation of the cereal trade

(2)

caugsed by the disruption of the French Wars, The rise in income caused

a considerable extension of the limits of cultivation and an increased
rate of enclosure of the remaining open nelda.(a) This heavy investment
on the part of the landowners had been undertaken at high rates of interest
and rents had also been increased in step with the higher pricea.“) Thus,
with the termination of the War in 1815 and the prospect of rapidly falling
incomes, the landed interest quickly passed the Corn Laws which were
designed to bolster up their artificially inflated incomes in order to

pay off their expensive loanu.(S) The interest in the improvement of
agriculture that had been awakened by the expectation of lucrative returns
during the war years, was continued as the landowners attempted to maintain
their high incomes of the early years of the century,

The years after 1815 have been called the 'Hesitant Decades® (e) I

(1) A.S, Turberville: (1958) op.cit. p.404
(2) E.J, Hobsbawm: opjcit. pp.99-100, F.M,L, Thompson: (1963) op.cit,

PP.
(3] 213-215

(3) F.M.L, Thompson: (1963) op.cit. pp.214-215

(4) 1ibid. p.232

(5) ibid. p.233, H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. p.192, E.J. Hobsbawm: op.cit.

P.197
(6) E.J. Hobsbawm: op.cit. p.106
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there was no overall depression in agriculture between 1815 and 1850, o

there was *. . . an era of low prices and discouraged ramrs'.(m Although

some areas suffered more than others there was a definite downsgwing in the

fortunes of the landed society.(a) Degspite this the 1840s saw the rapid

application of a number of new techniques and innovations and it is widely

felt that the period of ‘High Farming' began during this decade,'%’

The debate over the repeal of the Corn Laws during the 1840s had

caused the landowners to undertake a careful appraisal of their economic

posit:l.on(s) and the slump in cereal prices in 1850 led many landowners to

invest heavily in order to improve the efficiency of cereal production.(e)

The landed interest saw '. . . this whole complex of improvements as a

rescue operation',(n merely to maintain their rents rather than increase

them., Although, initially, returns were favourable and both the con-

sumption and prices of agricultural products increased during the 1850s

and 18603,(8) the returns were never as favourable as had been expected.

Despite a movement toward pasture farming, (@ the basic instability of

English farming was becoming apparent(m) and, overall, the two decades

saw '. . . & distinct weakening in the economic position of agricultural

landowners®. (1)

(1) F.M.L, Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.231

(2) J.H, Clapham: (1926) op.cit. vol.l p.465

(3) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. pp.232-3

(4) E.J. Hobsbawm: op.cit., p.106, S.G, Checkland: op.cit. pp.181-2

(5) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit, p.249, E.J, Hobgbawm: op.cit, p.1l06

(6) F.M.L, Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.242

(7) ibid. p.248

(8) E.L. Jones: 'Changing Basis of Agricultural Prosperity: 1853-1873'
in Egsays in Agrarian History vol.2 ed. W, Minchinton (1968)

(9) 1ibid.

(10) S.G. Checkland: op.cit., p.183

(11) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.240




The great depression in English agriculture began with what appeared to
be no more than an unusual run of bad luck, Appalling weather throughout
the 1870s culminated in 1879 with the worst harvest of the century. 1In
previous decades poor harvests had been compensated for by higher prices
but during the 1870s new structural features of world agriculture became
apparent which ruthlessly exposed the instability of English farming, )
The depression was essentially restricted to those counties specialising
in cereal and wool production, with livestock and dairy farming scarcely

affected.(z) Wheat acreages fell by half from 3,6 million in 1874 to 1.8

million acres in 1900(3) but of far greater import was the fall in rents.

In England and Wales they fell by 24% between the 1870s and the early

1890s and in the arable east of England, landed incomes fell by 30%&4)

With the drastic fall in income landowners ceased to invest in agriculture. (5)
Thus 'the late nineteenth century wag the true period of large scale rural
decline in England . . . the landlord class had suffered a permanent loss

of capital and incone'.(a)

The closing decades of the century had seen
'the structure of agricultural society . . . severely shaken and the
landowner's power much weahnod'.(7)

landed power was therefore seen to belin rapid decline with the
collapse of traditional agriculture in the last decades of the century.
However the erosion of their power was merely the culmination of a process

that had begun as early as the turn of the century, In 1804 William

Marshall had written "Landed property . . . is the basis on which every

(1) W, Ashworth: op.cit. p.53

(2) T.W, Fletcher: 'The Great Depression of English Agriculture: 1873-1896':
in Essays in Agrarian History vol.2 ed., W, Minchinton (1968)

(3) S.G. Checkland: op.cit. p.187

(4) ibid. pp.186-7, W, Ashworth: op.cit. p.6l

(5) W, Ashworth: op.cit. p.62

(6) ibid. pp.69-70

(7) F.M,L., Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.316
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other species of material property rests; on it alone mankind can be said
to live, to move, and have its being".(l) This form of society relied
upon the existence of patronage, thus maintaining a vertically, rather

than horizontally, stratified aociety,(Z) and the recognition and acceptance
of considerable social mobility allowing the absorption of the nouveaux
riches on to the land and younger sons of the landed society into the

middle classes.(a)

The stability of such a structure depended upon four
factors; that society remained in small units, i.e. villages or small
towns, thus allowing patronage to be effective through personal contact;
that the *new men' could be quickly assimilated into landed society - should
this not occur there was the likelihood of the creation of a hostile
bourgeoisie critical of, and frustrated by, landed society; that no
socially disruptive forms of money-making appeared to challenge the
traditional methods; and finally, that the landed aristocracy did not
abandon their paternal responsibilitiea.(4)

Although all of these pressures began to manifest themselves during
the Napoleonic Wars, they were held in check, in the national interest,
and it was only with the arrival of peace in 1815 that class conflict was

(5)

Kindled into flame. During the 1820s the middle classes began to

assert themselves and commenced & struggle for parliamentary represent-

ation.(s) The Reform crisis of 1831-2 advanced the cause of the middle

classes,(7) but they achieved their success only because the landed

arigtocracy saw & fine distinction between those who wished to abolish

(1) Quoted in H, Perkin: (1969) op.cit. pp.41-2
(2) 4ibid. p.49

(3) ibid. pp.5S8-61

(4) 1ibid. pp.51-62

(5) ibid. p.192

(6) ibid. p.214

(7) G.B.A.M, Finlayson: England in the Eighteen Thirties: Decade of

Reform: (1969) p.l8
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property and patronage, and those who merely wished to eradicate patronage,
to which they were prepared to cocncede.u)

The middle clasees therefore gained an ‘indirect' control over the
reins of power, and although there was no large anti-aristocratic 'block
vote' in parliament there was a considerable fear on the part of the landed
society that one might be created should the wishes of the middle classes
not be respected. (2
Thus

it was the middle classes that enjoyed the benefits of the

Reform Act; and once possessed of the political influence

which they regarded as their due, they became not the critics

but the defenders of existing authorities. If their point

of view never became the same as that of the landed classes

it tended to approximate to it; if their property was of a

different nature still they were property owners and very

zealous for its protection and for the maintenance of rights

appertaining to 1t.(3)

This empathy was intensified as a result of the attack by John Bright
et al upon the landed interest during the 1850s, The wealthy middle
classes realised that *. . . attacks on the free disposal of landed
property by its owners were extensible to other forms of property' S
and in the 1870s the debate over landownership further crystalliged the

political position of the two classes in that it was felt that *, , , its

association with interference with the rights of private property made it

a contributory factor in the tendency for landowners and wealthy business-

(1) H, Perkin: (1969) op.cit., p.310

(2) ibid. p.315

(3) A.S, Turberville: (1958) op.cit., p.327
(4) F.M,L, Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.284



+ (1)

men to range themselves on one side . . . This mutual respect for

property is crucial to an understanding of nineteenth century attitudesSZ)
The middle classes having gained actual, though indirect, power needed

the political expertise of the landed aristocracy to govern on their

(3) (4)

behalf and also to act as a focus for their social agpirations.

Turberville has argued that ', . . early Victorian middle class England

«(8) and this view hasg

had a most succulent appreciation of the peerage
been complemented by the interesting argument that ', . . the aristocrat
and the substantial member of the gentry were believed to be in intimate
contact with the countryside, a point of great importance in a society in
which urbanisation was not fully accepted emotionnlly'.(e) Once the
power structure had been altered in their favour the middle class respect
for the landed aristocracy reasserted 1taelt.(7)
Although the landed interest became increasingly divorced from the

rest of society during the years after 1850,(8) it was in the last decades
of the century that *. . . the foundations of a British society dominated
by the landed classes all collapsed together with and during the great
depression, Landownership ceased, with some exceptions, to be the bagis

of great wealth and became merely a status symbol'.(g) The 1880s saw

an increasing number of wealthy industrialists taking advantage of the

(1) 4ibid. p.285

(2) see G, Kitson Clark: The Making of Victorian England: (1962) p,97

(3) S.G. Checkland: op.cit, p.284

(4) A.S. Turberville: (1958) op.cit. p.427, see also G.M. Young: Early
Victorian England: vol.2 (1934) p.486

(5) A,S. Turberville: (1958) op.cit. p,.395

(6) S.G. Checkland: op.cit, p.285

(7) H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. pp.370-6

(8) S.G. Checkland: op.cit, p.284, see also A.S. Turberville: (1958)
op.cit. p.372, 389-391

(9) E.J., Hobgbawm: op.cit. p,202
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fall in value of agricultural land and purchasing large estates in order
to achieve the ethos of becoming members of landed society.(l)

Thus the century as a whole saw the decline of the influence and power
of the landed interest. It was °, o . a gradual process of transformation
throughout the nineteenth century, simultaneous with the general transform-

ation of society'.(Z)

Although the landed ethic was defeated during the nineteenth century,
the tangible realisation of the power of the landed interest, Parliament,
was far less easily vanquished, As all railways had to be authorised by
Parliament and many were debated before Select Committees of members of
either the House of Lords or House of Commona,(3) the structure of Parlia-
ment was of great importance in this context.

A.S. Turberville has argued that the House of Commons having achieved
independence of the Crown in the late seventeenth century, became dependent
upon the aristocracy and thus gained independence of action whilst sacri-
ficing its independence of conposit:lon.(4) During the eighteenth century
the aristocratic grip on the House of Commons tightemed and by the first
decades of the nineteenth century

the House of Lords consisted almost entirely of great Landowners,

In the House of Commons , , o three=quarters of the members

between 1734 and 1832 were landowners or their near relations,

and those of the rest who were not their friends or nominees

were rich business and professional men often with one foot on

(1) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. pp.293-7, G, Kitson Clark: op.cit.
PP .249=51

(2) D. Spring: The role of the aristocracy in the late nineteenth century:
Victorian Studies 1960-1 vol,.4 p.57, see also F,M.L. Thompson: (1963)
op.cite. P.273, G.M. Young: M—‘—M&M&&_Aﬂg:
2nd edition (1953) pp.l44-8

(3) see below pp,77=9

(4) A.S. Turberville: (1958) op.cit, p.244
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the land.u)

Thompson has argued that the House of Lords was ', . . the direct
institutional expression of the political power of the nobility'(2> and
that the landowners also exercised strong control over the Commons. In
fact before a man could become an M,P, *. ., . he had to possess a certain
amount of property, and until 1838, only landed property could be connted'.(a)

Despite the apparent social emasculation of the Reform Act of 1832,
in Parliament the power of the landed interest was scarcely diminiahed.(4)
It was

the landed aristocracy which continued to occupy the main

positions of power down to the 1880s and beyond. The landed

class possessed a clear majority of the House of Commons until

1885 . » « and of the House of Lords until long after the
Parliament Act of 1911l drastically reduced its powers.(s)
Thus during the whole of the century an extremely strong landed interest
sat in both Houses and although it might be argued that they yielded
increasingly to the demands of the ascendant middle classes, it was still
a landed body and one that was intensely concerned with any proposal that
directly impinged upon its interests.

Having establighed some idea of the numbers of the landed society,

their strong involvement in the agricultural sector, and their political

power in a changing society, their attitudes toward industrialisation can

be more fully explained. Recent research has suggested that the land-

(1) H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. p.39

(2) F.M,L, Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.45

(3) G.B.A.M. Finlayson: op.cit. p.l7

(4) ibid. pp.17-18, see also H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit, p.56, F.M,L. Thompson:
(1963) op.cit. pp.45-9, G.M. Young: (1953) op.cit. PP.29-30, 106

(5) H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. pp.271-2



owner's role in industrialisation, especially during the early years of
the 'Industrial Revolution®, was of far greater significance than has,
in the past, been supposed.(l)

It has been argued that the landowners were perhaps the most important
factor in the initial stimulus of the *Industrial Revolution' in England
and that the spontaneity of the 'take-off' of the 'Industrial Revolution'®
was a direct result of a full complement of economic resources and the

psychological attitudes within the right kind of society. ‘%

During the
eighteenth century the landowners had held the view that

it was the duty of a natiorls rulers to take positive action

to increase its wealth and power relative to its neighbours

. « o 8nd out of pure self-interest they created the political

conditions - personal liberty, absolute security of property,

the minimum of internal intervention and adequate protection

from foreign cometition.(a)

The system of land tenure has often been taken for granted in any
discussion of the origins of the Industrial Revolution‘®) and the fact
that the land was owned absolutely *'. . . in large viable blocks by a
comparatively small number of owners, alert to their interest in every

5
«(5) was of great importance., Allied to

extension of economic activity
this was the existence of a fluid society in which ideas were quickly

diffused, inventors sponsored, and the ‘partial toleration or ineffective

(1) for example see J.T. Ward and R.G. Wilson (1971) op.cit. F.M,L,
Thompson: (1963) op.cit., D. Spring: *The English landed Estate in
the Age of Coal and Iron 1830-1880°': Journal of Economic History
vol,11 (1951), J.T. Ward: *Some West Cumberland Landowners and
Industry': Industrial Archaeology: vol.9 no.4 (1972)

(2) H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. p.l6

(3) 4ibid. pp.66-7

(4) 4ibid. p.73

(5) 4ibid. p.73
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intolerance' of Dissenters allowed the diversion of their energies away from

L)

politics toward trade and industry, The landowner's role was '. . . not

direct industrial enterprise. It was rather to provide both the land . . .

and the pre-conditions for the enterprise of others'.(Z) Their function

was *. . o to create the climate and conditions in which a gpontaneous

industrial revolution could take place and to give it effective legislative

encouragement when and where it required 1t'.(3)

Under English law the owner of any land also owned the minerals below

the soil and consequently this made '. . . landowner and mining exploiter

practically synonymous'.(4) Consequently the landed interests'main

involvement in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries tended

to be in the field of mining and, stemming from this, in transport improve-

ments.(S) However, *. . . it is unlikely . . . that more than a handful

of estates in the first half of the nineteenth century derived a half or

more of their gross income from such [non-agricultural] sources® (8

Despite this the means of getting money were widely extended during these

decades(7) and the landed interest were not slow in moving toward the

maximisation of their incomes. This was possibly a result of the fact
that by the 1840s many landed estates were often deeply in debt, although

this was far from obvious.(a) The latter decades of the eighteenth

(1) ibid. pp.68-71

(2) ibid. p.74

(3) ibid. p.78

(4) ibid. p.75

(5) see especially J.T. Ward: 'Landowners and Mining': in Land and
Industry: The Landed Estate and the Industrial Revolution (1971)
eds. J.T. Ward and R,G. Wilgon, also D. Spring (1971) loc.cit. pp.
27-38, H, Perkin: (1969) op.cit. pp.74-~6, S.G. Checkland: op.cit.
p.282, A.S. Turberville: (1958) op.cit. pp.374-5

(6) D. Spring: (1971) loc.cit. p.52

(7) A.S. Turberville: (1958) op.cit. p.374

(8) D. Spring: (1951) loc.cit. pp.14~15
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century and the early years of the nineteenth had seen considerable extra-

vagance on the part of the landowners,

(L and Checkland has suggested '. . .

from the accession of Victoria down to the eighties the landed interest

« « o Sought to redeem the debts of the past and to place their estates on

v (2)

a sound and self-perpetuating basis’.

