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A marble Statue by Jou~ Gisson, R.A., erected over the grave in St James's
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TRANSACTIONS,

HUSKISSON AND LIVERPOOL.

By George S. Veitch, M.A., Litt.D.
Read 10 March, 1927.

ILLIAM HUSKISSON has eminent claims to a
place in Liverpool memories. For seven anxious
years he served the borough in Parliament.! For more
than half that time he was President of the Board of
Trade,? an office as congenial to his gifts as it was im-
portant to his constituents. To the commercial men of
Liverpool it meant much that during the critical years
between 1822 and 1827 affairs of trade were controlled
by a minister familiar with their needs and easily
approached in emergency. Amid the extensive changes
of those years, amounting as a whole almost to a revolution
in fiscal methods, in customs duties and in the general
character of the laws of trade, Liverpool merchants felt
the easier because these changes were directed by a
minister who understood their difficulties and had earned
their confidence. ~ Above all it mattered greatly to them
in the black year of 1825, when the whole structure of
trade and finance seemed to rock upon its foundations,
that the effective guardian of financial policy was the
representative of Liverpool, to whom his constituents had
instant access at every need.
To Liverpool, then, Huskisson gave yeoman service.
To Huskisson Liverpool returned a trust that, despite

115 Feb. 1823 to 15 Sept. 1830. 2 Jan. 1823 to 23 Sept. 1827.
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occasional tremors, was never seriously shaken. Though
Huskisson’s is not the most distinguished name on the
long roll of members for Liverpool—it must yield pride
of place to Francis Bacon’s in the sixteenth century?!
and perhaps to George Canning’s in the nineteenth 2
—it may be doubted whether the ancient borough ever
found a more efficient steward of its interests or a repre-
sentative who made its influence of greater weight in
national affairs, For this close partnership between
member and constituency, a partnership in many respects
unusual in its day, was of immediate significance and
lasting consequence.

Yet no set biography of Huskisson has appeared since
1831 when Edward Leeves, under the anxious supervision
of Mrs. Huskisson, wrote the brief official memoir which
is prefixed to John Wright’s edition of Huskisson’s
Speeches.® That work was not ill done after the stilted
fashion of an age which confounded biographies with
lapidary inscriptions. But it was done too soon and

1 M.P. 1580. 2 M.P. 1812 to 1823.

3 The Speeches of the Right Honourable, Willtam Huskisson, with a Biographical
Memoir supplied to the Editor from Authentic Sources, 3 vols. London, 1831,
(Hereafter cited as H. S.) In the Catalogue of Printed Books in the British
Museum the Memoir is wrongly attributed to John Wright. It is correctly
ascribed to Leeves in the Catalogue of Additions to the MSS. in the British
Museum in the years 1911-1915, p. 230. That Leeves wrote the Memoir and
that it was Wright’s share to prepare the speeches for publication and to see
the work through the press, is certain from the correspondence in Add. MS.
38758, ff. 254-265; 38770 f.108; and 39048, ff. 129-130. In the notice
of Huskisson in the D.N.B, there is no reference to Wright’s edition of the
speeches, but the Memoir is cited as an independent work. Some copies
do exist in that form, but they are apparently nothing more than independently
bound off-prints which may have been prepared merely for private circulation.
I have hitherto found no certain contemporary reference to the off-print,
but since it has created a tiresome little bibliographical puzzle I may save
the time and patience of others by recording that I have compared a copy
of it with H.S. and find that it corresponds exactly in contents and paging
with H.S., I, to p. 268, including the facsimile of a holograph letter of Hus-
kisson’s which faces that page. Since this was written there has been published
at the Oxford University Press William Huskisson and Liberal Reform: An
Essay on the Changes in Economic Policy in the Twenties of the Nineteenth
Century, by Alexander Brady ; but the short biographical sketch of Huskisson
given in the first chapter is inaccurate in several important details.
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under too many hampering restrictions of domestic
feeling or public convention. In 1831 it was impossible
to estimate correctly the full significance of Huskisson’s
achievements, and Huskisson himself scarcely emerges
from the muffled presentation of one of His Majesty’s
Secretaries of State.

It is possible that, at the best, we shall in some respects
always know less of Huskisson than of most statesmen,
for his real intimacies were few and he guarded jealously
the sanctities of his private life. But in 1913 the Trustees
of the British Museum came into possession of thirty-
seven volumes of his letters and papers,! to which two
more have since been added.? Moreover the Corporation
of Liverpool already possessed five bundles of the corre-
spondence of the Liverpool Office in London,?® which throw
light not only on the working of the Office, but also on
the relations between Canning and Huskisson on the one
hand, and their Liverpool constituents on the other.

William Huskisson was born on 11 March, 1770,%
exactly a month before his friend and leader, George
Canning.® Though he sprang from a race of Staffordshire
Squirelings, he was born at Birtsmorton Court, in Wor-
cestershire,® of which his father was then the tenant.
In after years he seems to have looked upon his Worces-
tershire birth as a geographical accident and boldly
claimed to be a Staffordshire man.? But he cannot have

1 Add. MSS. 38734—38770. 2 Add. MSS. 39948-39949.

3 These papers were secured for the City (24 July 1908) through the vigil-
ance and public spirit of Mr. Robert Gladstone, B.C.L., M.A., to whom I
am exceedingly grateful for making them known to me. They are now in
the care of Mr. G. T. Shaw, M.A., at the Public Reference Library.

