MUNICIPAL POLITICS AND REGIONAL MONOPOLY:
RAILWAYS AND THE PORT OF HULL, 1840-1922.

KEITH NOLAN

Thesis submitted for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

University of York, Department of History.

September 2006.



MUNICIPAL POLITICS AND REGIONAL MONOPOLY:
RAILWAYS AND THE PORT OF HULL, 1840-1922.

ABSTRACT.

This thesis 1s a case study of the Humber port of Kingston upon Hull over a period of
some eighty years from 1840. It examines the growth of what was perceived by the
civic and commercial bodies as a railway and dock monopoly. a monopoly
considered prejudicial to the trade of Hull and advantageous to rival ports. The thesis
focuses on the strategies employed by the civic and commercial bodies of the port to
counteract and defeat the perceived monopoly. It then goes on to explore the
evolution of relationships between the parties involved after competition had been
established.

The methodology is to analyse the motivations and tactics of all parties and
demonstrate that although the overall strategies adopted were a failure in the eyes of
the civic body they were ultimately of great benefit to the port.

The existing historiography takes little account of the singular and robust civic
involvement 1n ratlways and docks at Hull. Therefore no examination has been made
of the consequences of the intervention of Hull Corporation and traders in railway

and dock development at the port. which this thesis sets out to examine.
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CHAPTER 1.

TRANSPORT, REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT & MUNICIPAL
POLITICS.

1. Introduction.

Thais thesis 1s a case study of the Humber port of Kingston upon Hull, at the time the
third largest in England, over a period of some eighty years from 1840. It is
concerned with the railways serving the port and the interactions between them and
the bodies representing its civic and commercial interests. More particularly, it
examines the growth of what was perceived by the civic and commercial bodies as a
ratlway monopoly. inimical to the trade of Hull and to the advantage of rival ports.
exercised by the North Eastern Railway Company (NER). The thesis focuses on the
strategies employed by the Corporation and traders of Hull to counteract and defeat
the perceived monopoly. largely by the promotion of an independent railway and
dock. The key component of this strategy was what became the Hull Barnsley and
West Riding Junction Railway and Dock Company (HBR), the study of which is
central to this thesis. The justification for the study lies in the light 1t sheds on the
effect of municipal politics on the close and interdependent relationships between the
various modes of transport and systems of distribution in the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, which are all too often treated in i1solation. There 1s a paucity of
academic literature concerning municipal policy regarding the railway-port interface.
A rare exception is the case of Liverpool for which Jarvis has produced an analytical
history that includes a chapter on the relationship between the port authority, The
Mersey Docks and Harbour Board. and the railway companies serving the port. He

concludes that the dock authority accepted the usefulness of railways but feared and

hated the railway companies.’

' A.Jarvis, Liverpool Central Docks, 1799-1905 — An Illustrated Historv. (Stroud, 1991). pp. 91-116.



Some caution must be exercised in drawing more general conclusions from
this thesis. as the extent of the civic involvement in the development of the transport
infrastructure of Hull during the nineteenth century was a singular one, with the rél¢
of Hull Corporation being pivotal. From the inception of the railway from Leeds to
Selby, 1n 1836, Hull Corporation showed an inclination to give practical, political
and. 1n a tew cases. financial support to independent railway schemes, but its greater
involvement did not come about until the proposal for the HBR in 1879. In order to
counter the NER's perceived monopoly 1t obtained parliamentary powers to prevent
the sale or leasing of the HBR. an independent company which it was instrumental in
promoting. The singular circumstances of the railway and dock monopoly at Hull
may be established when comparison 1s made with the ports of Liverpool and
Southampton: the essential difference being the degree of involvement by the civic
authorities. In Liverpool the London & North Western Railway (LNWR) enjoyed a
strong competitive position similar to that of the NER at Hull. but this was more a
case of railway monopoly being sustained by the absorption of competing
companies, whereas at Hull the NER’s strategy was to prevent access by other
railway companies except by means of running powers granted by it.’

For fifteen years from the opening of the Liverpool and Manchester Railway
in 1830 that company. later absorbed into the LNWR, controlled all routes into
Liverpool and strenuously opposed attempts by other companies to gain access.” The
Manchester and Leeds Railway (MLR) [the Lancashire & Yorkshire Raillway (LYR)
from 1847] eventually gained access in 1845, followed in 1874 by the Cheshire

* J.R. Kellett, The Impact of Railwavs on Victorian Cities, (London, 1969), p. 188.
A. Vaughan, Railwway Politics and Money, (London, 1997), p. 134. Vaughan asserts that ‘the NER
was ...co-operative with other railways which wished to use its tracks.” This is true but ignores the
fact that, because of various agreements, running powers, particularly in the Hull area, were little

used.

> J. Marshall, The Lancashire and Yorkshire Raihwav, Vol I, (Newton Abbot, 1969). p. 128.
J. Simmons & G. Biddle, (eds.). The Oxford Companion to British Raibvay History, (Oxford, 1997).
p. 285. The LNWR acquired Garston Dock to the east of Liverpool in 1864 as a rival to the Mersey

docks to ship timber and Lancashire coal to Ireland.
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Lines Committee made up of the Great Northern Railway (GNR), Manchester.
Sheffield and Lincolnshire Railway (MSLR) and Midland Railway (MR).*

Liverpool docks were initially constructed in 1715 as a civic enterprise. but
because of dissatisfaction with the port’s administration Corporation control was
removed, and from 1857 the docks were administered by the Mersey Docks and
Harbour Board, described by some historians as the strongest, and possibly most
dynamic port administration in England.” Prior to the formation of the Merseyv
Docks and Harbour Board the entire business of the port was the responsibility of the
Trustees of the Liverpool Docks who were, in fact, the Borough Council using a
different minute book.° The Mersey Docks and Harbour Board consisted of 28
members, of whom 24 were elected by the ratepayers.” The generally held view of
the Mersey Docks and Harbour Board as energetic and forward-looking has been
disputed, although 1t has been conceded that the Port of London Authority. formed in
1908. flattered Liverpool’s administration by imitating it.°

At Southampton the docks were 1n the hands of a private company until 1892
and the London and South Western Railway Company enjoyed a monopoly of access
to the port for many years, defeating all attempts by other railway companies to gain
entry.” The Dock Company had neither the will nor the capital necessary to make
essential improvements to the facilities and the railway company refused to become

involved. However, the situation changed completely with the appointment of

* J. Simmons. The Railway in Town and Country 1830-1913, (Newton Abbot, 1986), pp. 208-209.

Marshall, The Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway, Vol. I, p. 129.
> S. Mountfield, Western Gateway — A History of the Mersey Docks and Harbour Board, (Liverpool,

1965). pp. 1-15.
° A.Jarvis. Personal communication.
" H.J. Dyos &. D. H Aldcroft, British Transport. (Leicester, 1971), p. 272.
® A.Jarvis, *The Members of the Mersey Docks and Harbour Board and Their Way of Doing
Business', /nternational Journal of Maritime History, Vol. 6, (June 1994), p 123.
G. J. Milne, ‘Port Politics: Interest, Faction and Port Management in Mid-Victorian Liverpool’, in
Harbours and Havens: Essavs in Honour of Gordon Jackson, (St. Johns, Newfoundland, 1999). pp.
35-62
A. Bryant, Liquid History — Fifiy Years of The Port of London Authoritv. (London, 1960), pp. 39-64.
’ H. P. White, 4 Regional History of the Railways of Great Britain, Vol. 2, Southern England.

(Newton Abbot. 1970). p. 135.
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Charles Scotter as general manager of the railway in 1885." Scotter displayed a
dynamism which had previously been lacking. The railway offered the dock
company substantial loans for improvement and. in 1892, acquired the docks.
Iinitiating a comprehensive programme of investment which secured the future of the

port.