The mid 1840s also saw a reappraisal of the financial basis of land-

ownership generated by the debate over the repeal of the Corn laws.

During this decade the landowners began to retreat from active involvement

in industry and move toward a position of mere rentier, this occuring

particularly in the field of mining.

(3)

Thus increasing numbers became

interested in potential sources of non-agricultural income and investment

occurred largely in the passive form of stocks, shares, directorates, and

various formsefof rent from mines and urbanisation, Aghwoprth feels that

the movement into stocks and shares took place in the 18603(4) ag does

(5) (8)

Spring, although Thompson feels it came slightly later. The landed

aristocracy®s movement into directorships also dates from this period.

(7)

One of the most lucrative sources of non-agricultural income was from

urbanisation. Land values increased tremendously during the 1860s and

18708 *. . o owing to the growth of towns and industry' (8) gna suburben

rental values rose dramatically in these decadea.(g) Landowners played

1)
(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)
(8)
7)
(8)
(9)

gee below pp.P-72 in discussion of emparkment

S.G. Checkland: op.cit, p.283

F.M.L., Thompson: (1963) op.cit. pp.264«5, algo D, Spring (1971) loc.cit.
p.51, E.J. Hobsbawm: op.cit. pp.107, 109, G, Best: Mid Victorian
Britain: 1851-1875 (1971) pp.243, 245, H, Perkin : (1969) op.cit, p.435
W. Aghworth: op.cit, p.51

D. Spring (1971) loc.cit, pp.52-3

F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. pp.306-8

S.G. Checkland: op.cit. p.283, G. Best: op.cit. p.243

D. Spring: (1971) loc.cit. p.51

J.R. Kellett: The Impact of Railways on Victorian Cities (1969) p.392
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a very active role in the development of the towns themselves, for example
Barrow,u) Glossop,(z) and the resort of Eastbourne(a) and although many
of the plans had been prepared during the 1840s it wasn't until the 1860s
that the value of the rents began to increase aignificantly.(4)
However not all the landed interest benefitted from non-agricultural
gources of income and Thompson has suggested that a dichotomy developed
between the great landowners and the gentry and once agricultural incomes
began to stagnate this dichotomy became startlingly apparent.(s) The
larger landowners often invested their non-agricultural income in agri-
culture itself, thus further widening the gulf, and the security created
by the existence of this rentier income goes some way toward explaining
why the landed aristocracy of Parliament partially abandoned agriculture

(6)

in 1846 and did so completely in 1879, 'They were conscious of their

position as industrial and urban landowners and could afford to be (more)
jndifferent to falling rents than many of the gentry'.(7)
One of the major factors contributing to the indebtedness of the
aristocracy and, to a lesser extent, the gentry, was their indulgence in
the creation of landscaped parks. (Fig.6) Although parks had been created
by the Normns(a) these were few in number and it was not until the

gixteenth century that emparkment became widely established, and an

(1) S. Pollard: 'Barrow in Furness and the Seventh Duke of Devonsghire'

Economic History Review: 2nd Series: vol,.8 (1955)
(2) H, Perkin: (1970) op.cit. pp.126=7

(3) D. Spring: (1971) loc.cit. pp.43-4

(4) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. pp.267-8, S.G. Checkland: op.cit. p.282,

A, Briggs: Victorian Citieg: (1963) p.13, D, Spring (1971) loc.cit.
PP .38-45

(5) F.,M.L, Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.268
(6) E.,J. Hobsbawm: op.cit. p.107
(7) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.268
(8) H.C, Darby (ed.) op.cit, p.55



69

analysis of Saxton's maps of 1574-79 has suggested that there were 817

such Deer Parks in England and Wales at that time.(l) The early and

middle years of the seventeenth century were not conducive to the creation

of parkland but revival of interest occurred after 1670 in response to the
Restoration and the publication of John Evelyn's plea for increased woodland,
However the parks that were landscaped at that time were of limited extent
in that they conformed to the contemporary French idea of a formal garden
laid out in geometric symmetry. This faghion held sway until the 1720s
when a strong reaction to this stylised concept occurred and a freer form,
much better suited to the varied English countryside, was advocated.(z)

The first, tentative steps were taken by William Kent et al but it was
not until the 1760s that the style matured with the work of its finest
exponent, Lancelot Brown.(a) The latter half of the eighteenth century
saw a rapid acceleration in park construction and, in the Chilterns alone,
the number of parks doubled in these years, Not only were new houses and
parks being constructed but also many of the pre-existing residences were
rebuilt and their parks enlarged.

Perhaps the basic tenet of the new philosophy was the location of the
houge in a dominant postion, which overlooked the newly landscaped terrain,
It has been suggested that the most typical houses and parks of this,

o (4)

*the most creative years of landscape gardening', were on & gmall scale

and a quintessential example of this trend is Courteenhall House and park,

5
in Northamptanshire.( ) Although the construction was undertaken nationally,

(1) H.C. Prince: Parks in England (1967), see also H.C. Prince 'Parkland
in the Chilterns' Geographical Review vol,XLIX (1959) pp.18-31

(2) H, Nicholson: The Age of Reason (1968) pp.517-521

(3) H.C. Darby (ed.) op.cit. pp.329=30, 344-49

(4) H.C, Prince: (1967) op.cit. p.7 (1760-1820)

(5) W.G. Hoskins The Making of the English landscape (1955) pp.129-30,
(see Fig.9)
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proportiocnally there was a vast increase in the number of parks in the
vicinity of London, with many of these being located on, or near, the main
roads leaving the city.

Humphry Repton continued Brown's work into the nineteenth century,
the fashion for emparkment losing none of its momentum, In fact a heated
controversy occurred in the 1790s and 1800s over the relative merits of
the ®picturesque' style, as opposed to the less dramatic work of Brown
and his disciples. This would seem to indicate the considerable interest
shown in landscape architecture at this time. The construction of great
houses continued into the ninetéenth century and ambitiousg schemes were
undertaken during the War years; for example, the eighth Earl of Beacons-
field completely rebuilt .Ashridge, to the north of Berkhamsted, between
1808 and 1817 and hdd the park landscaped by Repton, and the Duke of
Bedford had a *, . . modest‘'cottage orn8e' (built) in 1810, which apparently
cost between £70,000 and £80,000, and the grounds laid out in inimitable
taste, must have cost thousands more'.(l)

One of the most significant points arising from the creation of such
vistas was that the park did not reach maturity until some decades had
elapsed subsequent to their being laid out, Therefore many would not
have realised their full potential until the early years of the nineteenth
century and a considerable number not until the middle years. Thus any
landowner who had invested large sums of money in the creation of a land-
scape would tend to look askance at any attempt to impose an alien feature,
a railway, upon his carefully composed vista,

This understandable reaction was complemented by a dislike of further

disturbance to the countryside after the upheavals of the late eighteenth

(1) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.91 (quoting from the Greville

Memoirs 1888 VI p,211)



century. These decades had not only seen the creation of nuperous land-
scaped parks but also the digging of canals and often the enclosure of the
remaining open fields. Although neither of the latter were of national
extent the phenomena were widespread enough to provoke comment. John
Clare, writing in his diary of 4 June 1825, noted that a proposed London
to Manchester Railway was to run near Helpston, in Northamptonshire.
', . « I little thought that fresh intrugions would interrupt and spoil
my solitudes, After the enclosure they will despoil a boggy place that
is famous for orchises'.(l)

Park construction and expansion continued unabated during the remainder

2
of the nineteenth century( ) and the numbers of parks reached their peak by

1880.(3) The railways helped in this expansion in that the more remote
locations became easier of access and consequently allowed parks to become
even more dispersed in their distribution,

Thus the nineteenth century opened with the landowners showing con-
siderable interest in, and awareness of, the landscape which wag amply
reflected in the widespread creation of parks. This interest was maintained
throughout the century and although fewer new parks were laid out, many of

those already in existence were extended, usually to increase the timber

resources and sporting amenities,

(1) W¥.G. Hoskins op.cit. p.203 (my italics)
(2) H.C. Darby (ed.) op.cit. p.538
(3) H.C. Prince (1959) loc.cit. p.29
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CHAPTER FIVE

By the beginning of the nineteenth century the land of England was
owned in toto by a relatively small number of individuals who showed great
interest in their estates and, as a result of their monopolistic position
in Parliament, had established a legislative procedure that provided an
extremely strong protection against any incursion onto their property.
This procedure had evolved as an outcome of the private legislation of
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries which had authorised the con-
struction of turnpikes, the enclosure of fields, and the building of
canals. Thus, by the early nineteenth century, a complex series of
standing orders had come into existence which related to the compulsory
purchase of land for commercial purposes and, further to this, there
also existed a comprehensive platform for appeal in the form of the
Parliamentary Select Committee before which any landowner, whose property
was scheduled to be taken, could appeal,

'The initial private bills had been limited both in scope and capital,
and were highly localised. The procedure at that time took the form of
a presentation to Parliament of a petition which merely stated the
existing difficulties and suggested proposed remedies. It was only
with the dramatic increase in private legislation resulting from the
promotion of numerous canals that led to a drastic reappraisal of
Standing Order procedure.

By and large it had been the landowners themselves who had built
the turnpikes and enclosed the open fields, whereas it was the commercial
and industrial members of society that had tended to promote the canals.
The landowners realised that as it was extremely rare for them to be
involved in the planning of the alignment of the canals, it was important

that any landowner whose property was to be affected should be aware of
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the intentions of the canal promoters. Consequently the rapid expansion
of the scope of the Standing Orders was due to the increased demands for
knowledge of the proposals and for time to appraise them.

During the 1790s, the period of the 'canal mania®, the Standing
Orders of Parliament were considerably extended.(l) They began to
include requirements that notices of intent should be published in the
local papers, maps of the proposed route should be deposited both locally
and nationally, a Book of Reference which named each individual landowner
affected and recorded whether he assented, dissented, or remained neutral,
was to be presented and, significantly, that proof had to be given that
these orders had been complied with, All of the above informed both the
landowner and Parliament of the exact intentions of a group of promoters.
This dramatic increase in both the number and extent of the Standing
Orders placed great pressure on Parliament and in 1810 a Private Bill
Office was created and a Standing Orders Committee was established in
1824,

In 1799 it was decided that the Standing Orders relating to canals
were to be extended to cover any proposed railways that came before

Parliament(z) and this was applied in 1803 with the enactment of the

3
Surrey Iron Railway.( ) In 1814 the position of the landowner was
further strengthened with the amendment of all the existing orders and

the addition of various others. A map was to be deposited at the parish

(1) The material for the following section leans heavily on the work

of 0,C. Williams: 'The Historical Development of Private Bill
Procedure and Standing Orders in the House of Commons®' (1948)

vols. 1 and 2,
(2) ibid. p.266
(3) M. Bond: 'Materials for Transport History amongst the Records of

Parliament': Journal of Transport History vol.4 no.l (May 1959)
PpP.37=52,
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level and it was also necessary that dissenting landowners should have
seen a copy of the bill and a map of how it affected their property and
evidence to this effect, in their own handwriting, had to be produced.
Thus by the early years of the 1830s the landed society had created
a structure that ensured . . . no bills involving property could be
rushed through, undermining owners' rights to oppose by keeping them in

6D

ignorance'. However there was considerable dissatisfaction with the
fact that the railways had inherited a set of standing orders that were
patently unsuitable for their needs. In debate Sir James Graham
remarked *. . . that with regard to all other public works they had well
framed standing orders; but as regards railroads the standing orders
relating to the construction of canals had been rudely and imperfectly
made to fit'.(z)

In response to these criticisms major revisions occurred in 1836.
Whilst confirming the dominant philosophy of protection of the landowner,
safeguards were also provided for the investor.(a) The principles that
had become established were maintained and made even more stringent in
detail,®?  Notices of intent now had to be published in both local
and national newspapers in the spring and maps of the proposed route of
a railway had to be prepared and submitted by 1 March of the year
preceding the relevant Parliamentary session (for example: 1 March 1838
for the session of 1838 = 1839)., These maps were to be of not less

than four inches to one mile scale and the sections not less than one

inch to one hundred feet; in the vicinity of houses the scale was to

(1) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.28

(2) 0.C, Williams: op.cit. vol.l p.61

(3) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.30

(4) The whole series of orders can be found in HC Journal 1837
vol,92, 13 July, pp.636-644,
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be considerably larger and the powers of deviation were lessened;

estimates of expense and a deposit of funds were also demanded, Parliament
was especially concerned that there should be no unauthorised alterations

in alignment once an Act had been gained and six Standing Orders were
framed accordingly.(l)

There had been considerable criticism of the procedure of proving
compliance with the Standing Orders and in 1836 this was also refined
and a Select Committee was established that was to decide whether the
Bill could proceed through Parliament, Despite these reforms there were
many complaints that because of the cumbersome nature of the Standing
Orders it was virtually impossible to comply with all and every one of
them. Burke, 2 noted Parliamentary Agent of the time, argued in 1837
t, ., . that it would save valuable time if any rule could be laid down

by which vexatious opposition on Standing Orders could be avoided, since
it was impossible to fulfil all the minute requirements with accuracy'.(z)
This dissatisfaction continued into the 1840s and Burke, once again,
stated that non-compliance was practically unavoidable and further argued
that the Committee examining the petitions should be given greater
discretion to ignore minor failings. In 1847 both the House of Lords
and House of Commons accepted this argument and created the Examiners
of Petitions; in the same year they also discontinued the practice of
proving all documents in person.

The railway engineers had strongly criticised the Order requiring
the map of the line to be completed by 1 March of the preceding year and

in 1842 it was decided to revert to the practice of submission by the

30 November i.e. during the Parliamentary Session itself. The

(1) o0.C., Williams: op.cit. vol.l p.65
(2) ibid. p.72
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Parliamentary notices were also changed from publication during the
spring to the autumn,

The dramatic increase in railway promotion in 1844 and 1845 led to
the rapid authorisation in 1845 of two public Acts specifically designed
to facilitate the passage of railway Bille through Parliament, these
being the Railway Clauses Consolidation Act and the Land Clauses
Consgolidation Act. They were incorporated into each individual railway
bill, thus shortening the bills considerably and allowed Parliament to

1) By 1851 the Standing Orders relating

deal with them far more quickly.
to railway construction had reached their maximum extent. Becausge of
their complexity non-compliance could prove fatal to many schemes,
especially in the context of rivalry between companies, as discrepancies
were often pointed out by one to frustrate the ambitions of another.(Z)
There was little change in the quantity or quality of Standing Orders
relative to railway construction during the latter half of the nineteenth
century, the legislature being more concerned in dealing with the schemes
for the provision of local government facilities that increasingly came
before them, In 1853 the *Shaftesbury' Order was added which wasg

(3)

particularly concerned with the protection of working class housing

and the amount of capital that had to be deposited was finalised in 1867

(4)

at 5% of the estimated expenditure,
Thus forearmed by the comprehensive knowledge of the proposals of

the railway company, the landowner could, if he so wished, offer reasoned

opposition before a Select Committee of either the House of Commons or

(1) ibid. p.107
(2) T.R. Gourvigh: Mark Huish and the London and North Western Railway:

A _Study of Management (1972) p.22.
(3) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.53
(4) 0.C. Williams: op.cit. vol.l, p.136
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the House of Lords, or, occasionally, both, The vital importance of the
Select Committee Stage in terms of the impact of the landowners on railway
alignment, cannot be understated. As early as 1834 it had been recognised
that the Select Committee stage was to be used as the forum for debate of
objections to the details of specific railways and problems would be
discussed and resolved in Committee.(l) In the summer of 1844 a Railway
Board was established '. . . whose duty it would be to examine every

scheme to be laid before Parliament . . . and to report in favour of, or
against, each scheme for the guidance of the Select Committee . . 1082
This inquiry into the merits and deficiencies of each scheme would
'. . . not embrace questions of private property or interest, which will

be reserved altogether for the consideration of the legislature'(S) 1%

before the Select Committee.