& FL S0, 5 Born 11 April, 1770.

¢ Disguised as Birch Moreton in H.S., and as Birchmorton in D.N.B., which
places it erroneously in Warwickshire. Iamindebted toDr, Philip Nélson for
the true identification. On Birtsmorton Court, whichis interesting, see V.C.H.,
Worcestershire, IV, 29-32; W. Niven, Ilustrations of Old Worcestershire
Houses, London, 1873 ; Nash, Collections for the History of Worcestershire, 1, 84.

7 County patriotism approved this view. A bibliography of Huskisson's
publications is included, for instance, in Bibliotheca Staffordiensis, Lichfield,
1894, P. 242, by R. Simms.
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lived for any long time together in that county. It is
true that about the close of the year 1774, when William
was between four and five years old, the Huskissons left
Birtsmorton, and went to live on the estates of his grand-
father at Oxley and Bushbury, near Wolverhampton.!
But William was soon afterwards sent away to school.
About his schooldays we know tantalisingly little. But
he was a boarder at three schools in succession, only one
of them in Staffordshire.2 At the age of thirteen he left
the county and thereafter his visits to it were infrequent
and usually brief. Indeed some visits necessitated by
business were undisguisedly a strain upon his patience.

In 1783 William and his brother Richard were virtually
adopted by their mother’s uncle, Dr. Richard Gem, and
went to live with him in Paris.? Dr. Gem, “ a very fine
looking old man . . . with agreeable manners,” ¢ had
been physician to the Duke of Bedford during his embassy

1 Leeves says the Huskissons had been “long settled in Staffordshire.”
It is not so clear that they had been long in possession of their known estates
there. Oxley Manor was apparently bought by Huskisson’s grandfather
about 1760. Bushbury may have been bought merely because the estates
adjoined. But one is tempted to think that it may have been acquired to
provide a home for Huskisson’s father, who removed from Birtsmorton soon
after the death of his wife (29 Sept. 1774) [Charles to Samuel Huskisson, 18
Oct. 1830, Add. MS. 38758, ff. 250-1.] Bushbury was sold to Huskisson's
grandfather by a Mrs. Cavendish after the death of her husband. Cavendish
died some time in 1774. Thus both the purchase of Bushbury and the removal
from Birtsmorton seem to have happened at the end of 1774 or the beginning
of 1775, though the date is in neither case quite certain. I confess that I
should be glad of further and better evidence about Huskisson’s grandfather
and his estates. See Stebbing Shaw, The History and Antiquities of Stafford-
shire, 11, pt. 1 (x801), p. 186; A Survey of Staffordshire . . ., by Sampson
Erdeswick [edited by] Rev. Thomas Harwood . . . London, 1844, pp. 347-9.

® First at Brewood in Staffs., then at Albrighton; and last at Appleby,
in Leicestershire (Gent’s Mag., 1830, pt. II, p. 366; H.S., I, 3). The D.N.B.
says Albrighton in Staffordshire. There are two Albrightons in Shropshire,
but I can discover none in Staffordshire. Albrighton St. Mary is only a few
miles from Oxley and Bushbury.

3H.S., I, 5. Gem lived at 23 Rue St. (or du) Sépulcre when Huskisson
was with him. Ib., I, gn.; Add. MS. 38734, ff. 5-6. Later, probably in
1793, he went to live at Meudon. Grace Dalrymple Elliott, Journal of My
Life during the French Revolution, London, 1859, pp. 172-3.

4 Lady Stafford to Mrs. Huskisson (letter of recollections), 24 Sept. 1830.
Add. MS. 38758, ff. 244-7.
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to France in 1762.! He had settled in Paris where he
practised among the English residents and visitors. Gem
had his oddities,® but he was a notable man with notable
friends. In his uncle’s drawing-room William Huskisson
must, as he grew up, have met some of the leading wits
and thinkers of his time,? and it is on record that before
he was of age he had already a wide acquaintanceship
in Paris.* Of the details of his education, as it was
supervised by Dr. Gem, we know little save that in some
respects it may have been rigid and that it differed from
British orthodoxy in giving him a ready command of
French and an early mastery of political economy.®
Huskisson had just passed his nineteenth year when the
States-General met at Versailles on 5 May, 1789, and the
prelude to the French Revolution began. Like most
Englishmen, Whig and Tory, he at first saw in the
Revolution only an occasion for rejoicing. He witnessed

1 Bedford left England 6 Sept. 1762, which fixes approximately the date of
Gem’s settlement in Paris. Lord John Russell, Corr. of John, Fourth Duke of
Bedford (1846), 111, 198.

? Mrs. Elliott’s statements (loc. cit., pp. 169-71) must be received with
caution, especially in view of some doubts as to the complete authenticity
of herso-called Journal, but other evidence,such as Lady Stafford’s narrative,
confirms the impression of Dr. Gem as ‘““a character.,”” Cf. George Selwyn
to Carlisle, 20 [June, 1781], H.M.C., Rep. XV, App. VI, Carlisle MSS., 503—4.