The civic involvement in railways at Hull went further than at Liverpool or
Southampton. The Corporation not only encouraged an independent railway and
dock company at the port but also obtained Parliamentary powers to safeguard that
Independence. The existing historiography concerning Hull takes little account of the
vigorous civic involvement in the railway situation during the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. That existent concentrates upon the constructional. operational
and economic aspects of the railways concerned. No examination has been made of
the consequences of the intervention of Hull Corporation 1n railway development at
the port. which this thesis sets out to examine.

Probably the best academic overview of the situation at Hull is given by
Simmons. He traces the growth of resentment against the NER at Hull and argues, as
does this thesis, that the inadequacies of the port were in no small measure the fault
of the Dock Company. He also notes the involvement of the Corporation 1n the
establishment of the HBR and the more co-operative stance of the railway companies

from the mid-1890s. themes which are central to this thesis. But his review 1s concise

and precludes the detailed analysis offered here."

The standard work on the NER, a major player in nineteenth century Hull, 1s
Tomlinson’s North Eastern Railway, published in 1914. This monumental tome
charts the history of the NER in great detail. However. Tomlinson was a paid

employee of the company who worked with its official blessing, and this may have

%" J. Simmons, The Victorian Railway, (London, 1991), p. 264

"' Simmons. The Railwawy in Town and Country 1830-1913, p. 208.

R. A. Williams, The London and South Western Railway, 1'ol. 2, (Newton Abbot, 1973), pp. 134-
148.

White, A Regional Historv of the Railways of Great Britain, Vol. 2, pp. 136-138.

C. H. Grinling. The Wavs of our Ruilwavs, (London, 1911). pp. 285-290.

Simmons, The Railway in Town and Country, 1830-1914. pp. 204-207.

). Simmons. The Railway in England and Wales 1830-1913, (Leicester. 1978). pp. 67 & 91.

12
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affected his objectivity. Writing on the formation of the NER Tomlinson waxed
euphoric over the new creation: "Stretching a well regulated monopolyv through the
rich mineral and agricultural part of England from which 1t derives its name, the
North Eastern Railway. in 1854, presented one of the most remarkable examples of
amalgamation.”" He goes on to state “The NER could certainly not be charged with
indifference to the port [of Hull].”™"* One of the purposes of this study is to assess the
degree to which these claims can be substantiated.

A more dispassionate view than that of Tomlinson 1s given in Brooke's
doctoral thesis and subsequent article, which provide an analysis of the various
agreements negotiated by the NER to safeguard its trading position, and the
company s relationship with the port of Hull. However. the work ends at the crucial
date of 1880. when the HBR obtained its Act.”” The economic history of the NER is
more generally examined in Irving's The North Eastern Railway Company [870-
[914. An Economic History." This work. however. completely ignores the réle of the
Corporation of Hull and its relationship with the NER.

By comparison the HBR is poorly represented by academic volumes. There
are, however, works by lay historians that are of value. The Hull & Barnsley Railway
appears in two volumes, the first being edited by K. Hoole and the second by B.
Hinchliffe." They concentrate mainly on the construction and operation of the
railway although there is a short analysis of the relationship between the HBR and
Hull Corporation."”® They are compilations of work by wvarious authors and

consequently suffer from a lack of connectivity, engaging with matters of little

S—

" W. W. Tomlinson, North Eastern Railwav. (Newton Abbot edition, 1967), p. 526.

" Tomlinson, North Eastern Railway, p. 623.

> D. Brooke, ‘The North Eastern Railway 1854-1880. A study in railway consolidation and
competition’, (Unpublished PhD Thesis, Leeds University, 1971).
D. Brooke. ‘The Struggle between Hull and the North Eastern Railway’, Journal of Transport
Historv. Vol. 1. No. 4. (September 1972), pp. 220-237.

' R. J. Irving. The North Eastern Raihway Company 1870-1914 An economic history. (Leicester.
1976).

'" K. Hoole, (ed.). The Hull & Barnsley Raihvayv, Vol. I, (Newton Abbot, 1972).
B. Hinchliffe. (ed.). The Hull & Barnslev Raihwayv, Vol 2. (Sheffield, 1980).

'® Hoole. (ed.), The Hull & Barnslev Railway, 1'ol. 1, pp.181-197.



Interest to academic historians. They are, however useful for the chronological aspect
of the thesis. Additionally, there are two small works which consist mainly of
descriptions of the line. locomotives and rolling stock."”

Before proceeding to focus more closely on the singular transport situation in
Hull 1t 1s appropriate to review transport systems and regional development in a
broader context. This will serve to establish the more general relevance of what

otherwise may appear to be no more than an isolated study of one urban area, its port

and railways.

2. I'ransport systems.

There 1s some disagreement among historians concerning the wider significance of
the period of increasing industrialisation commencing around the mid-eighteenth
century and often known as the Industrial Revolution.”” One school of thought sees it
as a broad change 1n Britain's economy and society. The alternative view perceives a
much narrower phenomenon. the result of technical change in only a few industries,
particularly cotton and iron. Although the degree is still debated, it 1s generally
agreed that the industrial revolution was dependent on innovation and investment in
the transport infrastructure.”’ Until the arrival of railways in the 1830s the agencies ot

transport were the road system, inland waterways and coastal shipping.

Roads had provided arteries of transport for centuries and, by 1820, turnpike

22

trusts had achieved an aggregate improvement in the road system of England.

" G. D. Parkes, The Hull and Barnsley Railway. (Lingfield, 1946).
M. Barker, ‘The Hull and Barnsley Railway’ in D. Goodman (ed.), Aspects of Hull, (Barnsley,

1999). pp. 99-112.

** P. Temin, " Two views of the Industrial Revolution’, The Journal of Economic History, Vol. 57, No.

1, (March 1997), pp. 63-68.

‘' 'H.J. Dyos & D. H. Aldcroft, British Transport, (Leicester. 1971). p. 18.

== R. Szostak, The Role of Transport in the Industrial Revolution, (Montreal, 1991). pp. 60-62.
M. J. Freeman, ‘Transport’ in J. Langton & R. J. Morris, Atlas of Industrialising Britain 1780-

/914, (London, 1966), p. 80.
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Turnpike roads were established from Hull to York in 1764-5 and to Selby and the
West Riding of Yorkshire. in 1793.%

Inland navigation provided an increasingly important alternative to road
transport. In 1699 the undertakers of the Aire and Calder Navigation (ACN). made
up mainly of businessmen from Leeds and Waketfield, obtained an Act for the
improvement of the rivers from the confluence of the Aire and the Ouse to Leeds and
Wakefield. This initial improvement was completed in 1704. Transport by inland
waterway had been important to the trade of Hull since its founding, but the
movement of water-borne goods between the West Riding of Yorkshire and the port
was greatly facilitated by river improvement.**

Coastal shipping was a very important mode during the period covered by
this thesis. It was seen as an extension of the canal and river systems.” Cain notes
that in the early 1870s. by which time the rallway network was largely complete, 1t
was estimated that three-fifths of all raillway rates were influenced by sea
competition.” Coastal shipping was a serious competitor to the railways until the
Great War when, in addition to the depredations of German U-boats, the cost of
marine transport rose sharply, whereas railway rates were held at lower levels as a
result of government control of the railways.”” Armstrong argues that, in the United
Kingdom, coastal shipping was crucial to industrialisation, being prominent in the
transport of corn and coal. especially the London coal trade.” Coastal shipping has,

however, remained a Cinderella subject so far as most historians are concerned.

** J. E. Crowther, ‘Turnpike Trusts’ in S. Neave & S. Ellis (eds.), 4 Historical Atlas of East
Yorkshire, (Hull, 1996). p. 94.