Thus throughout the nineteenth century any conflict between a
landowner and a railway company over matters of 'detail® i.e. alignment,
was discussed before a Select Committee, Originally these Committees
had been established to hear the arguments put forward in the petition
and '. . . to consider and amend it and report it to the House together
. « « With a report as to the allegations of the Bill as to the consent
or dissent of the parties'.(4) The primary function was to act as a
forum if this was so needed; however, should a bill be unopposed '. . .

(5)

the proving of the preamble was very perfunctory®.

In 1836 the criticisms of Parliamentary procedure relative to

(1) H, Parris: op.cit. p.1l8

(2) H.G, Lewin: The Railway Mania and Its Aftermath (1936) p.12
(3) ibid. p.l4, see also H, Parris: op.cit. p.84
(4) 0.C, VWilliams: op.cit, vol.l p.1l6

(5) ibid. p.34
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railway construction led to a revision of the methods of assessment of

a railway bill before a Select Committee. Twenty points were drawn
up2) which had to be proved to the satisfaction of the Committee.

These fell into four main categories (a) the sources of capital for the
railway (b) the existing and expected traffic (c) the engineering details
and the estimates of constructional costs and (d) whether there were any
petitions against the proposals. The onus of proof lay firmly on the
railway company, this being accentuated by the fact that they had to
present a broad case which could then be opposed, rather than the
opponents presenting a case which could be answered by the railway
company.(Z) The Select Committees obviously had considerable power of
decision in that they could amend, reject, or pass purely on the evidence
presented. The railway companies were at their most vulnerable at the
Committee stage and thus skilful counsel were willingly retained to
minimise the possibility of rejection.

There were strong criticisms of certain aspects of the Committee's
procedure. Initially it was felt that the advantages of local know-
ledge of the members of the Committee far outweighed the disadvantage
of local biasg, and, consequently, the Committees had no restrictions
concerning local interest. However by 1837 the House of Lords had
realised the importance of the Committee stage and therefore instituted
new regulations. Attendance was to be compulsory; there was to be no
local interest; the Committee was to consist of five members who would

elect their own chairman and it would sit from eleven o‘’clock in the

morning until four in the afternoon. The House of Commons was less

(1) see appendix no.l

(2) This was strongly criticised by G.P. Bidder in 1863 as wasting
a great deal of time and therefore money: H.C.Sel.Cttee. on
Private Bill Legislation (1863) Q.2334, p.226,
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easily convinced of the value of change but with Gladstone's recommend-
ations of 1844, local respresentation was removed from those Committees
hearing evidence on competing railways and the Committee would also con-
sist of just five members. In 1845 this was extended to cover all
railway bills,

The problem of who could appear before a Select Committee in
opposition was less easily resolved and it was here that the landowner
played a crucial role. 'It must be realised that by long practice
(and not by Standing Order) any landowner, the smallest fraction of whose
land was to be compulsorily taken under a bill, had an unlimited locus

standi'.(l)

comro——a—rvac—

Williams has argued that

the effect of this was that, until Committees from about

1848 onwards came to admit competition as a ground of locus

standi, the opposition of existing or contemplated railways

to other proposed new lines was conducted under the cover of

petitions lodged by landowners, who were indemnified for all

expense by the real opponentsFZ)

The problem of hidden opposition was ameliorated somewhat in 1853
with the acceptance of competition as a valid ground for appeal against
a line, although this did depend upon the discretion of the chairman,

It was also decided that if a proposed railway interfered with an
existing railways® works the latter railway could be heard in opposition,
as could municipal authorities and the inhabitants of towns who felt
that they would be 'injuriously affected' by the passage of a bill.(a)

Despite these relaxations the decision of locus standi still rested

with the chairman, As was pointed out, in 1863 landowners were still

(1) o0.C, Williams: op.cit. vol.,l p.1l40
(2) ibid.
(3) ibid. p.l140
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being used by the railway companies as a front for their opposition

because the companies thought that they either had no locus standi of

competition or ', . . that the ground would not find favour with the
Committee'.(l) Problems of locus standi were never fully solved but,
by and large, by the end of the 1860s the railway companies had little
necessity to use the landowners as a platform of opposition.

The structure of the Committee itself was also open to criticism.
Kellett has argued that it would only deal ‘specifically and piecemeal’
with individual projects and had little power of suggestion if it felt
the line to be a bad one; ‘all they could do was to send the promoters
back to think again'.(Z) He further argued that despite the removal of
local members, the committees were still constructed of 'interested"
individuals and, finally, a criticism which was widely subscribed to,
that the committees were essentially ‘amateur' in status; there was no
continuity of membership and no compilation of experience.(a)

A further criticism was that, in spite of the unlimited locus
standi, the landowners found themselves limited by the practical nature
of opposition in that the legal costs of representation before a
Committee were enormous. G.K. Richards, Counsel to the Speaker,
pointed out that counsel received 10 gns, per day for attendance before
a committee, and 5 gns. for a consultation.(4) The procedure wag such
that the landowner had no choice in the matter, he was forced to employ

(5)

counsel at that price. Robert Baxter stated that there were cases

(1) H.C.Sel.Cttee. on Private Bill Legislation (1863) J. Booth
Q.229, p.24, also Q.1123

(2) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.1l03

(3) ibid. pp.103-105

(4) H.C.Sel,Cttee. on Private Bill Legislation (1863) Q.378 p,.38

(5) ibid.
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¢ . . in which a landowner may be as deeply interested as to involve the
loss of many thousands of pounds'.(l) It was argued that ', , , with
small proprietors, and I would class with them all the middle men, the
costs of a petition to Parliament are so heavy that they are all afraid
of 1t'(2) and it was remarked that the railway companies themselves
preferred to minimise their legal costs by negotiating with landed
opponents rather than fight them at length before a committee.(a)
Kellett has suggested that the legal profession usually attempted to
maximise its income from railway business and thus ‘'spin-out® cases.(4)
Having gained its Act the railway company then began to exercise
its right of compulsory purchase. This was & necessary feature of any
transport improvement and had evolved largely from the canal legislation
of the eighteenth century and was adopted and further refined by railway
procedure. 'This statutory power, to which even the greatest landowners

had to bow once the Private Bill had been passed . . .'%

took a relative-
ly simple form, Once the railway was sanctioned the landowner wag
informed that a certain amount of his land was required and he was agked

to assess its value, both directly and indirectly, the latter encompasgsing

such factors as loss, deterioration and severance.(e) If the claim was

acceptable the "amount was quickly paid. If it was felt to be too

excessive the claim went to arbitration, this procedure having been

established by the Land Clauses Congolidation Act of 1845.(7)

(1) ibid. Q.3198, p.316

(2) HL Sessional Papers 1845 vol,18, Select Committee on Compensation
evid., of J, Clutton, Q.141,

(3) 1ibid. Q.'s 54, 55.

(4) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit, p.73

(5) ibid. p.27

(6) ibid. pp.434-435

(7) For a full discussion of the difficulties of compensation see
below pp.168-170
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The exact cost of land for railway construction and its percentage
of total costs, has long been a controversial topic., This stems largely
from the writings of contemporary authors who bitterly condemned the
rapacity of the landowners.(l) This attitude, that land costs were
extortionate, has long been popular but in 1952 Pollins offered a
tabular analysis of railway constructional costs, and concluded that the
cost of land averaged some 14% for the period 1830 to 1850.(2) He
argued that although there were instances of large sums being paid for
inconsequential acreages, land costs, on the whole, were of much less
significance than had been supposed.

Kellett argued that Pollins had overcompensated and, to justify
this point of view, produced figures that suggested that land costs in
fact averaged 16,5% of total costs for that period, but, despite the
increase of 2,5%, implied that the land costs were not of crucial
significance in the factors that determined alignment.(s) He argued
that the figure of 16.5% was probably valid until the 1870s and only in
the final decades of the nineteenth century did it fall to 10 or 11%.(4)

Pollins has clarified his argument by stating that in the past great
emphasis had been placed '. . . on the cost of obtaining Acts and on the
cost of land. In practice these expenditures were not very high
proportionately'.(5) Robbins has argued that although some landowners

were paid excessive sums the average percentage paid for land ', ., .

does show that the somewhat eager or excessive payments so often quoted

(1) see below pp. 108-109

(2) H. Pollins: "A Note on Railway Constructional Costs 1825 - 1850'
Economica: N.S. vol.19 no.76 (Nov. 1952) pp.395-407

(3) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.430

(4) ibid. p.431

(5) H, Pollins: (1971) op.cit. p.3l
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ARGR )

were singular and not characteristic®, The problem of land costs
is a thorny one. It is suggested, however, that whether it wag 14%
or 16.5%, the land cost was, not insignificant, but certainly of less

importance than has been implied in the past.

(1) M. Robbins: (1962) op.cit. p.38



CHAPTER SIX: 1820 - 1840

Railway construction in England during the 1820s and 1830s can be
divided into three distinct stages. The 1820s saw the transition from
the mineral railway, as typified in its ultimate form by the Stockton and
Darlington Railway, to the fully fledged public railway, with the opening
of the Liverpool and Manchester Railway in September 1830.(1) Degpite
the fact that radical new principles were established with the construct-
jon of the line between Liverpool and Manchester, the railway, as a
concept, was still felt to be applicable solely in an industrial context
and it was not until the authorisation of the London and Birmingham and
Grand Junction Railways in 1833 that it was seen to have a national
significance. The second stage can therefore be seen as the laying out
of the basic skeleton of the national network during the years 1833 to
1835 with the authorisation of the four main trunk railways from gouth
Lancashire, the West Midlands, Southampton, and from Bristol to London.
The third stage merely elaborated all that had gone before and the mid
1830s saw Parliament sanction a considefable mileage of railway that
extended and refined the evolving network.,

The fundamental importance of the Liverpool and Manchester Railway

(2)

cannot be understated. Its merits and deficiencies were widely

3
debated throughout the 18203,( ) promoters and engineers involved with
other railway projects watched with interest as techniques and ideas

were tried and evaluated; the opponents of the general expansion of

railways, the canal, turnpike, and coaching interests, and the landowners

(1) see above pp.33-4
(2) The following section owes a great deal to R.E. Carlson: The

Liverpool and Manchester Railway Project: 1821-1831 (1969),
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were especially interested in the parliamentary conflict of 1825 and 1826.
In fact it was suggested at the time that many canal companies had con-
cluded that *, . . if they succeed in quaghing this, they will be secure
against all others'.(l) Thus the principles involved in the planning
and construction of the railway were seen to have far wider significance
than the immediate area of South lancashire.

The planning of this railway's alignment occurred during the years
1821 to 1825, During 1819 and 1820 South Lancashire had enjoyed a strong
expansion in trade and the existing transport system between the two
cities, based largely on three canals, was found to be completely in-

adequate.(z)

A group of Liverpool merchants were therefore extremely
receptive to the suggestion of William James, a noted land agent and
ardent champion of the cause of the expansion of the railway network,
that a line should be built between the two cities. James discussed
this idea with Joseph Sandars, the spokesman for the merchants, in July
1821 and agreed to undertake a feasibility study to determine whether
construction of a line was possible.(3) A gignificant division of
labour was immediately established in that James was concerned merely
with the choice of a suitable alignment whilst the merchants were
responsible for the promotion and finance of the project.

During 1821 James completed a cursory survey that indicated it was
possible for a railway to be built, The merchants therefore approached

the canal interests in a final attempt to gain an improved service and,

having been brusquely refused, decided to proceed with the promotion of

(1) (J. Barrow) Canals and Railroads: Quarterly Review vol.31 no.32
(March 1825) p.376

(2) R.E, Carlson: op.cit. pp.40-1

(3) 1ibid. p.43
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1)

the railway. The engineer undertook a comprehensive survey during

the spring and summer of 1822 and met considerable physical opposition
from the local populace which had been instigated by the local landowners
and, to a lesser extent, by the canal companies, Initially the opposition
caused delays in the completion of the survey but more significantly, it
also caused James to change his mind about the proposed route.

The engineer produced a preliminary report during 1822 which explained
to the promoters the factors he had taken into consideration in determining
the alignment of the railway. He listed & number of 'positive' factors,
amongst them the nature and quality of minerals, the extent of agriculture
and manufactures, and the location of the population, He also suggested
that there were a number of ‘'negative’ factors, and paramount amongst
these was the influence of the landed attitudes. ‘'He noted that, in
order to escape from the 'preJudice, ignorance and the contracted views
of self-interest’' of many individuals he had avoided as much as possible
the homes and preserves of the nobility and gentry'.(Z) He had also
minimised interference with the canals and turnpikes. In a letter of
February 1823 to the promoters he further argued that the delays in the
completion of the survey stemmed from '. . . the additional time required
by the decision to avoid the estates of the Earl of Derby and other
noblemen'.(a)

This delay stretched well into 1823 and as a result the promoters

decided to employ George Stephenson who was to complete the survey and

(4)

this appointment took place in the spring of 1824, (Stephenson had

been previously employed in the realignment of the Stockton and

(1) ibid. pp.53-4
(2) 4ibid. p.55
(3) 1ibid. p.59
(4) ibid. p.59
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Darlington Railway during the early years of the decade and one of the
prime factors that had influenced the location of his revised line had

L)

been the necessity of paying due regard to the local landed interests. )

The Liverpool Committee had asked James in 1823 to resurvey his railway
to reduce the formidable weight of opposition against 1t(2) and had then
appointed an engineer who was already extremely aware of the importance
of minimising such landed opposition by means of a tactful alignment.
It is significant that the promoters felt that they could ameliorate this
opposition by means of alterations in the alignment rather than by
bribery, propaganda, or negotiation.

Stephenson decided to follow James' route and consequently met even
greater hostility than that which had been suffered by the original

surveyors in 1822.(3)

By the autumn of 1824 the final route had been
established (Fig.7) and ran from Liverpool to the north of Knowsley Park
(property of Lord Derby), and then followed the Sankey valley before
turning east-north-eastwards across Chat Moss to Manchester. The
finalisation of the alignment allowed the first prospectus to be
published on 29 October 1824 and the authors made a strong policy
statement in regard to interference with local landed interests.