3 Gem lived much in the society of the Baron d'Holbach and the Philoso-
phers ; he was also friendly with Jefferson and Franklin, [Lady Stafford,
loc. cit.; H.S., I, 8—9 n.] Gem did not leave Paris at the outbreak of war
in 1793. He was twice imprisoned, first in Paris at the Luxembourg and the
Scots College (13 Oct.—~? 3 Nov, 1793), and secondly (in ?1794) in the old
convent of the Récollets, at Versailles, so closely associated with the life of
Bossuet. [J. G. Alger, Englishmen in the French Revolution, 29~30 and
Glimpses of the French Revolution, 200-91, 338, 351 ; Elliott, op. cit., 160-73 ;
and on the Récollets, where Gem and Mrs. Elliott were imprisoned together,
J. A. Le Roi, Histoire de Versailles, 1, 116-17, 138~9, 145 ; 1I, 195-9.] Gem
died in 1800, at the age of 83, and left his property to Huskisson.

An account exists of the expenses in settling Gem's estate. Add. MS.
38759, ff. 79-8o0.

4 Lady Stafford’s recollections, loc. cit.

5 At a later date Huskisson rather minimised his French education. ‘ Let
me say . . . that in England I received the rudiments of my education . . -
and that I never left my native shores until that education was nearly com-
pleted.” Speech at Liverpool 14 Feb. 1823, reprinted H.S., 1II, 649.
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the fall of the Bastille.! With Windham he visited the
Jacobin Club, though he never joined it.2 As late as
February, 1791, he “ was exceedingly shocked ”’ at the
““ strange romantic doctrines ”’ of Burke’s Reflections.?
But the first ardours cooled. The Club of 1789, which he
joined, was moderate and monarchic, and his one contribu-
tion toits proceedings was a well-founded warning against
the dangers of paper money. This address had some
celebrity at the time and may have had considerable
influence on Huskisson’s career, but it availed nothing to
check the errors of French revolutionary finance. There
is no certain evidence of his connection even with
the Club of 1789 at any date after his paper was
printed on 4 September, 1790.%# In after life Huskisson
apologised perhaps more than was needful, for ““ having
thought too sanguinely of mankind at the age of nine-
tem i 0 0

In 1790, at the age of twenty, Huskisson became

YH.S., T, 9.

* Speech at Liverpool, 14 Feb. 1823, reprinted in H.S., III, 660-1 ; James
Carey (?Carew) to Mrs, Huskisson, 30 Nov. 1830, Add. MS. 39948, f. 128;
Huber to Huskisson, 4 July, 1830. Ib., 38758, ff. 188-9. It was the fashion
for English visitors, irrespective of party, to go out of curiosity to the Jacobins.
This *sight-seeing ” was devoid of political significance in most cases. The
names of a fair number of visitors, though not of all of them, are recorded in
the proceedingsof the Society. F. A.Aulard, La Société des Jacobins, passini.
Huskisson’s Sussex acquaintance of later days, Thomas Pelham, afterwards
Lord Chichester, went at least twice, and records the names of several visitors
in his letters home. Add. MS. 33129, ff. 6-7, 29. Pelham was much at
Lady Sutherland’s (Lady Stafford’s) and may have met Huskisson, though 1
have not found his name mentioned in Pelham's letters.

3 Huskisson to Hayley, 18 Feb. 1791. Add. MS. 38734, f. 8.

¢ Discours prononcé par M. Huskisson, anglais et membre de la Société
de 1789 . .. le 20 aolt, 1790, sur les assignats. Mémoires de la Société,
No. 14, dated 4 Sept. 1790. There was a separate print of the paper (7 pp.)
Maurice Tourneux, Bibliographie de I'Histoire de Paris pendant la Révolution
frangaise, 11, 460-2. Nos. 9974 and 9986. Reprinted in H.S., III, 643-6,
together with the prospectus of the Society’s Journal, ITI, 641—2. Speech of
14 Feb. 1823, #b., 661. Stafford to Huskisson, 26 Feb. 1826, 1b.,I,17 n. Lady
Stafford, loc. cit. Cf. the rather highly coloured account of the Club, as
holding the balance between Right and Left, in Mornington to Grenville, 27
Sept. 1790. Fortescue MSS., 1, 609.

s H.S., 111, 661.
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private secretary to the British Ambassador,® Earl
Gower.?2 In 1792, when we withdrew our Ambassador
from Paris, he returned with the Gowers to England.
Through them he became acquainted with Pitt and
Dundas, who were looking for a young man qualified to
superintend the working of the Aliens Act,? necessitated
by the large influx of foreigners, chiefly French refugees
of various views and parties. Huskisson accepted the
task which was carried out jointly with Dundas’s Under-
Secretary, Mr. Evan Nepean, under the direction of
Dundas himself.* Uncouth reprobate though Dundas
may have been, he was at this period clear-headed in
business and quick to recognise a like quality in others.
He took Huskisson by the hand and gradually increased