K. J. Allison, The East Riding of Yorkshire Landscape, (Howden, 1998), pp. 205-6.

' C. Hadfield, The Canals of Yorkshire and North East England, (Newton Abbot, 1972), p. 19.

> M. Freeman, ‘The Industrial Revolution and the Regional Geography of England’. Transactions of
the Institute of British Geographers, New series, Vol. 9, No. 4, (1984). p. 508.

* P.J. Cain. ‘Railways and price discrimination in the case of agriculture’, Business History, Vol. 18,
No. 2. (July 1976), p. 2. (From the Report of the Joint Select Committee on Railway Companies’
Amalgamations, 1872 XIII Pt. 1 [364] xxix-xx).

' The Times, 29™ December 1919.

* ). Armstrong & A. Kunz, (eds.). Coastal Shipping and the European Economy 1750-1980, (Mainz,
2002), pp. 11-23.
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T'here 1s here a parallel with transport of goods by road.” Armstrong argues that this
1s partly because the theoretical literature in economics and economic history has
stressed overseas trade rather than internal trade as an instrument of growth.*

An often-neglected aspect of coastal shipping. which is particularly relevant
to this study, 1s the contribution it made to port and harbour development. Bagwell
and Lyth point out that railways came to the fore at a time when there was a need for
larger ships with quicker turn round times, leading to deepening of docks and
harbours and the installation of new infrastructure. particularly for handling coal.”
T'he coming of the railways, in the 1830s, facilitated trade for this traffic at ports such
as those on the River Tyne and at Middlesbrough and Hartlepool.*

As | have implied, the UK transport infrastructure consisted of various modes
brought together in a relationship of competition and co-operation. Armstrong notes
that whereas 1t was once customary for scholars to adopt the Whig view of transport
history as a process of continuous improvement, seeing each new mode as an
improvement over those existing, i1t 1s now more widely accepted that faced with
competition from new modes, older ones could survive in suitable niches.”
Adaptation ensured that no mode was totally ousted. Rather there was collaboration.
Road hauliers bought into canal companies, as later and for different and less
constructive reasons did the railways. Railways bought into shipping businesses. The
road carrier Pickford’s and the ACN are examples of collaboration, diversification
and technological innovation.™ Pickford’s became a carrier for the railways and the
ACN introduced container boats on its navigation.”” Each mode capitalised on its

strengths in providing, as far as possible, the best and most economical service.

* T. Barker & D. Gerhold, The Rise and Rise of Road Transport 1700-1990, (London, 1993) p.11.

% J. Armstrong, Coastal and Short Sea Shipping, (Cambridge, 1996), p. xii.

' P. Bagwell & P. Lyth, Transport in Britain - From Canal Lock to Gridlock, (London, 2002). p. 31.
> D. Turnock. 4n Historical Geography of Railwavs in Great Britain and Northern Ireland
(Aldershot, 1998). pp. 170-176.

" J. Armstrong. ‘Transport History. 1945-95". Journal of Transport History, 3rd Series. Vol. 19, No.
2. (September 1998), p. 114,
" G. Turnbull, *The Railway Revolution and Carriers’ response.” Journal of Transport History. 2nd

Series, Vol. 2, No. I, (March 1969). p. 48.
" H. Crabtree, M. Clarke, (ed.). Railway on the Water, (Goole, 1993). pp. 18-37.
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However, “economy’ and its concomitant, “efficiency” could be defined in different
ways by different interested parties. This thesis in part addresses how various social
groups 1n Hull understood terms such as these and how this helped to shape the wavs

in which different modes of transport related to each other.

3. Transport and regional economy before the railway age.

As this thesis is concerned with the regional development of the Yorkshire and
Humber region, 1t 1s appropriate to consider the development of regional economies
and, more particularly. the significance of their transport infrastructure. The
development of Yorkshire as an industrial centre in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries was extremely important for the port of Hull, which was the main outlet 1n

the east.”*

Although rivers and canals were instrumental in the growth of industry,
regional canal systems were slow 1n developing and a national system took even
longer. On a regional scale the industrial belt from Leeds and Bradtord to
Birmingham and the West Midland manufacturing towns was linked to the port of
Hull by improved rivers and canals by 1704, and by 1790 the river basins of the

Humber. Mersey. Severn. Thames and Trent were connected by canal systems; albeit

In some cases circuitously.”’

Hudson argues that the canal system furthered the development of regional
economies until the mid-nineteenth century, and that these cohesive regional
economies existed throughout much of the period of this study, influencing and being
influenced by the growth of transport networks. The long-term consequence of the
canal system was a significant increase in the scale and efficiency, if not the

technology. of regional economic systems.”® Turnbull contends that since water

** W. G. East, ‘The Port of Hull during the Industrial Revolution’, Economica, No. 32. (May 1931).
pp. 207-212.

" C. Hadfield, British Canals. (London, 1959), p. 80.
G. W. Crompton, *Canals and the Industrial Revolution’. Journal of Transport History. 3™ Series.
Vol. 14, No. 2, (September 1993), pp. 93-110.

" P. Hudson, *The Regional Perspective". in P. Hudson, (ed.). Regions and Industries, (Cambridge.

1989) pp.15-38.
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transport was no longer restricted to the coastal and riverine periphery. canals
materially altered the geography of industrial growth.* Thus Mathias argues that
transport systems assisted the development of industrial regions, stimulating the
demand for the bricks, stone. timber and iron required for construction. The
provision of transport facilities also generated purchasing power through the
relatively high wages paid to the navvies involved in canal. and later railway.
construction.™

During the development of specialised regional industrial identities up to
¢. 1850 the Midlands became the province of metalwork and hardware trades.
Lancashire became the almost exclusive producer of cotton and woollen textiles
predominated 1n West Yorkshire, leading to a corresponding decline in the
importance of East Anglia and the South West in this field.*' The abundant water
power and the lime-free character of the water supply and, at a later stage. the
proximity of high quality coal deposits. were of salient importance in explaining the
initial location and later persistence of the woollen industry in West Yorkshire.”” As a
result of increasing industrialisation the West Yorkshire share of the UK woollen
production rose from 20% to around 60% during the course of the eighteenth
century. By 1830 there were 600 mills in West Yorkshire compared with 200 1n 1800.
and by 1851 most of these employed more than 200 persons and some more than
1,000." This was a formation of sectors of production on a scale never seen betore.
and was particularly relevant to the port of Hull which formed the outlet. not only for
much of this woollen production, but also for cotton textiles from Lancashire; for
despite Hull's aspirations to be a major coal port 1t is necessary to be realistic about

1ts major exports. Coal, as a percentage of total exports between 1850 and 1900 was

* G. Turnbull, *Canals, Coal and Regional Growth during the Industrial Revolution’, The Economic
History Reviewr, New Series, Vol. 40, No. 4, (November 1987). pp. 557-5358.

"' P. Mathias, The First Industrial Nation - An Economic History of Britain 1700-1914. (London,
1983). p. 98.

*' Hudson, ‘The Regional Perspective’ in Regions and Industries, pp. 5-10.

* F.J. Glover. *The Rise of the Heavy Woollen Trade of the West Riding of Yorkshire in the
Nineteenth Century’, Business Historv, Vol. 4. 1962, p. 2.
D. T. Jenkins, The British 11'ool Textile Indust. (London 1982). pp.80-89.