In deciding upon the proposed route the Committee have

been anxious, at considerable inconvenience and expense,

to select a line which may not only be eligible congidered

in itself, but may be as little objectionable as possible

with reference to individual and local intereata.(4)

(1) W.W, Tomlinson: The North Eastern Railway: Its Rise and
Development (1915) pp.75-85

(2) L.T.C, Rolt: (1960) op.cit. p.93
(3) R.E., Carlson: op.cit. p.71
(4) Original prospectus quoted in ibid. p.82
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Despite these strong concessions to local feelings the Bill failed
in 1825 at the Committee stage of the House of Commons.(l) The promoters
decided that the incompetent testimony of their engineer and the content-
ious alignment were the major reasons for their failure and, in resolving
to reintroduce a bill in the following session, they decided to dismiss
Stephenson and to appoint two well established engineers, John and George
Rennie, in his atead.(Z) They also decided that the railway should be
realigned and demanded ‘. . . a line that would minimise as much as
possible the objections of landowners, tenants and the canal 1nterests'.(3)
The revised line (Fig.7) was considered less favourable than Stephenson's
and was also more expensive, but the great reduction in landed opposition
encouraged the railway committee to conclude ‘. . . that the new line's
advantages far outweighed its disadvantages.'(4)

In December 1825 a further prospectus was issued which once again
prominently stated a clear policy in regard to the landed interests.
'The line proposed would not touch or intersect any of Lord Sefton's
estates and would cross only a few fields belonging to Lord Derby; also
it had been altéred at many points to accommodate the wishes of
proprietors whose estates it did cross'.(s) Although Lords Derby and
Sefton opposed the Bill it enjoyed a successful passage through Parlia-
ment and received its Royal Assent early in May 1826.(6)

It is clearly apparent that the promoters of the Bill met con-

siderable opposition during the years 1822 to 1826 which had a gignificant

impact on the ultimate alignment of the railway, The opposition came

(1) ibid. p.132

(2) ibid. pp.142-3
(3) 4ibid. p.l44

(4) ibid. p.146

(5) 4ibid. p.150

(6) ibid. pp.157-168
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from two main sources, from the canal, turnpike, and coaching interests
of South Lancashire, which might be termed the 'vested interests' of the
area, and from the local landed society.

The opposition of the vested interests was primarily for financial
reasons. Although the Bridgewater Canal had been in operation since
the 1760s, the majority of the English canalg had been constructed
during the latter years of the eighteenth century and many had not come
into service until the first decades of the nineteenth.(l) Similarly,
numerous turnpike companies had invested large sums of money in
improvements in the early years of the nineteenth century, which had
resulted in heavy debts in the form of large mortgages. Apart from
the opposition of the Bridgewater Canal, which was to maintain the
inordinately high profits made during the French Wars, by and large canal
and turnpike opposition to the coming of the railway was to protect their
gources of income in order to liquidate their debts.

The landed opposition was far more complex, Between 1822 and 1824
the landowners conducted a virulent campaign against the railway which
tapped the springs of prejudice and ignorance existing in the local
populace at that time. Although there were numerous reasons advanced
for their hostility, landed arguments became distilled into a basgic view
that '. . . the steam locomotive was an infernal mchine'.(z) This
opposition was refined and presented with great clarity and cogency in
the Houses of Parliament, It was argued that their property would be
violated by the steam locomotive and the railway

was a major threat to the value of their holdings

. « . [once] private joint stock companies asked for

(1) J.H. Farrington: (1969) op.cit. pp.43-235
(2) R.E. Carlson: op.cit. p.72



and received permission to interfere with private property,

the traditional protection given to property under the law

and the constitution was lost and the value of property

would automatically depreciate(l)

The latter part of the argument ig rather curious in that the canal
companies had already achieved that which the landowners were attempting
to resist. The argument was summarised thus '. . . the rights of
private property . . . should be sacrificed only in the face of clear
and decisive evidence proving public necessity and with the guarantee
of liberal compensation'.(z) This statement was made repeatedly
throughout the nineteenth century and became the basic tenet of landed
arguments in opposition to interference by a proposed railway, The
promoters of the Liverpool and Manchester Railway regarded it of such
significance as to reply:~

The progress needed in transportation facilities must

inevitably cause inconveniences and financial loss to some,

under which conditions it was the responsibility of

government and the projectors to guarantee that these

inconveniences and losses were held to a minimum and

that reasonable recompense be made to the 1nJured,(3)
a plain statement that they were prepared to subscribe to the principle
of tactful alignment, to minimise damage to an estate and, should this
prove inadequate, the payment of generous compensation to alleviate the

depreciation in value of the property.

In the light of the above the failure of 1825 can be seen in

(1) 4ibid. p.1l25
(2) ibid. p.165
(3) 4ibid. p.167
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perspective. A prime requirement for a railway company was to prove

an overwhelming public necessity for their railway. The inadequately
prepared traffic case and the incoherently presented engineering evidence
of 1825 scarcely constituted clear and decigive public need. The crucial
importance of the Select Committee stage of a railway bill was therefore
immediately recognised by the promoters and this recognition set the tone
for the rest of the century. The preparation of their case for the
Select Committees of 1826 was infinitely superior to that of the previous
year with a tactful realignment, the competent presentation of evidence
of potential traffic, the scant references to the proposed use of steam
locomotives, and the clarity of C.B, Vignoles' engineering evidence,
relative to that of Stephenson's of the year before.

The considerable interest shown in the outcome of the submission
of this railway to Parliament ensured that the principles involved were
widely discussed. The results of the landed influence on the railway's
alignment and, more importantly, the decision of the railway company to
prefer to alter the alignment rather than make use of any other alter-
native in order to minimise landed opposition, set a strong precedent
for the years to come,

There were a8 number of lines promoted during the mid 1820s, one
being a line from Leeds eastwards to Hull which was comparable, in many
respects, to the Liverpool and Manchester Railway, In this instance
it was the merchants of the inland city who wished to improve communic-
ations with their outport rather than the reverse, but, once again,
there was 2 choice between a low level line and a more expensive, but
more direct, high level railway and, once again, the chief engineer was
George Stephenson.

The railway company had been created in December 1824 with a



Mr. J. Marshall of Leeds elected &s chairman.(l) Stephenson was

appointed as engineer in the January of 1825, a few months before his
humiliation before the House of Commons Select Committee. The Leeds
promoters themselves recognised that there were two main alternative
routes between Leeds and Selby (Fig.8), a low level route utilising the
Aire valley, curving southward to avoid the ridge of Magnesian Limestone
which lay between the two towns, and the alternative, this being a direct
line running due eastwards across the limestone ridge to Selby. The
promoters argued that the Aire Valley route was ‘. . . attended with
great difficulties on account of the gentlemen's seats through which or
near which it would have to pass'.(z) Although they did not prohibit
Stephenson from choosing the valley line they felt that should he do so
the railway would meet with considerable landed opposition. Stephenson
said that he had attempted to convince the promoters to use the Aire
valley but their fear of the potential opposition was such that he had
decided to use the alternative, more difficult line.(S) The scheme
foundered in the general financial collapse of late 1825 but was
partially revived in 1829 with the promotion of a line from Leeds to
Selby. James Walker was employed as the engineer and he decided to
follow Stephenson's direct line, The line came before Parliament in
1830 and, meeting with very little landed opposition, was authorised in
that year.(4)

The controversy concerning the alignment of the Liverpool and

(1) D, Brooke: The Origins of the Constituent companies of the North
Eastern Railway: (Hull M.,A, thesis 1961) pp.l-3

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.40 York and North Midland Railway
26 April p.86

(3) idem 21 April p.52
(4) W.W, Tomlinson: op.cit. p.204
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Manchester Railway therefore had considerable repercussions in the West
Riding in that the power of the landed socliety of the Aire valley was
never even challenged. The promoters thoughtfully realised that if a
credible alternative was available there was little point in needlessly
antagonising the landowners and perhaps instigating conflict that could
lead to the rejection of their bill in Parliament. It is rather curious
that despite his experiences in South Lancashire, Stephenson felt it
necessary to recommend the utilisation of the Aire valley route in the
full knowledge of the possible consequences. The promoters’'attitude
proved far more realistic and although the line of 1829-30 was more
expensive than that by the valley, the landed opposition was minimal

and the parliamentary passage was exceptionally easy. The landed impact
was therefore of considerable significance in that the promoters'fear of
Eotential rather than actual opposition strongly influenced the location
of the whole line between Leeds and Selby.

The longest railway promoted during the 'tentative' years of the
1820s was that between Newcastle and Carlisle, this being a distance of
some sixty miles. This railway differed in some respects from the
Liverpool and Manchester, and Leeds and Hull Railways in that the choice
of alignment was strongly limited by the constraints of the valleys of
the River Tyne and River Irthing. This is in marked contragt with the
flexibility available further south. The line was also promoted in an
area already familiar with the concept of railways and, to a lesser
extent, the steam locomotive., Thus a far more favourable attitude
existed on the part of the landed soclety toward the idea of a railway
between the two cities.

Although the idea of a canal linking the two seas had been discussed

in the early years of the century, it was decided in March 1825 that the
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construction of a railway between Newcastle and Carlisle would be of
greater benefit to the region. During the summer and autumn of 1825
various alternative alignments on the north and south banks of the Tyne
were discussed but it wasn®t until the November of that year that it was
decided to align the railway on the south bank and plans were deposited
with Parliament for the session of 1826.(1) The winter of 1825-6 saw
the largest landowners on the proposed line, the Greenwich Hospital
Estates, employ Joseph Locke, a young railway engineer, to survey an
alternative alignment that would be more suitable to their particular
requirements than that suggested by the promotera.(Z) Although nothing
came of this idea it is of considerable significance as one of the
earliest instances of a landowner employing a reputable engineer to
provide a satisfactory alternative to the ‘official' proposals,

In February 1826 the bill was withdrawn from Parliament and the
promoters stated that this was in response to complaints received from
the landowners who were concerned about the alignment. The company
therefore had decided that their proposals should be shelved and
negotiations reopened so that a mutually satisfactory route could be
achieved. ) They further admitted that the survey of 1825 had been
hastily executed in order to meet the parliamentary deadline and con-
sequently there had been insufficient time allowed for consultations
with the local landed interests. They argued that it was extremely
difficult not to encroach upon the privacy of the estates and avoid

damaging plantations. 4)

(1) J.S. Maclean: The Newcagtle and Carlisle Railway 1825-62 (1948)
p.ll

(2) ibid. p.1l3
(3) 4ibid. p.l4
(4) 1ibid. p.l18



The survey was therefore recommenced during 1826 as were the
negotiations. Despite the constraints imposed upon the engineer by the
narrowness of the valleys, many alternative routes were proposed and
discussed, with most, if not all, of these being attempts to choose a
satisfactory alignment for the landowners. The promoters conceded that
the negotiations with the landowners had been most constructive due very
largely to the warm support they had for the coming of the railway.(l)

A route wasg finalised in April 1828 and came before Parliament in

1829 where it was opposed by a Mr, C. Bacon of Styford Hall, near Riding

Mill, in the Tyne valley. Although the landowner felt that the railway
(2)

would prove '

« » . 8 blot on the landscape, an eyesore, and a nuisance',
he also argued that the line was not the best possible and was likely to
be damaged by flooding. The promoters were eventually forced to offer
Bacon £3,000 for the seven acres of his land that they required and his
opposition was withdrawn.(s)

Tomlinson has argued that the time had long gone by when men such
as Bacon could lead public opinion, implying that unqualified hostility
toward the railway was an archaic attitude in the Tyne valley at that
time.(4) Perhaps this was the case but despite the support of the
landowners for the line it was still necessary for the engineer to select
an alignment that caused minimal damage to their estates, and the fact
that this took three years to achieve is evidence enough of the difficulty

of the task., It is also significant that where a negotiated alignment
failed, the sole recourse of the railway company was the payment of

'generous' compensation to an opponent in order to remove the hindrance

(1) 4ibid. p.l8

(2) W.W., Tomlinson: op.cit. p.196
(3) J.S. Maclean: op.cit. pp.21-2
(4) W.,W, Tomlinson: op.cit. p.196
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of his opposition. The railway company clearly recognised that this
course of action was far cheaper than confrontation and possible defeat
in Parliament, with the consequent del2y of at least one year.
The 1820s therefore saw the establishment of & number of precedents,
Although the lines discussed above tended to be longer than the average
for this decade, the general principle of the minimisation of interference
with landed estates through tactful alignment, was equally applicable in
the cagse of the shorter, more local lines.(l)
During the final years of the decade changes in attitudes toward
the railways began to occur, In 1830 the Quarterly Review, which had
argued in 1825 that a limit of 8 or 9 miles per hour should be placed
upon steam locomotives,(Z) was arguing that 20 m,p.h, was a desirable
maximum speed and was strongly in favour of a national system of railways.(s)
Also in 1830, Lord Sefton, one of the major opponents to the Liverpool
and Manchester Railway, supported a proposal for a railway from Liverpool
to Leeds that was intended to cross his estate(4) and both Lord Derby
and Lord Sefton were favourably impressed by the successful opening and
operation of the Liverpool and Manchester Railway., ‘>’
The merchants of Birmingham also noted the success of the South
lancashire line and in late 1830 quickly reformed their committee for
the promotion of a railway to London. In the October of that year they

appointed George and Robert Stephenson as their engineers and asked them

(1) for example: B. Reed: Crewe to Carligle (1969) p.15, discussing

the alignment of the Warrington and Newton Railway of 1829,

(2) (J. Barrow) loc. cit. p.361

(3) (G. Buchanan): Railroads. Quarterly Review vol.42 no.229 (March
1830) pp.377-404

(4) R.E. Carlgon: op.cit., p.73

(5) ibid. p.227
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to prepare plans for a line between the two citieu.(l) The promoters

had hoped to submit a bill to Parliament for the session of 1831 but the
time available proved completely inadequate and it was not until the

spring and summer of 1831 that the various alternative routes were

surveyed in any detail.(Z)

The promoters were merely concerned with linking Birmingham and
London and congequently, during the course of the year, at least six
alternative lines were considered, although the discussion essentially
revolved around the choice of a route via Oxford or via Coventry.(a)

G. Stephenson decided upon the Coventry route and reported to the promoters
on September 23 1831 with the completed survey. His report contained

the three basic principles to which he subscribed in determining the
alignment of any railway. They differed from those propounded by James

in that the 'positive' factors concentrated more on the engineering
agpects rather than the traffic, but in one respect they were signifi-
cantly alike, in their mutual recognition of the importance of the
avoidance of estates. Stephenson argued that there wasg:-

(a) the need to select the lowest relief possible for the

line. (b) consistent with this (which would involve an

economy of fuel) is the need to choose the line which ig

the least expensive to build even if it is not the most

direct. (c) 1lastly, there is the need to avoid parks

and pleasure grounds in every practicable caae.(4)

(1) P.S. Richards: A Geographical Analysis of some of the surveys
made for the London and Birmingham Railway Line: Trangactions and

Proceedings of the Birmingham Archaeological Society vol.80 (1962)

pp.17-25, W,T, Jackman: op.cit. p.550

(2) J. Wake: Northampton vindicated: or Why the Main Line missed the
Town (1935) p.5

(3) P.S. Richards: loc.cit, pp.17-8 (4) ibid. p.21
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The history of the alignment of the railway between Birmingham and
London illustrates the importance of this final factor, Initially
Stephenson had intended to pass through the Chiltern Hills via Aylesbury,
and Uxbridge and thence to London.(l) However this proposal was fiercely
opposed by the local landowners and consequently the Countess of Bridg-
water suggested to Stephenson that the line should be located parallel
to the Grand Junction Canal, through her estate at Tring. She felt that
the land was already ‘gashed' and therefore severance, and thus com-
pensation, would be reduced, and also argued that the engineer could make
use of the level of the canal in his surveying, if he so wighed.
Stephenson agreed to this request and the line was rerouted accordingly.