1 Probably, I think, in September or October. According to Loch, Gower’s
secretary was unwell: according to Lady Stafford, there had been no time to
choose one in England. ILady Stafford says that Huskisson was recommended
by Dr. Warner, the Chaplain: Loch that he was proposed directly by Gem.
Probably both are correct. For Gower knew Gem, while George Selwyn had
suggested the choice of Warner as Chaplain, and Selwyn, Gem and Warner
were old friends. After his appointment Huskisson lived at the embassy,
first at the Hotel de 1I'Université, afterwards at the Hotel de Monaco, in the
Faubourg St. Germain, where he had rooms on one side of the porte cochére.
It was this position which enabled him to rescue M. de Champcenetz, Governor
of the Tuileries, on thenight of the roth August. Lady Stafford’s recollections,
loc. cit.; J. Loch, Mem. of George Granville . . . Duke of Sutherland, London,
1835, p. 9; H.S., I, 16, 22, 21—4 ; Elliott, op. cit., pp. 75-6, 80, 111. On
Warner: Gent. Mag., 1800, pt. 1, pp. 1, 92; 1792, pp. 3-8; 1797, pt. 1,
Pp. 232, 273-4; J. H. Jesse, George Selwyn and His Contemporaries, 111,
306, 308-18; Nichols, Anecdotes, 11, 416, 644 ; many letters of Selwyn to
Carlisle or Lady Carlisle, April 1779-Sept. 1790, H.M.C., Rep. XV, App. VI,
Carlisle MSS., pp. 424-691 ; Huskisson to Hayley, Add. MS. 38734, ff. 7,
18, 22, 50-1, 89—90; 38735, ff. 116-7; and possibly a draft letter from
Huskisson to Warner himself, Add MS. 38734, ff. 1—2.

2 G. G. Leveson-Gower, E. Gower: c¢r. Baron Gower of Sittenham, 1798 ;
s. as 2nd Marq. of Stafford, 1803; e¢r. D. of Sutherland, 1833. His wife,
Countess of Sutherland in her own right, was usually called Lady Sutherland
until 1803. Gower presented his credentials to Louis XVI, 20 June, 1790:
in a despatch of 17 Aug. 1792, he was ordered to quit Paris. Despaitches of
Earl Gower . . . ed. Oscar Browning, 1885, pp. 5, 209.

3 33 Geo. I11, c. 4. The difficulties which the Act was to meet are illustrated
in the Home Office Papers. H.O., 1/1.

4 Lady Stafford, loc. cit. ; Loch, op. cit., p. 9; draft apparently drawn up
by Huskisson for publication, July 1802. Add. MS. 38758, ff. 275-7; Hus-
kisson to Hayley, 18 Jan. 1793, Add, MS. 38734, ff. 33-4; H.S., I, 27-8.
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his responsibilities.! When Nepean left in the spring of
1795 to be Secretary to the Admiralty, Dundas gave to
Huskisson the office that Nepean had vacated.

On the day after he became twenty-five Huskisson was
able, therefore, to announce to his friend Hayley his
forthcoming promotion to be Under-Secretary of State
for War and the Colonies.2 Like most active men who
held office during the war with France he suffered from
the strain of overwork, and he felt the evil effects of it
upon his health. ‘It might,” he told Hayley, ““ have
been more conducive to my Happiness to have shunned
the Bustle of a public Life ”’ ; 3 but once launched upon
an official career he easily persuaded himself, as others
have done, that it became him to continue. He re-
nounced the narrow existence of a Staffordshire Squireling,
sold Oxley,* and trusted himself to political fortune.

1 Details of Huskisson's career inside the office are obscure. But he began,
apparently towards the end of 1793, to share some of Nepean’s responsibilities.
InJuly 1794 the Home Office was separated from that of War and the Colonies
and placed under a new Secretary of State, the Duke of Portland, Dundas
retaining War and the Colonies. It would appear that Huskisson then began
to act rather as Nepean’s colleague than as his assistant. The arrangement
was semi-official and Huskisson’s title and status were not clearly defined,
but he did Nepean’s work when Nepean was absent through illness, and
probably the arrangement was clear enough to those working in the office.
Huskisson to Hayley, 12 Sept. 1793, Add. MS. 38734, ff. 77-8; to Nepean,
15 Dec. 17904, 1b., ff. 116-19 ; to Hayley, 15 Sept. 1794, 1b., ff. 93—4. In July
1794 the superintendence of aliens passed to the Home Office and William
Wickham was appointed to do the work in Huskisson's place. The Con-
fidential Letters of the Rt. Hon. William Wickham from the year 1794, ed. . . .
William Wickham, M.A., 2 vols., London, 1870, I, 5. But Huskisson seems
to have continued to take responsibility for payments to emigrés until
16 May, 1801, Add. MS. 38769, ff. 1-468 ; see also Fortescue MSS., 111,
362~8.

2 Huskisson to Hayley, 12 March, 1795, Add. MS. 38734, ff. 126-7; H.S.,
I, 37.

3 Loc. cit.

4 The entail seems to have been broken soon after his return to England.
Oxley was sold in 1793 to James Hordern, banker, of Wolverhampton.
Stebbing Shaw, op. cit., 11, pt. 1, p. 186; Erdeswick, op. cit., p. 349; H.S., I,
28-9; Gent. Mag., 1830, pt. 2, pp. 366—7. It may possibly be inferred from Lady
Sutherland to Huskisson, 18 Nov. 1793, that the sale had then been recently
concluded. Add. MS. 38734, ff. 87-8. The value of the estate is indicated
in Huskisson's letter to Nepean, 15 Dec. 1794, Add. M.S. 38734, pp. 136-119.
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He remained in office as Under-Secretary of State until
1801, when he resigned with Pitt.!