Y P. Hudson. The Industrial Revolution. (London. 1990), pp. 116-119.
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2.7%, whereas during the same period cotton goods formed 17.3% of exports. and
woollen goods from the West Riding of Yorkshire amounted to 7.5%.* In the same
period there were imports of woollen rags rising from 13.000 Ibs. (5,910kg.) in 1860
to 45,480 1bs. (20,673 kg.) in 1901.%

Jackson suggests that a factor influencing regional development in Britain
was oceanic commerce, which was reflected in the development of provincial ports
and an increase in their relative importance. London had always been the major port
of England, retaining the East India Company monopoly of Indian trade until 1813
and of Chinese trade until 1833. From the latter date geographical advantage enabled
Bristol and Liverpool to capture an increasing amount of transatlantic trade,
Liverpool being the port for the Lancashire cotton industry. In the case of Bristol
expansion was based very much on the extremely lucrative slave trade.* Hulls
development, as a port for cotton and woollen goods, was therefore. part of a more
general trend.

A further impetus to regional economic growth was capital invested by
landowners 1n the improvement of inland transport systems. especially where coal or
other mineral deposits occurred on their estates. Channon has recently made a strong
case for saying that such figures were a majority."” Nevertheless there were some
conservative landowners who opposed transport developments that they perceived to
be detrimental to their amenity.*® Such landowners often held out for large amounts
of compensation for such loss, thus delaying and increasing the cost of railways. This
occurred 1n the case of the first ratlway to Hull, a reason why a comparatively short

line over easy country took four years to complete, as will be discussed in chapter 2.
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The development of transport infrastructure facilitated the movement of raw
materials and products as the economy moved from an agrarian to an industrial basis.
The improved transport system lent itself to greater efficiency. particularly in the
movement of bulk inorganic materials. Wrigley notes that whereas production of
organic materials 1s areal, the movement of minerals and products 1s punctiform. The
transport problems involved in moving a million tons of coal from pit-heads
scattered over an area of a few square miles are quite different form those involved in
moving the same weight of grain or timber from an area of several thousand square
miles. The former implies heavy tonnage along a small route mileage. whereas the
latter implies the reverse.*” The canals facilitated the transport revolution, but it was
the railways which developed 1t to 1ts full potential in the nineteenth century.
However. before discussing in detail, the effects of the railways it 1s appropriate to

consider the background to and the rdle of ports and, 1n particular, that of Hull.

4. Ports with particular reference to the port of Hull.

The transport system of the 18" and 19" centuries developed in a piecemeal manner
and the development of ports was almost entirely a result of the interplay between
commercial and political forces at regional or local level. The port of Hull 1s an
example of this manner of development. the question of which agency was to control

and improve the docks at Hull being central to this thesis.

Unlike continental ports, which often necessitate long hauls from the

hinterland, the British Isles are fortunate in that there is no place more than 90 miles

(145 km) from any port.*® Although the idea of discrete areas, from which the tratfic
is derived according to some demonstrable principle, has an attractive simplicity,

Sargent argued that this is unlikely to correspond with reality. Indeed. West and
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South Yorkshire and the North Midlands exemplify this. each with traffic flows to
and from ports as far distant as London. Newcastle. Liverpool and Hull.”!

The proximity of ports to industrial facilities was particularly advantageous to
trade 1n the pre-canal era as, despite improvements made by turnpike trusts. haulage
was difficult due to the poor condition of the road system. As I have already noted
the building of canals in the eighteenth century. in conjunction with improvements to
complementary river systems. facilitated transport of bulk goods to the ports.> There
was thus a close association between canals and ports of which Hull 1s a good
1llustration. It has been suggested that before the coming of the railways Hull's
communications with its hinterland were almost entirely by water transport, although
in Chapter 2 of this thesis we will see an example of a road carrier switching to rail
transport.™

Ports developed slowly until the arrival of railways, whose coming coincided
with technical advances in the design of ships in the middle of the nineteenth century.
The average tonnage of merchant vessels increased only from 800 to 1,000 in the 100
years to 1830, propulsion being by sail. The almost threetold increase 1n port tonnage

up to 1830 came from a growth in the numbers of ships rather than their increased
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capacity.” This led to an increase in the water area upon which ships needed to ride
whilst being loaded and unloaded. a laborious process at the time.”

When steam-propelled iron ships came into use from the 1830s their size and
draught increased and, in the case of river ports. 1t was necessarv to make and
maintain a deep channel for access.”® This eventually limited the size of ships at ports
situated further up-river as the costs of river improvement and conservation became
prohibitive. Consequently, ports such as Chester. Lincoln. Norwich and York became
decreasingly important.”” Additionally, a greater area was required for warehouses to
cope with the storage of goods for transhipment. Betore the eighteenth century most
ports functioned by means of harbours or piers. Many natural harbours had been
improved but a major step forward in port development was the wet dock, introduced
at Liverpool in 1715, Bristol in 1765, and Hull in 1778.>®

Jackson argues that while established ports such as Bristol., Hull, Liverpool
and London expanded their traditional ré/e. they did not to any great extent impinge
on the commercial and industrial revolutions of the eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries: the great impetus to expansion occurring after 1840 with the arrival of
railways and increasing numbers of steam vessels. This development was not solely
confined to existing ports. New ports such as Cardiff., Hartlepool and Seaham were
developed for the coal trade. As well as railway involvement a major factor was
demand from steam shipping for bunker coal. The ports which enjoyed the greatest
success were coal ports, as steamships were reluctant to use those at which coal was
unavailable.”

The period after 1840 saw a great increase in port facilities and changes 1n
port administration nationally. The development of administration took three main
paths. Firstly there was a move from private to municipal control of dock facilities,

such as occurred on the Tyne, and much later in London: secondly, towards the
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middle of the century. there was a trend to the establishment of trusts in place of civic
authorities to take control of docks, examples ot which occurred at Liverpool and
Glasgow:; thirdly. railway companies sought port facilities and entered into the dock
business, examples being Hull and Southampton.®

This not only facilitated railways™ involvement in foreign trade. particularly
in the passenger business. but also placed them 1n both competition and co-operation
with coastal shipping. leading to an expansion 1in the facilities of existing ports and
the development of new ones. allowing railways to provide speedyv and convenient
access to and from the hinterland. Liverpool. whose trade grew by 20% between
1850 and 1914 and Cardiff, which had the third largest export tonnage by 1914. are

° Railways needed large areas of land at such

examples of two such ports.
interchanges as a result of the increase of steam navigation and the size of ships.*

The railway companies were far from being in complete control of the
development of ports and dock facilities quite apart from the fact that they owned
only a minority. They. along with other dock authorities, had to contend with the
power of the shipping lines. Indeed, Bird asserts that the struggle of ports to keep up
with the increasing size of ships gave rise to a master and servant relationship
between ship owners and the providers of dock facilities. driven by the shipping
companies.” The effects of the breakdown of this relationship and its deleterious
effect on a port will be illustrated in this thesis by the conduct of the Hull Dock
Company 1n the nineteenth century, when 1t 1ignored the need to accommodate larger
vessels and suffered from competition in its hinterland which overlapped that of the
ports of Hartlepool. Grimsby and Liverpool.

Hull has been a recognised port since the 14™ century.* For most of the time,

it was the third port in England after London and Liverpool.” In 1369 one of the
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most prominent maritime institutions of Hull was founded. This was a fraternity
called the Guild of the Holy Trinity, which was to be influential in the provision of
dock tacilities at Hull.® Hull's only sheltered landing place up to the late eighteenth
century was the old harbour. a natural haven at the mouth of the River Hull. The port
was unique 1n Britain in not having a legal quay where goods could be checked and
duty assessed by the port’s customs officers. This resulted in considerable evasion of
duty and loss of revenue by the government, together with increasing hindrance to
trade caused by growing congestion in the harbour area.®” As a result of loss of
revenue the Custom House in Hull was informed. in 1772. that unless the town
would co-operate with the Board of Customs, by establishing a legal quay,
accommodation would be found elsewhere on the Humber.”® Along with this threat
the Board of Customs offered a cash subsidy of £15.000. This carrot and stick
approach produced action. The merchants, together with the Trinity House Brethren

and the Corporation, formed the Hull Dock Company 1n 1773 for the purpose of
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and to license pilots. A marine school was founded in 1785 in which initially 140 boys, the sons of

mariners, received general and nautical education.