The railway had four major foci - the two termini and the two gaps
in the intervening ridges of hills, at Watford Gap in Northamptonshire,

and at Tring in the Chilterns.(z)

The three intermediary sections of
railway enjoyed a greater flexibility in the choice of location, this
being reflected in the concessions made to landed pressure. At Watford,
in Hertfordshire, the railway approached the parks of two noted opponents,
Lords Essex and Clarendon, and this caused Stephenson to deviate the line
to the east of the town which necessitated the consgtruction of a tunnel

and an acute curve.(a) Near Tring itself the route of 1831 had been

altered in order to avoid the ‘pleasure grounds' of Lady Bridgwater.(4)

The railway was aligned some way to the west of Northampton in

(1) J.K. Fowler: Recollections of Old Country Life (1894) p.125
(2) J.H, Appleton: The Communications of the Watford Gap: 1I1.B.G,

Trans. and Papers no.8 (1960) pp.215-224

(3) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1832 vol,16 London and Birmingham Railway
3 July p.l1l03,

(4) idem, 5 July p.187
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1

response to landed pressure and in running via Weedon the railway
company was forced to pay particular regard to the estate of Mr, J.
Thornton of Brockhall (Fig.9). Stephenson stated that considerable
difficulties had arisen with Mr, Thornton and the railway had been aligned

apacifically to avoid the park 2’ (despite this the problem was not fully

resolved until 1835(3)).

The Bill came before Parliament in 1832 and reached the Housge of
Lords Select Committee stage on 28 June, Despite the efforts of the
engineers to minimise damage to the estates and the competent present-
ation of their case,(4) a resolution was passed by the Committee on 10
July which stated:

It is moved that the case for the promoters of the bill

having been concluded it does not appear to the Committee

that they have made out such a case as would warrant the

forcing of the proposed railway through the lands and

property of so great a proportion of dissentient landowners

and proprietors.(S)

This was carried by 19 votes in favour with 12 against. There was no
necessity for the opposition to present a case.

The failure of the Bill can only be explained in the political and
social context of the time, 1831 and 1832 had seen the monumental
struggle in Parliament by Lord Grey to obtain the authorisation of the

first Reform Act and during 1831 England had been perilously close to

(1) J. Wake: op.cit., and V.A, Hatley: Northampton revindicated:
Northamptonshire Past and Present 11 no.6 (1959),

(2) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1832 vol.16 3 July p,103, J, Wake: op.cit.
p.15

(3) see below p.1.45

(4) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1832 vol.16 28, 29 June 2, 3 July

(5) idem, 10 July p.197
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revolution.(l) The pamphleteering of the 18208 and the political turmoiil

of the early years of the 1830s had resulted in a heightened sense of

(2)

social conflict with class conflict becoming clearly apparent., It

has been argued that '. . . to the more serious the railway epitomised

the quickening challenge from industrial growth and the middle classes* ¢

and to some the '. . . railway was the Industrial Revolution 1ncarnate'.(4)
It could be argued that the most damaging blow to the railway's case came
from one of its own spokesmen, J, Ross, who stated '. . . a great deal
depends on whether the line is got from London to Birmingham; if the
great line is got I think all other lines will join them (sic).(5)
The conflict over this particular railway was far more clearly cut
than that which had occurred in the mid 1820s. The promotional committee
wag uncomplicated by landed investment and, because the line ran through
a district which was almost totally agricultural, no confusion arose from

(8)

vested industrial interests along the route, It wag also felt that

the railway was promoted by townsmen for townsmen and thus clashed directly
with the agricultural interests of rural landed society.(7) J. Wake has
argued that the opponents to the railway were '. . . the most conservative
classes in the country (being) the landed gentry and the clergy', and any

jdea of damage to their estates °

e « o threw many of them into a perfect
frenzy . . . they saw besides danger to the travelling public, damage to

their stock, injury to their favourite sport, and no particular advantage

(1) A.S. Turberville: (1958) op.cit. pp.244-297
(2) see above p.60O

(3) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit, p.191

(4) D, Spring: (1971) loc.cit. p.18

(5) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1832 vol.16 2 July p,.95
(6) D, Spring: (1971) loc.cit. pp.20-1

(7) L.T.C. Rolt: (1960) op.cit. p.218-9
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to the countryside'.(l)

A number of the landowners had specific objections, Some objected
to the invasion of their estates (Lord Essex and Lord Clarendon), some
felt that the railway would destroy the coaching interests of their tenants
(Lord John Scott), some that their tenant's farming would be damaged (Lord
Hastings), and some that their canal shares would depreciate (Mr. Grant).
Lord Craven opposed merely out of loyalty to his neighbour Lord John
Scott.(z) All of these reasons were to become familiar to railway
promoters during the 1830s as they invaded rural England. The objections
put forward to this specific line were equally applicable to any railway
promoted through the countryside at this time.

The basic argument put forward by rural society crystallised into
an '. . . objection on the score of damage to hunting coupled with fear
- not wholly unjustified - of injury through the cutting up of their
estates.(a) By the 1830s fox-hunting had become of paramount importance
in the social fabric of the countryside and had become highly organised
by the beginning of this decade.(4) A diatribe published in 1839 began
how far, or in what manner, this trebly accursed revolution of

L] L

railroads may affect the breed of horses, and fox-hunting generally it

« (5) and continued by complementing the general

is impossible to say
arguments then advanced that the railway was an iniquitous attack upon
the rural way of life., The author concluded ', . ., to us, as sportsmen,

the intersection of any country by canal, or railroad furnishes food

(1) J. Wake: op.cit. p.4

(2) D. Spring: (1971) loc.cit. p.2l

(3) J. Wake: op.cit. p.lO

(4) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. pp.1l44-150

(5) F.P, Delmé Radcliffe: The Noble Science: A Few General Ideas
on Foxhunting (1839) p.128.
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enough in itself for lamentation; we bewail the beauty of a district
spoiled, and, as an obstecle to our amusement, we denounce the barrier
hostile to our sport'.(l)
In general therefore ‘. . . there was a considerable reluctance to
sell, inspired in no small degree by a genuine fear that rural amenities
would be shattered by the grimy thundering machines'.(Z) There was a
deep rooted fear of the invasion of privacy. It has been argued that
', . . respect for property was one of the cardinal features of early
Victorian society',(a) and in confirmation of this C.B. Vignoles, a
railway engineer, stated before a Select Committee in 1836 that he had
met great difficulties in surveying a line during 1832 and 1833 as a direct
result of '. . . the exceeding excitement that prevailed in the minds of
most of the landed proprietors at that time , . . of any interference
with private property'.(4)
It might be argued that rural society was deeply suspicious of this
new mode of transport in that they feared the implications of the coming
of the railway, believing it symbolised the burgeoning middle classes
and it was this that stimulated their opposition rather than hostility
toward the railway per se. On the other side of the coin J. Francis,

admittedly an extremely biased observer, has suggested that the commercial

clagses felt that the House of Lords were taking petty revenge for the

enforced acceptance of the Reform Act by rejecting the railway bill out

atiianaiit) cupirtherttosthistChriatioihaatortaredithorrathor ineat

(1) ibid. p.129, see also E.A, Pratt: op.cit. pp.246-8

(2) D, Spring: (1951) loc.cit. p.7, J. Wake op.cit. p.20 points out
that the railway companies recognised this fear.

(3) J.R, Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.27

(4) HLRO Min., of Evid., HL Sessional Papers 1836 vol.34 Brighton Railway
11 July p.207.

(5) J. Francis: The English Railway: Its Social Relations and Revelations:
(1851) vol.l p.184, see also W. Steel: History of the London and North
Western Railway: (1914) p.52




107

analogy between the passage of the Reform Act and the authorisation of
the first railways in that the two had very similar social ideals and
', . . very muich the same people opposed the one as the other, and from
very much the same sentiments'.(l)

The failure of July 1832 led to a meeting that month of the railway
promoters and their supporters. Lord Wharncliffe, who had chaired the
Hougse of Lords Select Committee, argued

that landowners who might yet differ with him be treated

sympathetically; they were faced by an omnipotent Parliament

ready to violate the rights of private property and their

resentment was understandable. Accordingly he counselled

that landowners should not be ‘hurried and forced, but rather
wooed and won', {2)

By the October of 1832 the railway promoters had agreed to this
policy of conciliation and felt ', . . it is manifest that the chance of
diminished opposition must rest mainly on the result of negotiations with
the great landowners, especially amongst the Lords' (3) The 'negotia-

tions®, euphemistically referred to before the Select Committee of 1833
as 'bargains', took the form of bribery(4) and this purchase of
neutrality hag caused & considerable amount of controversy over the
general relationships of the landowners and the railway companies during

the early years of railway construction. Spring has put the 'negotia-

tions' into perspective by demonstrating that the ultimate cost of land

(1) O.F. Christie: Trangition from the Aristocracy: 1832-1867 (1927)
P.222

(2) D, Spring: (1971) loc.cit. p.22

(3) J. Wake: op.cit. p.20

(4) HLRO Min., of Evid. HL Sessional Papers 1833 London and Birmingham
Railway 25 April p.28.
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totalled £506,500, this being double the revised estimate of £250,000
that Stephenson had submitted to Parliament. The original estimate had
been for £413,000 with the proviso that the necessary land could cost as
much as £481,000.<1)

It is possible to extend this argument further in that the original
Parliamentary estimate for the total cost of construction of the railway
was for £2,500,000, however the actual cost came to 24,750,000;(2) thus
the final cost of land was only some 10.6% of total constructional costs.
Should Francis' less reliable figures be used, which stated that the land
cost £750,000, this still totalled just 15.7% of overall coats.(s) With
reference to the estimates, the original figure of £413,000 for land alone
was 16,.5% of the original overall estimate, the revised estimate, i.e.
that which was put to Parliament, of £250,000 was just 10% of the total
estimate for construction. Therefore if these figures are compared with
Pollins' and Kellett's calculations,(4) it would appear that the traditional
argument that the cost of land for the construction of the London and
Birmingham Railway was a large percentage of capital costs, stands in
need of some correction.

Despite this a considerable body of opinion rapidly evolved which
argued that the landowners had extorted huge sums of money from the
railway companies in recompense for the compulsory purchase of their
land, Lecount felt that the landowners had employed '. . . one vast

system of plunder from beginning to end'(s) in their dealings with

railway companies. Francis was perhaps the most outspoken critic of

(1) D, Spring: (1971) loc.cit. p.24
(2) H, Pollins: (1971) op.cit. p.30
(3) J. Francis: op.cit, vol.l p.203
(4) see above pp. gs_y

(5) P, Lecount: op.cit. p.52
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the landowners ‘rapacity' and his book of 1851 contained a furious attack
on the landed interests '1mmorality'.(1) Robert Stephenson, in a speech
to the Institute of Civil Engineers in 1856, put forward the rather
hysterical view that 25% of railway constructional costs were for the
purchase of land and he was fiercely critical of the landowner's '. . .
extraordinary demands for compensation'.(Z) His argument was further
amplified in an article that appeared in the Edinburgh Review of April
1858, The author concluded that the railways were unremunerative because
of their heavy initial costs which had resulted from large Parliamentary
expenses and '. . . the exorbitant prices [paid] for land and compens-
ation'.(a)

However, even during the nineteenth century, this point of view wasg
under considerable attack. G, Buchanan writing in the Quarterly Review
of March 1830, had remarked that '. . . the purchase of land is a
material item of expense and great difficulties occur in the extensive
interference with property which must take place throughout the line'
and, tacitly accepting that land costs would be high in order to com~
pensate for damage, pursued his argument without further comment on this
point.(4)

The landed position was comprehensively defended by W.E, Aytoun in
the December of 1851.(5) He began by arguing that the railways were a

commercial speculation and that shares were never taken out of ’dig-

interested philanthropy', they were taken to make a profit., He felt

(1) J. Francis: op.cit, vol.l pp.186-9, 203-5, 217-8

(2) Address of Robert Stephenson to the Institute of Civil Engineers
8 January 1856 p.1l9

(3) (D. Galton) The Railways of Great Britain: Edinburgh Review:
vol,107 no.218 (April 1858) pp.396-419, p,.405

(4) (G. Buchanan) loc.cit. p.403

(5) (W,E. Aytoun) Champions of the Rail: Blackwoods: vol.70 no.434
(December 1851) pp.739-750 (Review of J, Francis: A History of the
English Railway)
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that the landowners did not want the railways °. . . their wish is to
preserve their property undissevered, and to be spared from the spectacle
of engines roaring by at all hours of the day and night close to the
bottom of the lawn'. However, because they were forced to give up their
land compulsorily, they naturally asked a high price for it, this price
taking into consideration the fact that the land was required for
speculative purposes. He then roundly criticised the idea that the land
should be offered at the agricultural value and put forward the analogy
of a railway company wishing to purchase land in the immediate vicinity
of a town for building purposes and then offering the owner no more than
agricultural value for it. Aytoun concluded that the railway companies

had discovered the landowners to be the '

« « o readiest scapegoat®’ for
their own mismanagement and that their high capital expenditure had, in
fact, resulted from fruitless legal battles in Parliament and had been
wasted by ambitious engineera.(l)

There were obviously valid points in both cases but the basic
argument wag pithily summarised by W. Reed, the secretary to the London
and Southampton Railway, in his evidence to a Parliamentary Select
Committee of 1839:-

Q.1240: Did the company consider that the power those persons

had to stop the bill was such as to make it advisable to pay

them so large a sum?

Reed: That was the fact.(Z)

The Grand Junction Railway, running northwards from the West Mid-
lands to South lancashire, was also authorised in 1833. Again the

basic aim of the promoters was to link two termini and once again this

(1) see also T.R. Gourvish: op.cit. pp.22-3

(2) First Report from the Select Conmittee on Railways 1839:
26 April p.63 Q.1240, evid, of W. Reed, gee also W.T. Jackman:
op.cit. p.595
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allowed considerable flexibility in alignment. A bill for the line had
been before Parliament as early as 1824 but had been rejected in the House
of Commons.(l) As a result of this failure the line was resurveyed and
the engineers, Jessop and Rennie, took full advantage of the freedom
allowed them in the location of the railway., They took ', . . the
greatest care . . . to render the route as satisfactory as possible to

the largest number of landed proprietors, although there were some they
were unable to conciliate'.(Z) The scheme went into abeyance until 1830
when the promoters reformed their Committee and appointed George Stephenson
as chief engineer.(a)

Stephenson discovered that a route had already been aligned on the
basis of minimal interference with landed estates. This, allied to his
own principles of avoidance,(4) and to the extremely successful work of
the railway company®s solicitor, J. Swift, who played a vital role in
negotiations with the landowners with hig extreme tact and offers of
generous compenaation,(S) led to the exceptionally easy passage of the
Bill through Parliament in 1833,

The two stages of the conciliation of landed opposition are again
apparent, Firgtly the attempts on the part of the engineers to align
the railway in such a manner as to cause the minimum amount of inter-
ference to landed estates and secondly, having decided upon a line,

negotiatibns with the relevant landowners occurred which obtained their

neutrality toward the line as a result of generous payment for the

(1) N.VW. Webster: Britain's First Trunk Line. (The Grand Junction

Railway) (1972) p.16
(2) W.T. Jackman: op.cit. p.539
(3) N.W, Webster: op.cit. p.20 "
(4) see above pp. 100-1
(5) N.W. Webster: op.cit. pp.24-5
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necessary land.

The success of the Liverpool and Manchester Railway also caused a
group of Southampton merchants to form a Committee in October 1830 to
promote a railway from their port to the city of London.(l) They
immediately employed a Mr, Doswell to survey a possible route and he
suggested an alignment between Southampton and Weybridge, in Surrey, that
differed little from that eventually constructed but at Weybridge he pro-
posed that the line should cross the Thames and run through Middlesex to
a terminus in West London near Paddington.(z) Doswell's proposals were
not accepted and the Conmittee then appointed Francis Giles, a canal
engineer familiar with that area of southern England, who managed to
produce a2 route by the end of 1830, Giles decided to abandon his pre-
decessors® western approach to London, contrary to the advice of his
Committee.