Huskisson owed much to Pitt and Dundas, and his
political loyalty never wavered. But his marriage in
1799 to Emily Milbanke 2 formed a domestic tie with one
of the great Whig houses. Miss Milbanke was the
daughter of Admiral Mark Milbanke whose niece was the
lively and strong-minded Lady Melbourne.? With Lady

“The Sale of my Property in Staffordshire produced me last year £13,500, an
unfortunate Event which has since taken place [presumably the death of his
brother Richard] has increased this to upwards of £16,000, and at the death
of an old relation, aged 87 . . . I shall be entitled to an addition of 8 or
10,000 more.” Add. MS. 38734, ff. 116-19. Some obscurities in regard to
the Oxley estate remain to be cleared up, but there seems to be no support
for the statement in D,N.B. that the sale of it was due to Huskisson’s poor
circumstances.

! Pitt resigned 14 March. Hobart succeeded Dundas. At his request
Huskisson continued his duties until 11 May, 1801, and was succeeded on 12
May by John Sullivan. Huskisson to Hobart, 11 May, Sullivan to Huskisson
12 May., Add. MS. 38736, ff. 298, 300. H.S., I, 41-2. On 14 March a
contingent pension of £1,200 p.a. was granted to Huskisson. By the revised
terms of 17 May it was to be suspended whenever he held any place or places
the value of which, separately or together, was £z,000 p.a. or more, The
revised warrant is in Add. MS. 39948, ff. 11-12.

2 At Marylebone Church on 6 April, 1799, Gent. Mag., 1799, pt. I, p. 346.
There are three versions of Miss Milbanke’s name, but Huskisson calls her
Emily, she signs herself Emily, and there is no support for any other version
in the Huskisson Papers. She was the . d. of Admiral Mark Milbanke by
Mary Webber. Admiral Milbanke 4. in his eighty-second year, on Sunday,
9 June, 1805, *“ at his house in Upper Wimpole Street, by accidentally falling
over the bannisters of the staircase into the hall.” [Morning Chronicle,
11 June, 1805: Gent. Mag., LXXV, 58g; Ann. Reg., 1805, p. 484.] Mrs.
Milbanke d. 12 Dec. 1812. [Morning Chronicle, 14 Dec. 1812 : Gent. Mag.,
LXXXII, ii., 596.] Huskisson’s first extant reference to Miss Milbanke is
dated 15 July, 1798, but there may have been an earlier understanding, Add.
MS. 38735, ff. 90~3 ; 38734, ff. 161—2. Admiral Milbanke’s brother John (Archi-
tect and Contractor of H.M. Works) replied to inquiries about Huskisson’s
position, 6 Jan. 1799, tb. 39949, ff. 1-2. Huskisson was congratulated by
Carlisle on his engagement, 7 Jan. 1799, 1b. 38735, f. 196. Mrs. Huskisson's
marriage settlement is dated 29 March, 1799. Ultimately her portion cannot
have been less than £30,200 as her trustees held for her a mortgage of that
amount. Ib., 38762, ff. 195-204.

3 Elizabeth, e. da. of Sir Ralph Milbanke, Bt., of Halnaby, Yorks, by
Elizabeth, da. of Robert, 2nd E. of Holdernesse, b. 1752, m. Sir Peniston
Lamb, Bt., ¢r. 1770, Baron Melbourne of Kilmore, in the peerage of Ireland.
On Lady Melbourne see In Whig Society . . . by Mabell, Countess of Airlie,
and Torrens, Mem. of . . . Viscount Melbourne, passim.
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Melbourne’s son, William Lamb, the future prime min-
ister, Huskisson formed a lasting friendship. He became
an intimate of the Melbourne circle * and it was to him
that, in later years, the old Lord told his woes when his
famous daughter-in-law, William Lamb’s gifted, way-
ward and tempestuous wife, Lady Caroline, had been
stormy beyond measure.? Huskisson already stood
well with two great family connections, the Gowers and
the Carlisles. But he was a ““ new man,” without great
wealth or direct family influence, and in days when “ all
the first families had all the best offices ”’ it was still a
gain, though it brought him no immediate political
advantage, to be made free of another great political and
social meeting-place like Melbourne House. Of his
marriage little need, or indeed can be said, save that it
was one of those supremely happy ones that have no
history.

For the present purpose, Huskisson’s career between
1801 and 1823 may be summarised quite briefly. He
took office with Pitt in 1804 and resigned at Pitt’s death
in 1806. In April, 1807, he joined with other Pittites in
the ministry of the Duke of Portland. But Huskisson
was one of those who are condemned by temperament
to seek and serve a leader. Already another influence
had begun to take the place of Pitt’s and it became
dominant over the rest of his career.