7 Gillett & MacMahon, 4 History: of Hull, p. 227.
°® East. ‘The Port of Hull during the Industrial Revolution, p. 194
69 G. Jackson. ‘Port Building on the Humber. c. 1770-1850: A Survey of Local Motivation™. p. 71



making a new dock off the River Hull. An Act of Parliament in 1774 authorised the
dock, which was opened on 22" September 1778.”

Under the Act that established it the Dock Company received certain rights.
The main privilege was to levy tonnage rates, varying according to the vovage. on all
vessels entering the harbour or docks or loading or unloading cargo in any part of
Hull, whether using the company’s docks or not. However. coasters to or from places
on the Trent or Ouse, which did not use the docks, were exempt from these charges.
The Dock Company had the right to levy inward wharfage dues on all goods landed
or discharged on the quays of the company. It also claimed the right to levy outward
wharfage dues on all goods shipped from its quays.” These privileges gave the Hull
Dock Company a virtual monopoly of the dock business. The traders of the port
contended that there was a corresponding obligation to meet the growing needs of the
port for increased dock accommodation. This 1ssue was to become a constant source
of friction between the Dock Company and the commercial interests of the port.”
During the period from the opening of the first dock in 1778 until 1828 the Dock
Company levied both inward and outward wharfage on goods which passed across
its quays. In 1828 the claim of the company to levy outward whartage was disputed
in the Queen’s Bench Division. where the judge ruled that the claim was not justified
by the company’s Act. No further outward wharfage was charged until 1844."

The entrance to the original dock was inconvenient because of the crowded
condition of the River Hull, and an additional dock was opened in 1809." It
communicated directly with the Humber and was called Humber Dock. The earlier

dock, which had previously been known only as “the dock’. now became Old Dock.

0 City Archives. Hull, A 12, Hull Dock Act, 1774.
Figure 26. Town Docks, Hull.
City Archives, Hull, DPD/12/6. Dock Company AGM, 2™ February 1855. On 13" and 14"
October 1854 the Queen in the Royal yacht Fairy passed through Victoria, Humber, and Junction

Docks. In commemoration of this event the names of Old and Junction Docks were changed to
Queen’s and Prince’s Docks respectively
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The wharfage rates established under the first Dock Act were extended to Humber
Dock.” An increase in trade in the 1820s and 1830s led to controversy between the
Dock Company and the users of the port despite a further dock called Junction Dock.
leading off Humber Dock and connecting with Old Dock, being added to the syvstem
in 1829.” The port was congested and the entrance lock gates were not wide enough
for the larger vessels now wishing to use the port.”” Town centre docks. such as those
at Hull were becoming obsolete. The impending entry of railways into docks by way
of town streets was unsatisfactory.” The Dock Company offered to sell the docks to
the town and although the Corporation agreed to the conditions, the local press and
the public were hostile to the proposal.” This was the first attempt to form a Dock
Trust and 1t failed as the townspeople of Hull. unlike those of Liverpool. were not
prepared to shoulder the financial burden of purchasing and then improving the dock
accommodation.®

Dissatistaction among the mercantile community with the facilities offered by
the Dock Company led to a proposal for an independent dock promoted by local
businessmen *' There was suspicion that it was a ploy to galvanise the Dock
Company into action, rather than a bona fide proposal.®*” It succeeded, initially at
least. Alarmed by this threat to its monopoly the Dock Company proposed the
building of another dock on the same site as the earlier scheme. The proposals were

presented to Parliament in 1840.% Despite the obvious and urgent need for additional
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dock accommodation. and evidence to the Commons Committee that the imminent
coming of the railway would increase this, the Hull Dock Company objected to
amendments made to the Bill by Parliamentary Committees and withdrew it in June
1840.* The dock system at Hull, at the time of the coming of the railway in 1840.
comprised three small docks: Humber Dock. Junction Dock and Old Dock together
with the Old Harbour in the River Hull. The need for additional accommodation was
obvious to all except the Hull Dock Company.

The case of the Hull Dock Company illustrates Jackson's assertion of three
key factors concerning the development of ports in the nineteenth century; the
continued rise in aggregate tonnage, the evolution of steamships, and the growth of
coal exports.” The Hull Dock Company consistently failed to address all these
1ssues. a result being that until 1885, with the opening of the Alexandra Dock of the
HBR, Hull was not only overcrowded and inefficient, but lacked a deep-water dock
and modern coal-handling appliances. By way of contrast up-river from Hull, in
1828, the ACN had opened its port of Goole. whose well-designed dock system
allowed rapid transfer of cargo between barges and ships.*® Hull could not match the
efficient working of Goole, but its one great advantage was that vessels of deep
draught were unable to navigate as far up-river as Goole.*’

The trustration felt in Hull was intensified by the presence on the other side
of the Humber, at Grimsby. of a port which enjoyed the whole-hearted support of the
MSLR, which owned the docks and was ready to make large investments in them.™
The case of Grimsby 1llustrates Turnock’s argument that a critical factor affecting
dock development was capital for improvement. Railways, to be considered in the

next section. became a crucial factor in the provision of capital and the expansion of
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transport facilities at the ports they owned, and the links theyv provided with the

cxpanding hinterlands, in terms of capacity and speed ot service.™

5. Raillways and economic development.

Until the 1960s historians agreed that railways were crucial to the British economy in
the nineteenth century. But in 1964 Fogel's analysis of the American railroad system
suggested that that railroads were less important in American economic growth than
had been supposed, and 1n 1970 Hawke came to a similar conclusion in respect of the
railways of Britain.” His findings were that railways saved between 7% and 11% of
UK national income in 1865, a figure somewhat lower than many had assumed.”’ The
debate over the empirical adequacy of this work has continued for more than three
decades. Foreman-Peck investigated this question from an alternative viewpoint by
posing the question: "How much lower would the British national income have been
without improvements in railway productivity?’ His conclusions were that railways,
in round terms, were as important to the British economy as contemporaries thought,
thus vindicating their supposed contribution to economic growth, a view which still
tends to be supported by most historians.”

But a degree of controversy still attaches to the question of how the economic
benefit was distributed. At one time historians emphasised the integrated etfect of
rallways on the national economy. Over twenty years ago Freeman argued that the
Victorian economy was fragmented and regionalised, and that railways did not
necessarily increase national economic integration, pointing out that although they

did introduce long-distance traffic flows, in aggregate the balance was on short-haul
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regional traffic. at least until well past the mid-century.” More recently Turnock has
agreed, suggesting that the railways often bolstered economic interests at regional
and local levels. He cites the promotion of the HBR as an example of how. as late as

the 1880s. local interests sought to strengthen their position.™

Contrary to what may have been expected the immediate impact of railways
was on passenger. rather than freight transport.” In the first vear of operation of the
Liverpool & Manchester Railway after its opening in 1830 the revenue derived from
passengers was twice that from the transport of goods.”™ The reasons for the delay in
the development of goods traffic were the relative cheapness of transport by inland
waterway and the fact that the transport and distribution infrastructure of many
companies was adapted to waterways. This was particularly so in the Midlands and
Yorkshire. where extensive canal networks existed. and there was a reluctance to
abandon the existing infrastructure. Pickford’s, for example. had invested much
capital in canals.”” As has already been noted, Hull benefited from waterway
improvements carried out by the ACN.