Q. Had you any instructions originally to consider the propriety

of an entrance upon the northern side of the metropolis?

Giles: I was strongly recommended by the Committee to take a

line through Middlesex but I always saw serious objection to it

and earnestly recommended them not to adopt it.

Q. Was one of those objections that it interfered with residence

property?
Giles: That was the chief one.(a)

Having decided to abandon the Middlesex line Giles chose a route

through western Surrey and spent 1831 refining the details of the align-

(1) R.A, Williams: The London and South Western Railway: vol,l
The Formative Years (1968) pp.l1-17

(2) ibid. pp.13-14

(3) HLRO Min, of Evid: HL Sessional Papers 1834 vol,23 part 2,
5 June p.l1l41




115

ment, The promoters held many local meetings during that year to inform
the landowners of their intentions and discussed the landed requirements
for the location of the railway.(l) As a result of these negotiations,
and of Giles' own insistence of minimal interference with landed estates,
it was possible for W.C. Milne, a noted civil engineer, to argue before
the Select Committee of 1834

Q. In your judgement does the line, at present, thread through

different residences in that neighbourhood avoiding them as much

as possible?
Milne: I think it is so laid out.(Z)
and for Giles himself to state

Q. Does your line interfere much with residence property?

Giles: It certainly approaches residence property going out

of London for some distance but it does not take any housges of
consequence. It is the most free of any line I could select.(s)

Giles admitted that the railway company had met considerable problems
in the vicinity of Weybridge where the line had to pass between Oatlands
Park (property of Sir F, Egerton) and Burwood Park (property of Sir R,
Frederick) (Fig.l1l0) but the engineer stated that he had managed to select
an alignment that was satisfactory to both parties although this had
necessitated the deep cutting to the north side of St, Georges Hill.(4)

Despite the fact that the alignment had been finalised during 1831,

(1) 4idem, 2 June pp.55-7

(2) 4idem. 16 June p.212

(3) idem. 5 June p.l42

(4) idem, 7 June p.18l1, see also the evidence of W, Reed loc.cit.
26 April 1839 Q.1242 °, , , we (the London and Southampton Railway)
were afraid of attacking Oatlands Park which was considered rather

sacred’.,
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the Committee decided to wait for the outcome of the passage of the London
and Birmingham Bill through Parliament during 1832, With its rejection
the Committee considered it prudent to further refine their railway's
alignment and an additional survey was conducted during the summer of 1833.
This, allied to extensive bribery,(l) ensured the successful passage of
the Bill through Parliament in 1834.(2)

The last of the three great trunk lines to be authorised was the
Great Western Railway. Although a number of schemes had been discussed
during the 1820s, the project was not revived until late 1832 when a
committee met in Bristol which decided to promote a railway from their
city to London.(a) They appointed I.K. Brunel as the engineer early in
1833. Once again the promoters aim was to link the two cities and this
was comprehensively discussed by Mr, Walker, one of the members of the
provisional railway committee at that time, before the Select Committee
of 1835

Q. Are you in possession of, or are you able to state, the

instructions given to the engineer for that purpose?

Walker: I am not in possession of any document. I am aware

that instructions were given to the engineer to select what he

considered the best practicable line to be adopted between

London and Bristol taking everything into consideration - the

practicability of it and the cheapness and convenience to the

different towns and places through which the line could be

carried.

Q. Not pointing out any one particular line . . .?

(1) see above p. 110
(2) R.A, Williams: op.cit. pp.l1l7-20
(3) E.T, MacDermot: op.cit, vol.l pp.l-13
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Walker: Certainly, no line whatever was pointed out to the

engineer.

Blessed with this freedom of choice Brunel considered two main
alternatives running to the north and the south of the Marlborough Downs.
Initially he preferred the southern route but discovered that it had poor
engineering potential and little local traffic.(Z) He therefore re-
commended that the northern line should be adopted on the bagis of the
better engineering and commercial prospecta.(a) Plans were completed
in time for the Parliementary session of 1834, but, unfortunately, sub-
scriptions had proved inadequate to finance the submission of the complete
line and thus only those sections between Bath and Bristol, and Reading
and London came before Parliament for its approval,

Brunel had considered three alternative locations for the London
terminus and concomitantly three alternative approaches to the city,
these being a line terminating at Waterloo Bridge, a line terminating at
Paddington, and a line, which he eventually selected, via South Acton,
Hammersmith, Brompton, and Pimlico to terminate at Vauxhall Bridge.(4)
This latter route was fiercely opposed by Lord Cardigan, spokesman for
the landowners and residents of Brompton,(s) and as a result of this
hostility two miles of the railway were abandoned and the terminus re-
located at the Hoop and Toy public house, in West Brompton, although

this was also opposed.(a) The Bill was eventually rejected by the

(1) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1835 vol.l Great Western Railway 19 June

pPp.4-5

(2) idem. 20 June p.82

(3) HLRO Min, of Evid., HC 1835 vol.4 GWR 23 March p.6, see also
E.T. MacDermot op.cit, vol.l p.5

(4) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1835 vol.l GWR 25 June pp.150-1

(5) HLRO Min, of Evid. HC 1835 vol.4 GWR 26 March p.62

(6) E.T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.l p.7
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House of Lords Select Committee in 1834.(1)

The conflict with the landowners of West London caused Brunel to
revise the alignment of his railway for the Parliamentary session of 1835
and forced him also to amend his general policy toward landowners. His
engineering philosophy in this context was closely examined before the
House of Commons Select Committee:

Q. What has been your object with reference to the landowners

on the line?

Brunel: I have endeavoured between last year and this to see

as many as possible of them and in the first place I endeavoured

to lay down a line as far as possible to avoid property of a

valuable description, or property that persons might attach a

fancied value to or mineral property and I think I have done

so as successfully as most lines of railway through so

extensive a country and I have seen many individuals and

consulted them upon the direction of the line and as far as

possible adopted their suggestionsSZ)

Q. Was your motive for choosing the present line because it

was the least expensive or because it interfered least with

valuable property?

Brunel: Decidedly because it interfered least with valuable

property; that is a much more important object than the little

difference of the expense of the 11ne(3)

The secretary for the railway company stated that it had been

decided, largely as & result of the opposition of the Brompton residents,

that there should be only the one terminus in north London and consequently

(1) ibid. p.8

(2) HLRO Min, of Evid. HC 1835 vol.4 GWR 23 March p.l109

(3) idem, 26 March p.68
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negotiations had been undertaken with the London and Birmingham Railway
company to achieve this obJect.(l) Brunel confirmed this point and
further agreed that the realignment was largely intended to minimise
interference with prOperty.(Z) (Fig.12)
In avoiding one group of landed opponents, the railway company dis-
covered that their new line interfered with another landownert property
in Ealing. Brunel argued that he had aligned the railway through this
property in a manner he felt would cause the least amount of damage but
did concede that he had not discussed his proposals with the landowner and
further admitted that he was completely unaware of whether they were to
the landowner} satisfaction, The opposition manifested itself during
the House of Commons Select Committee stage and, as a result, the align-
ment was altered to the property owners requirements, a suitable price
wasg agreed for the necessary land, and the opposition wag withdrawn.(a)
Although Brunel's ideas of minimum damage in this instance did not
coincide with those of the landowner, the negotiations that eventually
occurred did settle the problem to the satisfaction of both parties.
In this instance the initial difficulty had been caused by Brunel's
failure to discuss the proposals with the property owner before finalising
the alignment, It was possible for the extreme opposite to occur.
Brunel stated that in attempting to negotiate with Mr, R, Palmer MP, the
owner of an estate to the immediate east of Reading, he had offered the
MP whatever alignment he so desired but had received no positive indic-
(4)

ations at all from him, The engineer eventually decided to pass

through the edge of the estate by means of a tunnel (Fig.ll) but in 1835

(1) idem. 23 March p.37, see also idem 23 March p.107
(2) idem. 26 March p.68

(3) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1835 vol.l GWR 20 June p.107
(4) idem. 20 June pp.l03-4
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Palmer made up his mind and thus in 1836 the railway company obtained a

deviation Act with respect to this section of their line which authorised

the construction of Sonning cutting rather than the tunnel.(l)

Brunel had, however, concluded successful negotiations with Lord
Jersey, the owner of Southall Park, his Lordships agent, and his engineer,

concerning the proposed alignment of the railway through the estate (Fig.

11) which was amended to Lord Jersey's satisfaction.(Z) Similarly, in

relation to an estate near Pangbourne, Brunel stated that the '. . .

natural direction of the line would be directly through the house and

0 (3)

grounds but he had avoided this by means of a tunnel (later amended

by a deviation Act). (Fig.12)
The choice of three different lines had been offered to the Town
Corporation of Bath and they had decided upon the route that ran via the

Ham Gardens rather than the second alternative which ran to the south of

the town or the third which tunnelled under it.(4) At Tiverton negoti-

ations held during 1834 had allowed the engineer to alter the line chosen

in 1833 and thus save the necessity of two river bridges,(s) Brunel

further stated that in approaching Bristol he had avoided part of the

Avon valley because . . . it is occupied very much by residences and

gardens and altogether very valuable!, (¢
Some subsidiary points arose from the discussion before the Select

Committees. It was stated that many of the Berkshire landowners had

(1) E.T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.l p.20

(2) HLRO Min, of Evid. HC 1835 vol.4 GWR 23 March p.110, idem 26 March
pp.64-6

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1835 vol.l GWR 20 June pp.101-2

(4) ibid. p.89

(5) ibid. p.91

(6) 4ibid. pp.90-1
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opposed the railway simply because of their interest in canal property,(l)

and it was algo willingly conceded on the part of the railway company that
bribes had been given to landowners along the route to remove their
opposition.(Z) The G.W.R, company registered the first complaint that

a rival railway company, in this instance the London and Southampton
Railway, was using landed opposition to conceal its own ambitions of
having the G.W.R. Bill rejected.(s)

The opposition of Eton College to the railway has long passed into
folklore(4) but, in fact, the importance attached to their hostility by
the G.W.R. was very slight. Brunel mentioned, almost in passing, that
the company had intended to construct a branch line to Windsor but '. . .
we abandoned it at once at the wish of Eton College and have never thought
of it since'.(S) This would appear to be consistent with the general
policy of conciliation adopted toward landowners along the proposed route.

Finally, a point of some considerable significance arose from the
decision of the chairmen of both Select Committees that the necessity
for the line was proven and that the debate before each committee was
merely to establish whether the line, as proposed, was suitable for the
region.(s) This was extremely encouraging for the promoters of other
railway companies throughout England at this time in that it appeared
that the concept of the railway, as a railway, was accepted in Parlia-

(7)

mentary circles and therefore lines would no longer be rejected out
of hand simply because they were railways but were to be considered on

their merits.

(1) HLRO Min, of Evid. HC 1835 vol.4 GWR 23 March p.61
(2) 4ibid. p.65
(3) idem. 8 April pp.80-90

(4) see W.T. Jackman: op.cit, p.503, E.T. MacDermot: op.cit., vol.l p.l2
(5) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1835 vol.l GWR 20 June p.107

(6) 4ibid. p.58, HC 1835 vol.4 GWR 20 March p,l4

(7) see H, Parris: op.cit. p.18




The mid 1830s saw the rapid and considerable expansion of the number
of railway companies both promoted and authorised.(l) The promoters and
engineers had learnt a great deal during 1830-5 from close observation of
the difficulties of the trunk lines and the majority of the companies took
full advantage of this vicarious experience in that many were finally
surveyed during the summer of 1835, subsequent to the authorisation of
the Great Western Railway. One of the lessons that most promoters and
engineers quickly learned was a considerable respect for the private
estates of influential landowners. Paradoxically this is best illustrated
by Parliament's rejection of a railway aligned by an engineer who had con-
spicuously failed to recognise this state of affairs.

Early in 1835 Joseph Gibbs, ‘'a clever and sanguine' engineer,(Z)
projected a railway from London to York to run via Dunmow, Cambridge,
Sleaford and Lincoln, known as the Great Northern Railway, which came
before Parliament in 1836, Although Grinling has insisted that Gibbs
wag a competent engineer, Gordon has suggested that some of the techniques
employed by the engineer were of dubious merit.(a) However the engineer
', . . conceived his project in an enlightened and far sighted spirit.

But full of its national importance, he took no pains to conciliate

4
private interests'.( ) The railway was also strongly opposed by the

(1) see above p.37
(2) C.H. Grinling: The History of the Great Northern Railway 1845-95
(1898) p.2

(3) D.I. Gordon: A Regional History of the Railways of Great Britain:
vol.5 the Eastern Counties (1968) pp.102-3

(4) C.H. Grinling: op.cit., pp.3-4, see also Report of Mr, Gibbs (Civil
Engineer) upon the several proposed lines for a Brighton railway (1836)

pp.28-9 It is '. . . very important to consider deeply the alignment
« « » such a line should not be for the benefit of a particular town
or of a particular class, . . . but it ghould be such a line asg is

capable of diffusing the greatest amount of advantage, and con-

tributing in the highest degree to the benefit of the country generally®.
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rival Northern and Eagtern Railway, which similarly proposed to construct
a line between London and York.

The Bill for Gibbs' railway came before the House of Commons for its
second reading on 26 April 1836 where it met considerable opposition from
the landed MP's., Colonel Sibthorpe, a notorious opponent of all railways,
proposed that the second reading should be postponed and this was seconded
by Major Handley who conceded that although the Great Northern Railway, in
its alignment through Lincolnshire, was the most convenient line for his
purposes, he hoped ', . . that the House would interfere to protect private
property from the ruthless hands of rash speculators'.(l) Mr, Heathcote
then spoke and also demanded that the House should protect private property
remarking that the rival scheme, the Northern and Eastern, '. . . proposed

1 (2)

none of these encroachments on private rights that the Great Northern

envisaged. Colonel Sibthorpe's motion was carried by 99 votes in favour
with 85 against.(a)

The landowners were therefore not opposing the railway per se but
merely registering their dislike of unnecessary incursions on to their
estates. The total failure of the engineer to consider their viewpoint
resulted in the bill's rejection before it was even discussed by a Select
Committee.

The significance of landed influence was commented upon by a relatively
impartial observer of that time, Captain Alderson of the Royal Engineers,
in his reports to the Government on the Manchester, Cheshire, Staffordshire

and the South Union Railways, and also the Brighton lines. He wrote:-

I trust I shall not be considered as calling in question the

(1) Hansard 3rd series vol.33 26 April 1836 cols 309-11
(2) ibid.
(3) C.H, Grinling: op.cit. p.4



skill and talent of the engineers employed . . . but I am well
aware, that in laying out lines of railroad, in order to obtain
support from towns on the line, as well as from influential
individuals whose property is affected, an engineer is compelled
to deviate from that route which (considered professionaliy only)
he would otherwise recommendsl)
and in discussing the proposed alignment of one of the railways in the
Trent valley, near Tamworth, he stated:

It is apparent too that , . . the ornamental property which

abounds here . . . has obliged the engineer to deviate from that

route which, considered professionally, he would otherwise have
adopted; . . . in a valley of this kind it is only surprising
that this does not occur more frequently(z)

This recognition of landed influence also appeared in Lecount's
*Practical Treatise on Railways' published in 1839.(3) The author had
been closely associated with the planning and construction of the London
and Birmingham Railway and although not an engineer he discussed in some
detail the optimum mode of determining the best alignment of a railway,

He suggested that the promoters, having decided upon their termini,
should then appoint a secretary, an engineer, and a solicitor, who would
then determine the detailed alignment, He argued that the first necessity
was to establish the quantity of potential traffic in the general area

through which the line would run and, contemporary with this, that the

engineer should determine the principal points along which the line was

(1) Captain Alderson: Report X: Report on the Manchester, Cheshire,
Staffordshire and the South Union Lines of Railway: 24/4/1837
Royal Engineers Papers vol.2 pp.91-102, pp.97-8

(2) 4ibid. p.l0O

(3) P. Lecount: op.cit. pp.l-24
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to run, ‘During the same time the solicitor will have been feeling his
way amongst the landowners and the occupiers, so that where much dissent

is manifested that property may, if possible, be avoided'.(l) In choosing

the final alignment the engineer ‘., . . should run through no more seats

or ornamental pleasure grounds than possible and avoid towns and villages
where the land would be expensive'.(Z) He concluded that the engineer
'. . . should enter into all enquiries to enable him to choose the best
line and construct it at the least cost'.(s)

The extent to which the railway promoters and engineers were prepared
to amend the alignment of their railway in order to placate landed oppos-
ition varied considerably but one factor of significance was the importance
the promoters attached to the value of intermediary traffic between the
two termini., Where they felt it to be of relatively little importance,
compared to the overall objective of obtaining the authorisation of a
railway between point A and point B, large deviations were often made to
avoid areas of landed hostility. The alteration of the London and Dover
Railway during the years 1834-36 is one of the best examples of this
practice.