After Pitt’s death Huskisson’s immediate allegiance
was given to George Canning.®? With rare devotion he
set Canning’s interests above his own until death broke

1 That this intimacy developed early is plain from a letter of F. Lamb to
Lady Melbourne, undated, but belonging probably to the end of 1799.
Lloyd Sanders, Melbourne Papers, p. 7.

2 On Lady Caroline see Airlie, op. cit., Ch. V ; Elizabeth Lee, Wives of the
Prime Ministers, pp. 1-43; and innumerable references in Lord Gran-
ville Leveson Gower (First Earl Granville). Private Correspondence, 1781
to 1821, ed. Castalia Countess Granville. There is not space for full
references.

3 Leeves implies that the friendship began in 1793. H.S., I, 30.







GEORGE CANNING.

(From a plaque by W. Spence, in the Athenseum, Liverpool.)
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their alliance. Much was demanded of him, and much
was given, for Canning was an exacting master, though
a generous friend. The letters which passed between
the two men, so different and yet so closely linked to-
gether, leave the impression that when a just balance is
struck at the last Canning may be found the debtor.
But in truth each was contrast and complement to the
other—Canning all fire and sparkle, with the swift in-
tuitions of a master in diplomacy—Huskisson, devoid of
the graces, but with the workings of his country’s govern-
ment all ordered in his mind. If Huskisson’s was the
sober persistence in business, Canning’s was the imagin-
ative vision that sometimes turned Huskisson’s labours
to account. What Canning could not do quickly he
often did ill. Huskisson scorned no pains to build judg-
ment on knowledge. His wholesome respect for the
rules of logic and arithmetic, always unfashionable, gave
him that understanding of commerce and finance through
which Canning’s most conspicuous lack was supplied
and his own main achievements accomplished. Canning’s
quickness of fence and wizardry of speech made him a
gallant of debate. He loved the dust of parliamentary
battle, which Huskisson shunned, though ready at the
need. Huskisson’s was the way, not of glittering phrase
and momentary triumph, but of logical argument and
of facts skilfully marshalled, and his aim not facile per-
suasion but lasting conviction. Canning had the restless,
intriguing mind, self-torturing yet a torment to his
fellows, which is the bane of the imaginative politician.
Huskisson had that profound loyalty which moves a few
rare spirits, well knowing the cost, to make sacrifices for
their friends, and to merge their own accomplishments
in the triumphs of another.

Huskisson’s loyalty to Canning was, then, the guiding
motive of his later career, as it was also the tie which
bound him to Liverpool. With Canning, and in loyalty
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to him, he went out of office in 1809 ; ! with Canning he
remained for nearly five years in the political wilderness,
sacrificing to younger men his lead in the race for pro-
motion ; and in 1814, when Canning made uneasy peace
with the Tories, he at last returned to office. When
Canning resigned in 1820,2 on a point of honour with
regard to the proceedings against Queen Caroline, it was
Huskisson who remained in office at Canning’s request,
to keep watch over Canning’s interests. And when in
1822 the death of Castlereagh at last gave to Canning
the Lead of the House of Commons and a dominance in
the ministry of Lord Liverpool, it was Huskisson who,
for Canning’s sake, not only pocketed disappointment
when his well-earned promotion gave him no seat in the
Cabinet, but agreed to assume Canning’s burdens as
member for Liverpool.?

These special burdens were largely of Canning’s making,
but from them he had drawn honour, strength and
prestige without exact equivalent elsewhere in England.
For Liverpool stood in a remarkable position. As an
ancient borough it returned two members to Parliament,
while Leeds and Sheffield, Manchester and Birmingham,
the great towns of manufacturing England, returned not

1% At the time we were all separated and set loose by the death of Mr.
Pitt, the political attachment 1 then formed was certainly with Canning ;
and with my views on this subject and my personal feelings towards him, I
must beg leave to retire from my present situation.” Huskisson to Perceval,
15 Sept. 1809. Spencer Walpole, The Lifeof . . . Spencer Perceval, 11, 17 n.

2 Copies of Canning’s letter to his colleagues, 11 Dec., in Add. MS. 38193,
ff. 137-8 and 38742, fi. 149-150 ; to the King, 12 Dec., in the same, ff. 139-142
and ff. 151—4 respectively.