Another factor was that the great majority of the railway companies of the
1830s were small concerns operating fewer than fifty miles of line.” The use of
rallways for bulk commodity export was most appropriate in North-east England
where, for topographical reasons, canal connections did not exist but waggonways
did. This topography gave the river ports of the region an advantage in the

transhipment of coal traffic, as the steep banks of the River Tyne allowed the easy
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discharge of coal into river craft using gravity alone”. This issue was eventually
addressed at ports such as Hull, which did not enjoy such advantage, bv the use of
sophisticated coal handling appliances.'”

Apart from competition from waterway carriers. freight traffic on the
rallways grew slowly because of problems associated with the management of such
traffic by rail. To gain passengers was easy by comparison. Thev merely presented
themselves for transport in accordance with a timetable and if the transport were
rapid. efficient and affordable they returned for more. Freight transport, however.
required a network of contacts and knowledge of the traffic needs of the various
trades in any particular area. This specialised knowledge took time to acquire.
Railways were up against existing networks established earlier by other carriers and
were too autonomous to appreciate the necessity of working co-operatively to build
up such networks for themselves."' Furthermore. because of the regionally integrated
transport system that already existed, railways found 1t necessary to impose self-
restraint in the structure of their freight rates to encourage the trade of the regions
they served.'”” Hawke supports such views, arguing that that the reduction in freight
transport charges due to the railways was very small in the 1840s but began to
increase rapidly thereafter.'®

However. 1t was not until 1852 that receipts from goods traffic exceeded
those from passengers and, at about the same time. the volume of traffic carried by
rail exceeded that carried by waterways.'™ One section of the market where railways
had a dramatic effect was on the cost of domestic coal. For almost 250 years the coal
cartel of northern England had held a monopoly of both production and the export
market in London and at other coastal ports. The opening up of new mining districts

by the railways and the transport of coal to London by rail was a major factor in the

L i . A e S i il -

”G. Jackson, The History and Archaeology of Ports, pp. 100-103.

0y Macaulay, ‘The Economics of Dock Administration’ J. Macaulay & C. Hull, (eds.). Modern
Railway Working, 1ol 8. (8 vols. London, 1914), pp. 26-55.
'V H. Pollins, Britain's Railwavs: An Industrial History, (Newton Abbot, 1971), p. 110.

"> Hudson. The Industrial Revolution, p. 103.

9% Hawke. Ruibvavs and Economic Growth in England and Wales. p. 87.

9% pollins. Britain's Raibvavs: An Industrial History, p.113.



breaking up of the cartel in 1844." In 1851 Francis wrote: “An inestimable blessing
which the country owes to the rail is the reduction in the price of coal: the cost of
which 1s one third less, owing to the monopoly of the coal-owners being broken. 1%
Some forty years later the HBR would be formed to break a monopolv in the
carrying of coal to the port of Hull, an occasion that marked the start of its réle as a

major coal port.

6. The relationship between railways, traders and the state.

It 1s appropriate at this point to set the perceived monopoly at Hull in the context of
the wider debate on railway monopoly and the railway companies™ alleged abuse of
their monopolistic powers. It is therefore necessary to consider the factors leading to
constraints being placed on railway charges by Parliament.

The British government took virtually no part in the planning of a national
railway system unlike other European governments such as France. Germany and
Belgium. which determined the routes for new railways and, in some cases, paid for
them. Foreman-Peck asserts that the British free enterprise system led to increased
capital costs.'” More recently Casson has argued that it led to major inefficiency in
both the configuration and operation of the railway network." British commercial
interests were strong and were able to treat on equal terms with the government.'”
Although there was a growing and widespread perception among traders that
railways were monopolies in need of regulation the government of 1830-1859 took
no action.'” In some regions the railways’ tactics included buying up canal

companies. As this thesis suggests, the development of perceived monopolies, such

Y, Levy, Monopolies, Cartels and Trusts in British Industry, (London, 1968). pp. 156-166.

"% J. A. Francis, A History of the English Railway, p.171.
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Institute of Railway Studies, York, October 2005.
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as those at Hull by the privately owned Dock Company and the NER were, in part. a
consequence of such factors.

Although the early days of railway promotion were characterised by the
formation of a multiplicity of small companies, from the mid-1840s onwards
economies of scale dictated that small undertakings amalgamated or were absorbed
by larger companies. Several of the companies relevant to this study were formed in
this period. The LYR was formed in 1847 from the MLR and the Wakefield.
Pontefract and Goole Railway. The MSLR. (The Great Central Railway [GCR] from
1897) was also formed in 1847 and arose from the amalgamation of the Sheffield,
Ashton-under-Lyne and Manchester Railway with three other railways and the
Grimsby Docks Company.''' A key participant in this study, the NER. was formed
from an amalgamation of the York, Newcastle & Berwick. the York & North
Midland (YNMR). the Leeds Northern and the Malton & Driffield Junction Railways
in 1854."- But parliamentary opinion on railway amalgamations was ambivalent. In
1844 a Select Committee acknowledged the benefits of amalgamation but by 1853
the reverse was the case although in 1872 the view was once more generally in
favour of amalgamation.'” In the early 1900s Parliament was once more against
amalgamations, a situation which will be explored in more detail in chapter 9.

The railway companies’ increasing size and bureaucracy, together with their
attempts to gain control of competing modes, such as canals, meant that the railways’
customers increasingly saw them as monopolistic.'"” The companies countered this
by insisting that amalgamation reduced duplication of resources leading to
improvements in efficiency and, in 1881, managed to convince a Parliamentary

Select Committee of this.'” Until 1894, when legislation effectively prevented them,

'""'"G. Dow, Great Central, 1'0ol. 2, (London. 1962), p. 221.

'"I* City Archives. Hull, TLP 77, Act dated 31* July 1854 forming the NER.
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rallways were In a position to practise price discrimination. a positive aspect of
which was that suppliers could reach markets from which they would otherwise be
excluded.'

From the mid-1830s onwards traders gradually became organised at a local
level into Chambers of Commerce and grew increasingly alarmed at the perceived
monopolistic behaviour of railway companies. They clashed in Parliament with the
rallway 1nterest. represented by railway company chairmen and those with large
shareholdings, who had a wvery strong representation. The Hull Chamber of
Commerce, founded in 1837, was particularly vocal on the subject of rates in general

""" As prices fell generallyv in the

and the perceived NER monopoly in particular.
1870s railway rates did not, and this cost started to eat into profit margins. Kostal
argues that until the 1860s the judiciary entertained a deep-seated suspicion of large
corporations and as a result their decisions served to sustain a chaotic and inefficient
market served by relatively small railways. which continued to exist because the
courts insisted on preserving the starus quo. Partly as a result of this railways were
themselves facing higher costs. and in the 1870s. thev increased charges for ‘terminal
expenses’ causing further discontent. Although maximum charges for conveyance

were prescribed in the Railway and Canal Traffic Act of 1854 railways could charge

what they liked for these so-called terminal services.'”

"% W. W. Sharkey. The Theory of Natural Monopoly, (Cambridge, 1982), p. 14. Sharkey quotes an
assertion made by Jules Dupuit in 1844 that a monopolist who 1s able to price discriminate 1s often
led to choose a pricing structure that maximises social weltare. This was how the NER chose to
portray itself.