The initial proposal for a line from London to Dover was an extension
of the London and Greenwich Railway, which had been authorised in 1833, %)
south-eastwards through North Kent. A route had been suggested by
Colonel Landmann that ran via Woolwich, Erith, Gravesend, Cobham, Cuxton,

(5)

Maidstone, and Ashford to Folkestone (Fig.13). The first advertise-~

(1) 4ibid. p.l3
(2) ibid. p.l7
(3) ibid. p.l7

(4) H.P, VWhite: A Regional History of the Railways of Great Britain:

vol.2: Southern England: (1961) p.19
(5) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1846 vol.22 South Eastern Railway (North

Kent Lines) 28 April pp.l-42
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ments for the railway appeared in the local newspapers during March 1834
and maps of the proposed line were published during April and early May of

that year.(l) A public meeting on the 3 May 1834 at Folkestone expressed

enthusiastic support for the line.(Z) Between Folkestone and the immediate

vicinity of London, however, the promoters met implacable landed oppositionsa)
A public meeting to discuss the railway was held at Maidstone on 10 June
and, although it was informal, virtually every person of local importance
was represented.(4) Mr. J. Pearson, the solicitor for the railway company
at that time, was present at the meeting:

Q. Upon your exhibiting that plan and stating the nature of the

project and course of your line, what reception did you meet

with at that meeting?

Pearson: We met with the most universal expression of not only

dissent but of opposition in every way that they could contrive

to oppose such a projectSS)

The landowners had then gone on to express their general attitude
'. . . the feeling was that the country was extremely beautiful, the roads
were good, they had water carriage and good coaches and the railway would
be the most abominable nuisance'.(S) One of the landowners went as far
as to state that he would do everything in hig power to prevent a line

being built through the county.(7) The meeting had concluded:

Q. They did not believe that the thing was feasible?

Pearson: No, they took it as a thing that was very well

(1) ibid. p.5

(2) ibid. pp.14-5
(3) ibid. p.l6
(4) 1ibid. p.l17
(5) ibid. p.19
(6) ibid. p.20
(7) ibid. p.21
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for carrying cotton and coal in manufacturing districts and in

places where there was no beautiful country to be interfered

with.(l)

The promoters therefore decided to abandon thelir proposal to pierce
the North Downs via the Medway valley and Maidstone, and turned their
attention to the gap between St. Mary Cray, Orpington and Tonbridge.(Z)
Once again they met with considerable landed opposition which precluded
utilising this route and the promoters ultimately decided upon a line
that ran due southwards from London, crossing the Downs near Oxted, and
then running eastwards via Tonbridge to Folkestone.(a) Pearson concluded:

Q. You tell me the landowning opposition induced you to abandon

the plan of taking the northern line?

Pearson: Yes, undoubtedly that was the great reason.(4)

The North Downs also exerted a strong influence on the alignment of
the London and Brighton Railway in that a basic dichotomy appeared in the
ranks of the civil engineers at that time, as to the best mode of travers-
ing them. Once again the promoters of the various companies were merely
attempting to link the resort and the capital city and tended to show
little concern for potential traffic between the two termini. The
engineers surveying the routes preferred either a 'natural® route, which
made use of strategic gaps and valleys in the chalk hills, or a ‘direct'
route, which was more independent of these constraints.

Robert Stephenson was the prime advocate of the natural philosophy

and had his disciples in N, Cundy, and, to a lesser extent, C, Vignoles

and J, Gibbs. Sir John Rennie preferred a direct line, as did Palmer

(1) ibid. p.29
(2) ibid. p.30
(3) 1ibid. p.35
(4) ibid. p.90
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of the South Eastern Railway company.(l)

Vignoles had attempted to survey a line between the two termini

during 1832 and 1833 and had proposed to pass through the North Downs by

way of the Vale of Mickleham, between Leatherhead and Dorking (Fig.l4),(2)

but had *'. . . found insuperable objections to it on the part of the land-
¢ (3)

owners' . Vignoles therefore abandoned this idea, because of *. . .

what I might be excused in calling the violent prejudices of the landowners
(4)

against any approximation of the railway to their estates and houses'.
He felt that a line further to the east would be more practicable and
°, . . thought it better to take it rather than encounter the opposition

of the landowners; I considered that it would be useless to bring it

49 (5)

into Parliamen When pressed on this point he remarked that he

considered it hopeless to attempt to obtain the consent of the landowners:
Q. On what account did you consider it hopeless?

Vignoles: On account of money not being able to obtain the

consent of the proprietors of the property.(s)

Robert Stephenson had been employed late in 1833 by a rival company

(7)

and he also proposed to make use of the Vale of Mickleham. Stephenson's

assistant engineer, G.P. Bidder, argued that the engineer had produced a

line that was satisfactory to the landowners,(e) although he did concede

that other engineers had met considerable difficulty in attempting to

(1) H.P. White: (1961) op.cit. pp.72-4
(2) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL Sessional Papers 1836 vol.34 Brighton Railways
11 July p.18l1

(3) sSir John Rennies Line: Speech of Mr, Joy before the Committee of
the House of Commons: May 19 1836 p,.5

(4) Min., of Evid. HL 1836 vol.34 11 July p.207

(5) ibid. p.207

(6) Min, of Evid. HC 1837 vol.l7 Brighton Railways 9 March pp.92-3

(7) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1836 vol.34 7 July p.94

(8) 1ibid. p.74
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1)

align a railway through the Vale. Stephenson's counsel argued '. . .

that difficulty which others have met with we have combated successfully

by the position of the line',(2) laying strong emphasis on the importance

of a tactful alignment, although it was suggested at the time that '. . .

notwithstanding the enormous sums' agreed to be paid to the landowners by
(3)

Stephenson's company there was still a certain amount of opposition.

This latter point is borne out by the criticism of the line before

the House of Lords Select Committee of 1836,(4) and also the fact that

Stephenson attempted to realign his railway of 1836 for the session of

(5 In contrast Sir John Rennie's direct line via Merstham met

very little landed opposition and this was quickly paciried,(e) his line

1837.

being criticised on largely engineering grounds.

Parliament eventually decided in favour of Rennie's line and although
the basic conflict was essentially concerned with engineering principles
and costs, it is suggested that the landed controversy over Stephenson's
alignment and the complete lack of any such debate with reference to
Rennie's would have played no small part in the outcome of the final
decision.

The two railways discussed above were, to a certain extent, anomalous
in that the mid 1830s saw a gignificant trend toward shorter lines and

more concern shown on the part of the promoters for potential traffic

(1) ibid. p.74, also HL 1836 vol.34 10 July p.142

(2) Stephenson's London and Brighton Railway: Speech of W.P, Wood to
the House of Lords Committee: 22 July 1836 p.7

(3) Answers to 'Observations on the Result of Evidence given before the
Committee on the Bills®' (1837) p.5

(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1836 vol.34 6 July pp.8-12, 50-2

(5) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1837 vol.l17 3 March p.56

(6) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1836 vol.34 18 July p.445, HC 1837 vol,.l7
15 March p,.60
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along the proposed route. The trunk railways of 1833-5 were, on average,

some 95 miles in 1ength,(1) whereas those authorised during 1836-7

averaged just 34 miles.(z) Further to this Robert Stephenson spoke in
support of the Birmingham and Gloucester Railway of 1836 and was closely
questioned on the potential traffic along the proposed route. He argued
that such potential traffic was of considerable significance in determin-
ing alignment and that, in some respects, it was more important than
better gradients. He felt that the final route was a blend of traffic
and engineering factors and concluded that if there were a direct choice
between superior engineering and the possibility of increased traffic
receipts *. . . I should be much inclined to consider favourably the line
that went through the commercial country'.(a) Thus both the diminishing
overall length of a railway and the increased awareness of the importance
of intervening traffic, began to militate against the flexibility enjoyed
by the earlier lines.

Despite this, or perhaps because of it, a two stage process of align-

ment of a railway relative to a landed estate evolved, The first stage

was the process of 'initial avoidance', the second being negotiation with
the relevant landowner, using this alignment as the basis for discussion.(4)
Vignoles spoke strongly in favour of this idea of initial avoidance
in 1836 when he stated: . . . proximity to houses and parks of a large
character are undesirable and when you can get other lines equally good

it is better to avoid them'.(5) This argument was complemented by one

(1) J. Simmons (1961) op.cit. p.5

(2) H, Pollins (1971) op.cit. p.28 (44 Acts - 1,500 miles)

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.l Birmingham and Gloucester Railway
8 March pp.l1l13-32, p.1l24

(4) see above p.125Jlecount’'s discussion of the alignment of a railway

(5) HLRO Min, of Evid. HC 1836 vol.29 Midland Counties Railway 24 March
p.123
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of the principal directors of the South Eastern Railway company in the
same year: 'Q. Your anxiety is . . . to avoid the inconvenience of

proprietors who have ornamental property if you can do it? A, Yes'sl)

Brunel was a strong advocate of this principle(Z) and put it into
practice with the alignment of his Cheltenham and Great Western Union
Railway in the vicinity of Kemble. The line came before Parliament in
1836 and was proposed to run from Swindon via Kemble, Sapperton, Stroud,
and Gloucester to Cheltenham.(s) The railway touched the estate of Squire
Robert Gordon of Kemble, who appeared before the House of Commons Select
Committee in opposition. Brunel argued that he had taken special care,
as engineer, to get the best alignment possible:

Q. Have you, in your endeavour to avoid annoyance to the house,

kept the junction as far from the house as you can and in that

place, which in your judgement, would be the least objectionable
to the house?

Brunel: Yes I think so; I knew whose house it was and I

endeavoured to lay down my line and arranged it so.

Q. Did you, in passing through the property of Mr. Gordon's,

endeavour to the best of your judgement, to lay down a line in

such a way as should be as little objectionable to that mansion
and to the occupier of it as possible?

Brunel: Yes, I thought this line would be the least obJectionable.(4)

The success of this policy is amply reflected in the fact that the align-

(1) HLRO Min, of Evid. HC 1836 vol.36 South Eastern Railway 22 April
p.25a

(2) see above p. 118

(3) E,T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.l pp.79-80, see also J. Simmons (1961)
op.cit. pp.53-5

(4) HLRO Min, of Evid. HC 1836 vol.3 Cheltenham and Great Western
Union Railway 18 March pp.85-6




ment remained as it was and Gordon merely obtained stringent protective
clauses.(l)(Fig.GO)

It was comparatively rare fqr this stage to succeed without further
negotiation as it was solely the engineer's opinion as to what constituted
minimum damage to an estate. A far more satisfactory process was the
implementation of both the first and second stages, as occurred in the
alignment of the Hull and Selby Railway, in the vicinity of Kingston-upon-
Hull.

Although a line between Leeds and Hull had been contemplated as early
as 1825, it was not until 1830 that a railway was authorised between Leeds

and Selby.(z) Plans to extend the line eastwards from Selby to Hull were

(3)

revived in the spring of 1834. The engineer, James Walker, began

surveying in the spring of that year(4) and had given his assistant,
Alexander Comrie, explicit instructions that, in choosing the alignment,
he was specifically to avoid '. . . the conveniences or the interests of
the landed proprietors'.(s) The main problem arose at Welton (Fig.l5)
where any latitude in the alignment was strongly limited by the need to
pass through a relatively narrow area of suitable land that lay between
the south of the Wolds and the Humber estuary, The estate was owned by
Robert Raikes who had recently rebuilt the house and had had the grounds
landscaped by Repton.(s) In 1825 Stephenson had proposed to align the

railway just one-half of a mile away from the front of the house, whereas

(1) E.T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.l p.80

(2) see above p.2>

(3) K.A, MacMahon: The Beginnings of the East Yorkshire Railways: East
Yorkshire Local History Society (1953) no.3 p.4, K. Hoole: A
Regional History of the Railways of Great Britain: vol.4: North

East England (1965) p.44
]
(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.l2 Hull and Selby Railway 15 March p.82

(5) idem 9 March p.l1l10, also HL 1836 vol.1l5 Hull and Selby Rly 16 May p.87
(6) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.12 11 March pp.ll, 101-2, also idem
14 March pp.3=7
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Walker®s initial suggestion was for a line at least five-eighths of a mile
avay. V)

Comrie met Raikes during the May of 1834 and discussed the various
alternative alignments with him before Raikes eventually chose the line
which came before Parliament in 1836.(2) Despite the fact that he had
chosen the route, Raikes persisted in criticising the alignment throughout
1835, largely because his home looked southward over the Humber and he
felt that any line of railway would be an unwelcome intrusion into the
landscape. He eventually decided to ascertain whether an alternative
alignment was feasible and employed Francis Giles to survey the various
pogsibilities.(s) Although this engineer produced a route that was one
and one third miles away it was heavily criticised on the grounds that it

was of greatly increased visibility.(4) Raikes therefore accepted the

Parliamentary line and merely obtained protective clausea.(s) Ag Walker
pointed out the parliamentary line was not the best but the best that
(6)

could be had in the circumstances.

The Bristol and Exeter Railway company published their first prospectus
on 1 October 1835 and proposed to submit a bill to Parliament for the
session of 1836.(7) This allowed their engineer, Brunel, exactly two
months to survey the line and prepare plans for deposition. Brunel
recognised the importance of choosing a line that was satisfactory to

both the promoters and the landed interests and therefore decided upon

a policy of non-intervention and acquiesence to landed requests. The

(1) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1836 vol.l5 9 May p.67

(2) idem 16 May p.88, see also HC 1836 vol.12 15 March pp.86-7

(3) HLRO Min, of Evid. HC 1836 vol.12 14 March pp.97-160

(4) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1836 vol.l5 9 May pPp.69-72, also idem 16 May
pp.101-114

(5) G.G. MacTurk: A History of Hull Railways (1879) pp.47-8

(6) HLRO Min, of Evid. HC 1836 vol.l2 9 March p.1l14

(7) E.T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.2 p.68
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line ran from Bristol via Bridgwater, Taunton, Wellington and then entered
the valley of the River Culm which joined the River Exe some two to three
miles to the north of Exeter., The engineer had avoided an estate at
Bridgwater at the request of a landowner and had also abandoned the idea
of approaching Taunton 'more closely' because he felt it would interfere
with too much property. Most of the difficulties had arisen with the
landowners of the Culm Valley and Brunel stated that he had concluded
satisfactory negotiations with dissident landowners at Silverton, Rewe,
Stoke Cannon, Cowley Bridge and between Stoke Cannon and Cowley Bridge

(Fig.16). 1)

Thus the detailed alignment between Exeter and Cullompton,
a distance of some twelve miles, was determined by the wighes of the land-
owners. Brunel's approach proved a conspicuous success in that, despite
the rapidity of the survey, the line met with no landed opposition of note
in Parliament(z) and the line was authorised with little difficulty in 1836,

It might be supposed that the need for 'economy' in the construction
of a railway, the desire on the part of the promoters to keep the initial
capital costs to a minimum, either through choice or sheer lack of funds,
would preclude the tolerance of deviations to avoid landed estates.
However it has been suggested that it was felt, by promoters and engineers,
to be cheaper to do so rather than face the possibility of opposition and
consequent failure in Parliament.(a) This is borne out by a study of the
factors that influenced the alignment of the Birmingham and Gloucester
Railway in 1836.