3 Correspondence about ministerial changes is very full and complicated.
The following letters indicate Huskisson'’s views: Huskisson to Canning,
25 Oct. Add. MS. 38743, ff. 259-60; Arbuthnot to Liverpool, 16 Dec., tb.
38291, ff. 209-10; Huskisson to Arbuthnot, 26 Dec., ib. 38743, ff. 285-6;
Huskisson to Ellis, 29 Dec., 1b., ff. 204-8 ; Arbuthnot to Liverpool, 31 Dec.,
all 1822 ; Liverpool to the King, 2 Jan.,b. 38291, ff. 291—2 ; The King to Liver-
pool, same day, ib. 38575, ff. 84—5; Canning to Huskisson, 3 Jan., 1. 38744.
ff. 2—4, copy, 1b. 38291, ff. 209-302 ; Huskisson to Canning, 5 Jan., 1b. 38744,
ff. 5-8 (draft) and 38291, ff. 313-8 (copy) ; Liverpool to the King, 6 Jan., ib-
38575, ff. 84-5; Canning to Huskisson, 6 Jan., ib. 38744, ff. 9-10, and
Huskisson to Canning, same day, ff. 11-12; all 1823,
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one. YetLiverpool was thegateway of theindustrial North,
and the ventures of its merchants throve wherever men
went down to the sea in ships. It could represent, as
no other borough, the active commercial and manufac-
turing communities, then but half understood in the
south and south-east of England. Moreover, a Liverpool
election, though by no means free from corruption, was
comparatively open. The electors were, for that time,
numerous.! No patron dictated the choice of the free-
men. And above all, a public opinion could be formed,
though it would, of course, be rash to assume that none
of it was aroused in the alehouse, or that the throat of
the persuaded was less active than the tongue of the
persuader. Subject, therefore, to some limitations of
taste and touch, with wise and skilled organisation, a
Liverpool election could be made to appear, as few other
elections then could, as a genuine expression of public
opinion. If this seems to be labouring the obvious, one
must recollect that no standard historian of the period
has yet realised what in Liverpool is well understood and
is a commonplace to members of this Society. The
national significance of some Liverpool elections has
therefore been missed, and though it was better appre-
ciated at the time, even the contemporaries of Canning
and Huskisson were a good deal astonished, if not puzzled,
by the strength which these statesmen derived from their
representation of Liverpool and by the solid phalanx of
commercial interests which it ranged behind them.
But in the year 1812, if not earlier, it did occur both to
some advanced Whigs and to some progressive Tories to
exploit the advantages of the situation at Liverpool.
The election of that year became not a local incident but
a national event. Indeed its full ramifications into
national politics have never been adequately explored,

1 Number voting: 1807, 2,014; 1812, 2,726 ; 1816, 2,018; 1818, 2,876;
1820, 2,167. H. S. Smith, The Parliaments of England, 1, 182-3.
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though it is hoped that some day a fuller exposition of
them may be offered to this Society. A summary is
sufficient for the present purpose. Henry Brougham and
Thomas Creevey were the Whig champions.! To have
opposed them only with humdrum candidates would
have been to court disaster, since the distrust of official
Toryism by the commercial men of Liverpool was little
less marked than their dislike for the landed Whigs.
. Mr. John Gladstone and the progressive Tories persuaded
Canning that their necessity was his opportunity. It
was. Canning and his friends, sore and restless since
their exclusion from office in 1809, angry at the recent
failure of their negotiations with Lord Liverpool for
inclusion in his ministry, and justly afraid of proscription
in the forthcoming general election of 1812, were organ-
ising a dissident sect within the Tory ranks. The
invitation to contest Liverpool offered to Canning just
the platform that he needed. The campaign was shrewdly
managed. Canning’s expenses were paid by subscription,
and it is a fair surmise that his supporters fought the
more zealously from a thrifty dislike of seeing their money
lost in an unsuccessful speculation. Canning and his
more orthodox Tory colleague, General Isaac Gascoyne,
carried the election against Brougham and Creevey.?
And the victory restored to Canning some of the splendour

Y The Life and Times of Henry Lord Brougham Written By Himself, 11,
51-65; A. Aspinall, Lord Brougham and the Whig Party, 28-9 ; The Creevey
Papers, ed. Maxwell, 1905, pp. 155-6, 167-74. Roscoe is blamed for the
tactical error of running two Whig candidates. This almost certainly saved
the seat of General Isaac Gascoyne from the attack of Brougham.

2 Canning was first sounded in 1809 or 1810 by a Mr. Turner. Canning to
Turner, 2 April, 1810 [?1809]. The Speeches of George Canning by R. Therry,
I, 94-5. DBut it is impossible to study the evidence without being convinced
that the driving force in the whole transaction was Mr. John Gladstone. It
must be remembered, however, that Gladstone had until recently been a Whig
and that he was never a Tory in any but a Canningite sense. Lord Morley
exaggerates, perhaps, the suddenness of the transition, but it is substantially
true that * John Gladstone came to Liverpool a whig, and a whig he remained
until Canning raised the flag of a new party inside the entrenchments of
Eldonian toryism.” The Life of William Ewart Gladstone, 1, 20. This helps
to explain some suspicion of Gladstone on the Tory side ; it also explains
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of a renown that had of late been dimmed. In after
years he plainly avowed that the Liverpool election had
raised him from the Slough of Despond.

What Canning won he held. Contests, of course,
there were, but he doubtless valued them as an occasion

the true contemporary force of Macaulay’s description of his son as *“ the
rising hope of those stern and unbending Tories,” which has sometimes led a
later generation astray. The sting of the taunt lay not in its truth but in its
falsehood, for Canningites did not like to be confounded with unbending
Tories of the Eldonian school.