A.J. Arnold & S. Mc Cartney, ‘Rates of return, concentration levels and strategic change in the
British railway industry. 1830-1912° Journal of Transport History, 3rd Series, Vol. 26, No. 1.
(March 2005). p. 46. The authors quote: The benefits of a unified system were clear, and were
exemplified in the committee’'s view by the North Eastern Railway. whose ‘system is now the
most complete monopoly in the United Kingdom: from the Tyne to the Humber, with one local
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"7 Alderman. The Railway Interest, p. 13.
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Terminal charges were rendered tor services at either end of the journey. such as loading.

unloading and use of stations and equipment. Although railway companies tried to secure
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Complaints from traders continued and as a result Select Committees were
appointed 1n 1881 and 1882 to examine the system of railway charging. Thev were.
unable to come to any decisions regarding uniform charges.'” The traders were.
however, at a disadvantage compared to the railway companies in that theyv did not
present a united front. Whereas raillway companies often quarrelled amongst
themselves they stood together on the question of rates. Traders did not. It was in the
interests of the large trader to obtain discounts for large quantities but this
disadvantaged the small trader. Likewise 1t was to the benefit of the trader who sent
his goods a long distance to receive a lower differential rate while the local trader.
paying a higher rate. looked upon this as unfair.'” An exhaustive enquiry into railway
charges began 1in 1884, which led to the Board of Trade being ordered to investigate
the companies’ systems of rates. Companies were required to submit a classification
of charges for freight traffic. This caused no great difficulty as the Railway Clearing
House had used such a classification for many years.'”' Bills for the regulation of
railway rates were introduced in each year between 1884 and 1887 but all failed.'
Finally the Railway and Canal Traffic Act became law in 1888, specifying new
maximum rates.'”

A problem for the railway companies was that hitherto they had, in many
cases, charged special reduced rates. Although the companies were prepared to let

special rates continue they did not have sufficient time to calculate them under the

parliamentary recognition for terminal charges in return for limits on the amount of these charges,
such efforts failed because of the widespread perception among traders that the charges were
unjustified.
National Railway Museum Library. York, K7B/34, Railway and Canal Traftic Act, 1854.
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new regulations so as to come into effect simultaneously with the new maxima. Their
response, partly based on a determination to maintain income and partly to wreck the
provisions of the Act. was to raise all rates to the new maxima in 1893. Traders
found that as a result of agitation for a reduction i1n railway rates thev were
compelled to pay more. This caused uproar, especially as the railway companies had
raised their rates at a time of commercial depression.'” The Conservative MP and
member of the Hull Chamber of Commerce. Sir Albert Rollit, was instrumental in
introducing a deputation to the President of the Board of Trade, A. J. Mundella, in
February 1893. which declared that maximum rates which had been intended as a
shield for the traders had become a sword in the hands of the railway companies.'-
Parliament responded by passing the Railway and Canal Traffic Act of 1894,
giving commissioners the right to peg rates at 1892 levels. Rates could only be
increased if the railway companies could prove an increase in costs.'” This
legislation reduced rates, causing the real cost of transport to fall considerably in the
Edwardian period.”” Alborn argues that although, superficially, the legislation
seemed to be to the disadvantage of the railways it enabled them to shift the blame
for higher rates onto political constraints beyond their control.'” Parris has argued
that the 1894 Act caused charges to be higher that they would otherwise have been,

as companies were hesitant to reduce rates because they feared that 1f they found it
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necessary to raise them again the Commission might not allow them to do so.'®
However, Cain demonstrates that the Act was. indeed. effective in preventing railway
companies raising rates. Between 1895 and 1912. out of 136 cases referred to the
Rallway and Canal Commissioners only 10 were judged wholly or partly in the
favour of the companies. The remainder were withdrawn, settled before judgement,
dismissed or given against the railway companies. "

T'he toregoing has demonstrated that the long dispute over pricing policy
undermined the railways’ efforts to present themselves as public utilities acting for
the benefit of their customers. They were naturally concerned to avoid the perception
that they were abusing their monopoly powers and argued that the aim of the pricing
policy was to set charges to realise the largest net profit. due regard being had to the
interests of the public.”' It was the last phrase that was treated with deep cynicism by
traders and the general public alike. In the case of the NER Irving describes this
public face as a ‘political charade’.”* As I will show in this study. there can be little
doubt that the traders of the port of Hull would have agreed with this sentiment.

One result of the 1894 Act was a reduction of the railway companies
profitability. Although angered by its restrictions. they were rendered powerless for
many years. But after the national rail strike of 1911 the railway companies conceded
recognition of trades unions in return for a pledge by the government that they would
be allowed to raise rates 1f wages increased. After a bitter battle in Parliament
between the traders and the railway companies the latter were allowed a general
Increase 1n rates, implemented by the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1913. The
Increase In rates was met with hostility from traders, and the government set up a
Royal Commission to examine the relationship between the raillways and state. It was
understood that the remit of this commission would include consideration ot a
proposal to nationalise the railways. The commission was suspended and had not

reported when the Great War broke out in 1914 and the government took control of

e
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the railway system leading to rates being maintained at an artificially low level for

the period of hostilities.'

7. Railways and the port of Hull.

The history of railway access to the port of Hull 1s essentially one of an initial
approach by an independent undertaking. swiftly followed by absorption into a
regional company culminating in the formation of the NER 1n 1854. The NER
monopoly lasted until the successtul promotion of the HBR 1n 1880.

As will be detailed 1n chapter 2 the first railway to Hull, the Hull and Selby
Railway (HSR), was opened 1in 1840. It approached from the west keeping to the low
ground alongside the River Humber. securing the only level route as, to the west of
Hull. the chalk escarpment of the Yorkshire Wolds extends almost to the river."”
Until 1880 the NER defeated all attempts to build a railway to Hull from the west. To
protect 1ts interests i1n the port 1t negotiated a series of rate and pooling agreements,
known as the Humber Agreements, with all other railway companies interested in
access to Hull, and eventually established control of all rail traffic from Yorkshire.
Lancashire. and the North Midlands to all ports between the Humber and Tyne."”

These arrangements were not unusual in the latter half of the nineteenth
century. Since the opening of the GNR route from London to Edinburgh in 1850,
which competed with those of the LNWR and MR, railway companies had tempered
competition among themselves by means of rates and pooling agreements. The
Octuple Agreement. which regulated the receipts from Anglo-Scottish traffic, and the
Six Towns Agreement, relating to traffic between London, York. Leeds, Sheftield,
Doncaster and Lincoln, were signed in 1851. setting a precedent for subsequent

pooling agreements.”® Rate agreements ensured that the companies concerned

"7 M. Reed, ‘Who Runs the Railways?’ The Journal of the Railway and Canal Historical Society.
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charged all customers equallv for supposedly equal services. The rates were set at
regular meetings, known as conferences, between representatives of the companies
concerned. A pooling agreement also set rates and fares but went further in providing
for the sharing of traffic receipts among companies according to an agreed
schedule.”’

As early as 1845, with the defeat of a scheme for a railway from Hull to
Barnsley. resentment was kindled among the mercantile and civic bodies in Hull at
the perceived raillway monopoly. and thereafter several attempts were made to
promote independent railways. These all foundered on the rock of the opposition of
the YNMR and subsequently the NER. Feelings were further inflamed when, in
1865, the NER gained control of the northern port of Hartlepool, and agreed to a
policy of equal rates from the West Riding to Hull and Hartlepool, thus, in the eyes
of Hull traders, denying it its geographical advantage and. as a corollary, showing

preference for Hartlepool."*

The NER absorbed the Newcastle and Carlisle Railway 1n 1862, the Stockton
and Darlington Railway (SDR) in 1863 and the West Hartlepool Railway 1n 1865; all
companies which preferred to amalgamate with the NER rather than compete with it
or assist other companites to compete. The NER was particularly anxious to acquire

the SDR because of the latter’s ownership of the South Durham and Lancashire
Union Railway (SDLUR). which provided a link between the coal and 1ron industries
of Cumberland and Durham. This line had been supported by the LNWR, a potential
rival to the NER. In an attempt to gain access to the North-east the LNWR had
purchased a dock at Hartlepool, but Parliament had refused running powers over

lines linking it with the LNWR. It had. however. given the LNWR running powers
over the SDLUR and the connecting Eden Valley Railway."”