Captain Moorsom had been appointed engineer during 1833 and had

commenced to survey a line between the two towns. He was explicitly

(1) HLRO Min, of Evid, HC 1836 vol.2 Brigtol and Exeter Railway
17 March pp.l-223

(2) idem 14 March p.l

(3) see above p.79
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informed that the cost of the line should be as little as possible.(l)

The railway company managed to find sufficient capital to come before
Parliament in 1836 where Moorsom's alignment was strongly criticised in
that it avoided Worcester,(Z) and also intended to surmount the Lickey
Hills by a gradient of 1 in 37. Despite these painfully obvious results
of stringent economy,(S) Moorsom had negotiated with the landowners along
the proposed line of railway and had agreed to deviate the line to the

satisfaction of a number of them; for Lord Ellenborough of Southam Hall

(to the immediate north of Cheltenham),(4) for Mr. Galton of Hanley Grange

)’(5)

(to the east of Upton on Severn for Mr. Clive of Cofton Hall (to the

6
north of Barnt Green),( )

(7)

Norton.

and for a landowner at Cotteridge near Kings

James Walker had also met difficulties in the alignment of his
Northern and Eastern Railway, which was to run between London and Cam-
bridge, in the vicinity of the estate of Lord Braybrooke at Audley End,
near Saffron Walden. The engineer said before the Select Committee of
the House of Commons of 1836, that he had altered his railway and deviated
it further to the west in an attempt to minimise damage to the estate and

had decided to use a series of tunnels . . . to remove, or at least

reduce, the opposition which was threatened by the noble Lord'.(s)(Fig.17)

(1) E.G. Barnes: The Rise of the Midland Railway: 1844-74: (1966) p.99

(2) T.C. Turberville: Worcestershire in the Nineteenth Century (1852)
pp.150-4, see also HLRO Min. of Evid, HC 1836 vol.l 11 March p.l

(3) F.S. Williams: The Midland Railway: Its Rise and Progress (1877)
pp.72-4

(4) HLRO Min, of Evid. HC 1836 vol.l 9 March pp. 13, 36

(5) ibid. pp.136-7

(6) idem 10 March pp.33-5

(7) idem 9 March p.141

(8) HLRO Min, of Evid. HC 1836 vol.1l8 Northern and Eastern Railway:
20 April p.1l19, see also idem 19 April pp.9-148
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The promoters of the line originally intended to continue the line north-
wards through Lincolnshire to terminate in York, and Walker had tentatively
suggested a route that the railway might follow, When he was questioned
on this extension he stated: *. . . one is obliged in a country like
this to meet the wishes of the proprietors and in accomplishing that object
in Lincolnshire I shall make a deviation from the line I have laid down’, ¥
It was possible for promoters, as well as engineers, to completely
migcalculate the influence that a landowner possessed. A line had
originally been surveyed during the summer of 1835 to run from the Great
Western Railway's main line at Didcot via Abingdon to Oxford, but nothing
came of this proposal until it was revived by enthusiastic local interests
early in 1836.(2) They employed Brunel as their engineer to survey two
alternative routes, one being a curved line via Abingdon, the other being
a more direct line between Didcot and Oxford that left Abingdon some little
way to the west. Having completed the survey the two lines were then
submitted to the major landowner of the area, Captain G.R. Pechell MP,
whose estate lay to the south-east of Abingdon (Fig,18). He rejected
the line that caused his estate the greatest damage but implied that he
did not necessarily approve of the alternative.(a) The railway company

acceded to his wishes and submitted the direct line to Parliament for

the session of 1837, However Pechell successfully opposed the railway

(4)

on the grounds of interference and the bill was rejected. Brunel

(1) 4ibid. p.155
(2) J. Hepple: Abingdon and the Great Western Railway: or Why the

Oxford Line missed the Town. Journal of Transport Hiatorz N.S.
vol,II no,3 (Feb, 1974) pp.155-66

(3) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1837 vol.3 Oxford and Great Western Union
Railway: 4 May p.84

(4) 4idem 26 April - 23 May 1837
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then negotiated with the landowner and other dissident neighbours and
managed to achieve an alignment that gained their approval.(l) Although
the bill came before Parliament in 1838 with no landed opposition, it was
rejected as a result of the opposition of the University of Oxtord.(Z)
The promoters'rather tactless behaviour in offering the major landowner
of the area two alternatives neither of which had been discussed with him,
unsurprisingly resulted in the bill's rejection. The value of a negotiated
alignment became immediately apparent in 1838 with the complete absence of
landed opposition in Parliament.

The mid 1830s saw the establishment of a practice which became
increasingly popular with those railway promoters and engineers who, for
one reason or another, wished to alter the alignment of the line authorised
by Parliament, Companies occasionally found that small sections of the
railway would either be considerably improved, or that pressure had been
put upon them to have parts altered, and thus returned to Parliament in
the following year or years to obtain sanction for these small amendments.
The London and Birmingham Railway gained such a deviation act in 1835,(3)

as did the Great Western Railway in 1836,(4) and the North Midland Railway

in 1837,(5) the South Eastern Railway in 1837 and 1839,(6) and the

Birmingham and Derby Junction Railway in 1838.(7)
The York and North Midland Railway was realigned during 1836 as a

result of such pressure and in 1837 the promoters had to return to

Parliament to obtain a deviation act that amended a considerable length

(1) HL End of Year Papers 1838 2 July p.7

(2) J. Hepple: loc.cit, p.1l63

(3) L.T.C. Rolt: op.cit. (1960) p.240, see above p.l02

(4) see above p.121 deviation through Palmer's land at Sonning.
(5) see bélow p.148

(6) see below p.150

(7) see below p.154
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of their railway. The company had been formed in October 1835 and had
appointed George Stephenson as their engineer. His task was to survey
a line that would link York with the North Midland Railway in the vicinity

€D)

of Normanton. Unfortunately this necessitated a rapid survey at a
time when Stephenson was particularly busy and when the bill came before
Parliament in 1836 the chairman of the railway company, George Hudson,
decided that ', ., . in order to push the York and North Midland Bill
through the House of Lords, [he] had made promises to an obstructive peer,

Lord Howden'(Z)

that committed the company to shifting the railway from
the borders of Lord Howden's estate of Grimston Park,

The deviation bill came before Parliament in 1837 and wasg bitterly
criticised in that the railway company had argued in 1836 that the curve
at Grimston had been laid down specifically to serve the Tadcaster region
and that now the company proposed to straighten the curve and pass this
area some little way to the east (Fig.19).(3) The surveyor, Thomas Cabry,
was closely questioned by the opposition counsel and eventually conceded
that Hudson had pledged to alter the line,

Q. You were told just to get beyond 100 yards of Lord Howden's

property and then to take the line?

Cabry: I wag not told so . . .

Q. Have you not just contrived to do s0?

Cabry: I believe it does do so but whether it is a contrivance

or not I cannot say.

Q. It does do so, do you mean to say that you were not told

(1) K, Hoole: op.cit., pp.30-1

(2) R.S. Lambert: The Railway King: 1800-1871: A Study of George Hudson
and the Business Morals of his time: (1934) p.41

(3) HLRO Min,., of Evid. HC 1837 vol.25 York and North Midland Railway
13 April p.l19
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to go upon Lord Howden's property at all?

Cabry: Perhaps I might have been told not to go upon Lord

Howden's property.

Qe <« o o you have told me that was done in pursuance of

directions you received from Mr, Stephenson, who said you were

not to go upon Lord Howden's property?

Cabry: Yes; it was by the general direction of the parties.(l)

The North Midland Railway returned in 1837 for the authorisation of
three deviations of their main line of railway (Fig.20). The first was
intended to minimise damage to the town of Belper and wag estimated to
cost an additional £34,000; the second was at South Wingfield and was
designed to shift the railway from close proximity to some ornamental
property and would cost £1,600 less than the original stretch of line.
The final deviation was at Beighton, on the property of Lord Manvers, and
was to cost an extra £13,000.(2)

Decisions to alter the alignment of an authorised railway could
result from the appointment of a new engineer. When William Cubitt
replaced Palmer as engineer to the South Eastern Railway company in 1836,
he proposed that a number of amendments of the alignment should be made,

(3) He had intended

mainly in the vicinity of Oxted and near Folkestone.,
to deviate the line near Tonbridge but had abandoned the idea and arguing
that the deviation ', ., ., was not so much to improve the line as to avoid

the objections of the landowners and to avoid the purchase of expensive

property, it has been given up. The company have entered into arrange-

(1) 4ibid. pp.126-7
(2) HLRO Min, of Evid. HC 1837 vol.22 North Midland Railway 14 March

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1837 vol.4 South Eastern Railway 26 April

PP .2=9
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ments with the parties to render the original line satisfactory to them;
it always was satisfactory to me'.(l)
Cubitt was forced to further amend his proposals for the line via
Oxted as a result of the Government directive of 1837 that decreed there
should be just the one rail approach to London from the south, which wag
to be the Brighton line.(z) The engineer decided that the South Eastern
Railway should leave the Brighton line near Merstham and run eagt-gouth-
eastwards to rejoin the original alignment of 1836 near Edenbridge (Fig.21)
and plans to this effect were deposited in the spring of 1838.(3) During
the summer of that year, the residents of Tilburton Hill, to the immediate
south of Godstone, registered their strong opposition to thesge proposala(4)
and caused the engineer to further revise his plans. The line as eventually
authorised in 1839 ran due eastwards before rejoining the 1836 line some
two miles to the east of the village of Four Elms.(s)
Cubitt had taken a very forceful attitude toward the realignment of
1838 and stated that he had chosen the line via Godstone '. . . without
regarding the landowners, in looking over the line I took the nearest line
I could find from the Brighton after passing through the chalk hills.
Q. Without reference to expense? Cubitt: Without reference to the
landowners or the expense'.(s)

He had taken an even firmer stance some two years earlier:

I made no deviation with that view [to avoid an estate]. I

(1) ibid. p.21

(2) H.,P. White: (1961) op.cit. pp.26-7

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid, HC 1839 vol.l4 South Eastern Railway 26 April
PP.5=7

(4) ibid. p.7

(5) ibid. p.9, see also E.A, Course: The Evolution of the Railway
Network of South East England: (London Ph.D, Thesis 1958) pp.37-8

(6) HLRO Min, of Evid, HC 1839 vol.l4 SER 26 April p,ll
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should state that I received no instructions what to make

deviations for; I went on the line as a plain sheet of paper
and I suggested such improvements as was thought necessary nor
did I know as to the particular landownership on the line.(l)

The rapidly expanding number of railway companies during the latter
years of the 1830s demanded an increasing number of engineers and surveyors
to lay out the new lines. This, allied to the mounting confidence on the
part of the promoters, began to encourage a less tentative attitude toward
landed society on the part of some of the practitioners of railway con-
struction. Frederick Swanwick had been employed in 1834 as George
Stephenson's assistant engineer in the planning of the Sheffield and
Rotherham Railway. When asked whether he had '. . . paid attention to
private property as an object of great congideration' he replied *. . .
certainly, so long as it is compatible with the public interest I have
considered 1t'.(2)

Nicholas Cundy had been employed as an engineer for the Grand Northern
and Eastern Railroad company which was intended to link London and York.
Cundy believed that public benefit far outweighed private conaiderations(s)
and in practicing this rather hostile philosophy, aligned his railway
through Lord Braybrooke's estate at Audley End in such a manner that James

Walker exclaimed '. . . nothing but something amounting to necessity would

justify a line through Lord Braybrooke's Park in the way Mr. Cundy has

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1837 vol.4 SER 26 April pp.22-3

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1835 vol.8 Sheffield and Rotherham Railway
19 May p.1l45

(3) N.W, Cundy: Observations on Railways addressed to the nobility,

gentry, clergy, agriculturalists etc. in connection with the Grand
Northern and Eastern Railroad (1834)



carried it'.(l)(Fig.17)
The second half of the decade also saw the modification of landed

attitudes.(z)

Sir George Bowyer, whose estate at Radley was to be
crossed by the Oxford and Great Western Union Railway, originally assented
to the line via Abingdon as he felt it was in the public interest. VWhen
he discovered that the railway had been realigned to avoid Abingdon and
had thus lost a considerable amount of local support, he felt that he was
no longer justified in assenting to a line that still interfered with his
estate yet was considered to be a poor line for the locality, He therefore
opposed the line in Parliament but only because he felt that the original
line was superior to that before the Select Committee.(a)
Robert Raikes also found that he had to weigh public benefit against
private convenience in his negotiations with the surveyorsg of the Hull and
Selby Railway.(4) In a letter of October 1835 he conceded that Hull wag
in great need of a railway and also that he was strongly in favour of it
for the public good but argued that he wanted the best line compatible
with the needs of his estate.(S)
An implicit indication of the changing attitude was the promotion and
authorisation of the North Midland Railway through the Aire valley, to the

south east of Leeds, in the years 1835-6, Ten years earlier the engineer

(1) HLRO Min., of Evid. HC 1836 vol.18 Northern and Eastern Railway
29 April pp.46-7 see also discussion of the ideas of Joseph Gibbs
above p. 123

(2) D. Spring: (1971) loc.cit. p.26 'Obviously from the very first the
opposition of landowners to the coming of the railways was a very
mixed affair’

(3) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1837 vol.3 O, & G.,W.U. Rly. 26 April pp.8-10
see also D. Spring (1971) loc.cit. p.26

(4) see above p. 137

(5) HLRO Min, of Evid., HC 1836 vol.1l2 Hull and Selby Rly, 14 March
PP .47-50




to this railway, George Stephenson, had been strongly discouraged from
even attempting to align a railway through the valley because the promoters

(L The tacit

feared that the landed opposition would defeat any scheme,
approval of 1836 is indicative of the rapidly changing attitudes prevalent
during this decade.

The Birmingham and Derby Junction Railway, authorised in 1836, had
been strongly supported by the local landowners and was sanctioned to fall
into the London and Birmingham Railway to the east of Hampton station.

This necessitated cutting through the western perimeter of Packington Park,
property of the Earl of Aylesford, His Lordship decided in 1837 that he
would prefer the line to run outside his park and the railway company
therefore obtained a deviation act in 1838 to achieve this purpose (Fig.22).
The Earl met the cost of this deviation act himself and appears to have
held the view that as the alignment was for his benefit alone he should
therefore pay for it, which was rather unusual for the time, but quite
significant.(Z)

The rejection of the Sheffield and Rotherham Railway Bill in 1835
was & direct result of the economic rivalry between the Duke of Norfolk
and Lord Fitzwilliam. The latter nobleman supported the railway, as it
would greatly benefit his collieries, but the former owned the majority
of land along the proposed route and felt that his mining interests would
suffer with its construction, The Duke of Norfolk's opposition proved

3
successful and the bill was reJected.( ) He petitioned against the <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>