There are gaps in the evidence as to the negotiations before the election
and Canning seems to have been in more than one mind about it. The earlier
negotiations are outlined in Canning to Granville Leveson Gower, 18 Aug.
1812, Castalia Countess Granville, op. cif., II, 444~7. There seems to have
been some slight hitch. *‘ Liverpool seems to be pretty sure of a Contest ;
and I suppose I shall hear no more of it. Mr, Roscoe . . . declares for two
popular candidates. I have no disposition to be the unpopular one.”
Canning to Huskisson, 9 Sept. 1812, Add. MS. 38379, ff. 1-2.
““Canning has had further Overtures from the Liverpoolians, but whether they
will come to a better result than those of my Uncle Liverpool [about entering
the Ministry], I cannot judge. They seem anxious to have him, but they
seem also to be disposed to make him pay too high a price for the honour of
representing them, or at least to make him run a risk of having such a price
to pay.” C. Ellis to Huskisson, 20 Sept. 1812, 7b., f. 16. “I have been
fighting off Liverpool, to which I have many objections (being sure of an
unmolested seat elsewhere) and have distinctly stated that I will incur no
expense whatever.” But he refers to meetings in Liverpool, and will decide
according to news of them. Canning to Huskisson, 28 Sept. 1812, ib., ff.
36—9. *“ The Subscription at Liverpool amounted on Wednesday to £6,000.
£10,000 would do. They are perfectly apprized of my determination not to
be at any expense whatever.” 3 Oct. 1812, 4b., ff. 68—g. *‘ By the accounts I
have received, I think he [Canning] may have Liverpool if he pleases.” C.
Ellis to Huskisson, 4b., ff. 72~-3.

It is impossible to find space for full references to the evidence on the local
situation or the general political position which made it important. The
formal invitation to Canning was agreed upon at a meeting in the Golden
Lion, Dale Street, on 25 Sept., 4 days before the dissolution of parliament ;
it was accepted by Canning in a letter dated 4 Oct. 1812. Details of the
election are given in the Poll Book of the 1812 election, and the Courier, 30
Sept., 7 Oct. 1812, ef seq. Canning’s speech on 17 Oct. is given in Therry,
op. cit., VI, 320~7, and all are printed in The Speeches of Canning delivered in
Liverpool, ed. Thos. Kaye. Some light is thrown on Gascoyne’s position by a
report of a conversation with (i) Gascoyne, (ii) Spencer Perceval in Plumer
Ward’s Diary, 17 March, 1812. Mem. . . . of Robert Plumer Ward, ed.
E. Phipps, I, 466-8.

The Indenture of Return, 16 Oct. 1812, is between Edward Greaves, Sheriff,
of the one part, and John Bourne, Mayor, and Edward Pearson and John
Corrie, Bailiffs, of the other part. The *‘ backers ” were H. Blundell Hollins-
head, John Bridge Aspinall, John Drinkwater, Jr., James Bourne, John
Gladstone, Thomas Bourne. P.R.O., Writs & Returns, C. 219-187.
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for propaganda. Certainly he looked to his representa-
tion of Liverpool as to a rock of defence against his
enemies. No art was disdained to secure such a strong-
hold and to render it impregnable. Every scrap of
patronage, every resource of political influence that
Canning could command, was at the service of his con-
stituents. The Liverpool Office, established in London
by the great trading associations of the port and main-
tained by their subscriptions, was turned to political uses
by the aid of a paid secretary under Canning’s direction.
The Secretary, Backhouse, was a man of uncommon
talent for administration, later to be one of Canning’s
most trusted permanent officials at the Foreign Office.
Under his management the office at 2, Fludyer Street,
became the resort of all Liverpudlians who were dis-
contented or in distress or in any kind of need—par-
ticularly when they wanted jobs for their dependants or
aid when they were at odds with a department of State.l

1 There are several letters about Canning’s efforts to get places or promotions
at the request of his constituents in the Canning bundle of the Liverpool
Office Papers: Melville to Canning, 15 and 16 Aug. 1814 ; Arbuthnot to
Canning, 7 Nov. 1814 ; Herries to Arbuthnot, 11 Nov. ; Arbuthnot to Canning,
8 Dec. 1814 and 6 Feb. 1815; Huskisson to [? Backhouse], 11 Dec. 1814.
See also Canning to Croker, 16 May, 1814, about Mr. Gladstone’s ship Kings-
mill. The Croker Papers, ed. L. J. Jennings, 2nd ed., I, 56-7.

The Liverpool Office is described as supported by the trading associations,
or sometimes the mercantile associations, of the port, each of which apparently
made a contribution to the expenses of the office proportioned to its strength.
My knowledge of it depends a good deal on scattered evidence that can scarcely
be fully given or expounded without lengthy discussion. One of the most
curious scraps of evidence is on the back of a list of Gascoyne's supporters
made, it would seem, by Wainewright for Huskisson’s information, in Sept.
1830. It is headed ‘‘ Mercantile Associations,” and gives their names in
abbreviated form, together with what seem to be the names of their Chairmen.
They are: East India, David Gladstone ; West India, Charles Shand ; Brazil,
Thos. T. Dyson ; America, Thos. Leatham ; Ship Owners, Charles Horsfall ;
Mediterranean, John Garnett; Corn Exchange, Ed. Crudgington [?], 7
associations in all. Add. MS. 38762, fi. 280—91. Wainewright’s thanks on
his appointment, 5 April, 1823, show an earlier list which adds some names
and omits others. The Corn Exchange and Mediterranean Association are
not included. The full title of The American Chamber of Commerce is given.
The Portugal, The South American and Mexican Associations, and the Salt
Shippers’ Association are added, making eight in all.