"7 Channon, Railways in Britain and the United States, 1830-1940, pp. 110-112.
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In 1861 the LNWR promoted a railway from West Auckland on the SDLUR to Newcastle. This
was strongly opposed by the NER, which produced a rival scheme. The LNWR proposal was

approved by the Commons Committee but rejected by the Lords. All traffic over the SDLUR was
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Thus by 1865 the NER had achieved a regional railway monopoly cemented
partly by external threats to the Durham coalfield from Yorkshire and Cumberland in
the 1850s, which had stimulated the region’s railwav companies to form a united
front against incursions. This was driven by the fact that there was a general
perception 1n the North-east, that the NER was well managed with a majority of
directors being local men in tune with the needs of the region."® The economy of the
North-east was based on coal and, by 1865. the NER was by far the largest mover of
coal among all raillway companies with a total of nearly 427 million ton-miles carried
in that year.""' Furthermore the NER patronised the local iron industry for the supply
of rails, buying only once outside the North-east between 1854 and 1870."* This was
not due to altruism but to self-interest. The Pease family. associated with the SDR
and subsequently the NER, were the owners of more than twenty collieries in County
Durham and together with Isaac Lowthian Bell. a former director of the West
Hartlepool Company and subsequently deputy chairman of the NER, were heavily

involved in the iron industry of the North-east.'*

Whilst this policy made the NER popular with traders in the North-east it did
not improve 1ts standing in Hull because of the impact of its equal rates policy. Hull
suffered from an insular attitude. It considered itself superior to the other ports in the
region and wished to lay claim to an exclusive hinterland.'* A problem for the NER
at Hull was that it did not control the docks, which made i1t unwilling to make large
investments tn them. The docks were 1n the hands of the Hull Dock Company which,
as a private undertaking, was more interested in paying large dividends to
shareholders than improving dock facilities.

The monopolistic policy of the NER made it unpopular with Hull Corporation
as well as with the traders. As noted above, and detailed in chapters 2. 3 and 3. the

Corporation had taken a keen interest in railways to the port from the beginning. In

operated by the SDR and NER. The LNWR running powers were not used as, in 1863, the NER
agreed to interchange facilities at Carhsle.
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an attempt to address the shortcomings of the Hull Dock Company it had obtained
parliamentary powers to purchase the docks and form a non-profit making dock trust.
similar in form to the Mersey Docks and Harbour Board, to replace the Dock
Company. Attempts were made to set up the trust in1837. 1850. 1861 and 1888. but
the ratepayers of the town were not prepared to provide funds for the purchase and
improvement of the docks. and the scheme never came to fruition.

As will be detailed in chapter 4 dissatisfaction with the NER led to vet
another proposal, in 1879. for a new railway. the HBR: but unlike previous schemes.
this included a new dock. which would break the constraints which had previously
curtailed 1nvestment in Hull docks. The Bill passed through Parliament in 1880
despite the best efforts of the NER to defeat it. It provided a deep-water dock and a
direct rail link to South Yorkshire with its hard steam-coal reserves. The Corporation
sold land for the dock and railway cheaply to the HBR and contributed £100,000
towards 1ts capital. It also obtained a clause 1in the HBR Act stipulating that the
railway or dock could be not leased or sold to any other undertaking without the
consent of the Corporation. In addition i1t obtained a right for the Town Clerk, or
other member of the council, to vote at HBR meetings and for the Corporation to
appoint two directors to the HBR board.'"

The opening of the HBR and its dock 1in 1885 created a potentially strong
competitor to the NER and the Hull Dock Company. This was of little consequence
to an undertaking of the size of the NER but proved ruinous for the Dock Company
and subsequently the HBR. the position of the latter being worsened by rate-cutting
on the part of the NER and a boycott by other railway companies. The HBR was
unable to pay its debenture interest and creditors, including the contractors who had
built the railway and dock, and it was taken into receivership. Attempts to sell the
undertaking to the MR, and subsequently the NER were vetoed by the Corporation
which. in order to guarantee the independence of the HBR. used the powers
contained in the 1880 Act. The situation was exacerbated by furious dissension
among HBR shareholders: those from Hull, particularly the Corporation, being

prepared to keep the railway independent at all costs; and the London investors and

"2 Citv Archives, Hull, TLP 135, Hull. Barnsley and West Riding Junction Railway and Dock Act,
1880.
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speculators. who wished to see a return on their investment. The root problem was
that the company was hopelessly under-capitalised.

Financial manoeuvring in 1889 allowed the company to increase its
capitalisation and move into solvency. By the 1890s it was on the way to becoming a
successtul undertaking, resulting in an improved relationship with the NER. This was

in sharp contrast to the Hull Dock Company, which had reached a state of penury,
and 1n 1893 was absorbed by the NER.

8. The traders and Corporation of Hull, 1840-1922.

The relationship between the traders of Hull and the railway company which served
them needs to be considered 1n the context of the dissatisfaction of the former at a
national level, as has been discussed earlier. Furthermore 1t must be appreciated that
Hull was not a monolithic entity and that the commercial and political representation
consisted of disparate interest groups.

Throughout the nineteenth century Hull experienced a steady growth in
population and trade. The industries of the town were dominated by shipowners, seed
merchants and crushers. together with grain and timber merchants. Much of the trade
of the port was concerned with the handling and processing of commodities in one
way or another. as a result of which the town lacked the wealthier families which

were to be found in Manchester and the West Riding of Yorkshire. where

manufactory trades had their bases.""

The owners of the largest privately owned fleet in the world in the third
quarter of the nineteenth century. the Wilson brothers, Charles and Arthur. were the
leading businessmen in the port.'” They were both of Liberal inclination, Charles
being Liberal MP for West Hull for many years. Neither of the brothers took much
interest in local politics except where it affected their business interests, being more
concerned to be seen as associates of the aristocracy. Charles Wilson became a peer

with the title of Lord Nunburnholme in 1905.'*

46 R. Brown, H'aterfront organisation in Hull, 1870-1900, (Hull, 1972), p. 3.
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At the time of the arrival of the first railway to Hull in 1840 the town council
tended to be composed of the middle rank of businessmen and tradesmen of the port.
Its political tenor inclined to a Liberal viewpoint, but it was liberalism in a confined
context, reflecting the ideology of those of the commercial classes to whom the
protection of their own interests was paramount. the ruling clique of middle class
businessmen being loyal to the concept of free trade and unionism. The complexion
of the council reflected that of the town, which was a tendency to non-conformity.
thrift to the point of meanness, and a strong temperance movement. The main virtue
of the council, as perceived by these who constituted it. was its parsimony. It had a
reputation for frugality and lack of civic enterprise.'*

T'he Corporation was attracted by the idea of the promotion of an independent
railway 1n which it had an interest. After its initial support for the HSR the
Corporation supported three schemes in 1845, including one for a railway from Hull
to Barnsley. It then gave support for three schemes for a railway from Hull to
Doncaster in 1860-62 and for the Hull South and West Junction Railway, planned to
cross the Humber into Lincolnshire and the south, in 1872. All of these proved
abortive. However, the proposal for the HBR in 1879 was at last successful.

The successtul promotion of the HBR was seen as the panacea for all Hull's
ils, which were perceived by the Corporation and traders as arising from the
blighting monopoly of the NER. Irving asserts that Hull s attitude was based upon a
reluctance to face the facts of economic life."”® This may be so but this refusal
provided a springboard for the HBR 1n which the councillors who. by and large,

represented much of the commercial class of the port, had a vested interest. In the
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