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Sir John Jackson
First baronet
Born: 30 December, 1763 at Kingston, Jamaica in 1763 1 (although the Kingston Parish
Register records his baptism on 20 December that year2).
Married: Charlotte Spry Christian (née Gorham), 13 February, 1797, at St. Botolph-withoutBishopsgate, London.3
Died: 17 May 1820, at Bellmoor House, Hampstead, London.4

Early life
Jamaica and school
John Jackson was my great-great-great grandfather. His father, John Jackson, in the naval
tradition of the family, was a surgeon on HMS Marlborough at the time of his marriage to
Hannah Coverley in 1759. Whether he continued to serve in the navy or retired to practice on
land is not known, but the couple did manage to produce 10 children in 14 years, which
suggests either the latter or short voyages.
One of John Jackson senior’s contemporaries was Dr. William Elphinstone, who was in
medical practice in Kingston with a Dr. McGlashan, and was a member of the Jamaica
assembly in 1775.5 It is tempting to surmise that this was the origin of the Elphinstone family
connection that was later so important in his son’s rise to prominence, but I have no evidence
to support this.
John junior was the fourth of the 10 children born to his parents in Kingston. At the time of
his youth, Eton College had a considerable number of pupils from the West Indies and
America6, and it has been conjectured that Sir John attended the college. 7 The name Jackson
appears twice in the Eton register for 1778-79, but there are no other details. Unfortunately,
the headmasters around this time, Jonathan Davies and Thomas James, treated the lists of
students as their personal property, and failed to preserve them for the Eton archives. We
can’t know if one of these entries was Sir John, or possibly his brothers, or someone
unrelated. But age 15 would seem rather old to be starting at the college – most students
were leaving at that age. If he did indeed attend Eton, it is likely there is no surviving record
of it. It is also possible he attended but no record was preserved.
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Employment
John Jackson is said to have been a clerk in the navy pay office in his early life, and that it
was from there that he was recommended to Vice Admiral Elphinstone, who was to provide
the opportunity for advancement that was such a major influence on his career. 8
However, he is also said to have become a purser on a ship. 6 The two may not be
incompatible, as before he could become a purser, a man needed to serve at least a year as a
captain's clerk, assisting with correspondence and records. 9 If the purser story is true, as
seems likely, it would have been a hard existence. At the time, pursers were not paid a salary,
but made their money from the sale of goods, such as tobacco, on board ship. They could
also make a profit when they bought in supplies for the ship, exploiting what was effectively
a monopoly on board. For example, a purser would issue stores at the rate of 14 ounces to
the pound – thus allowing the purser one eighth for “wastage” – or profit. Although it was
strictly illegal, the Navy turned a blind eye to the practice.10 Consequently, the purser was
often despised.
However, it is not surprising pursers turned to these shady practices. To get their posting,
they had to lodge a surety with the Admiralty, of £1400 for appointment to a First-rate, down
to £400 for a Sixth rate, ship. This was a security for the ship’s stores, for which they were
responsible. The purser was effectively a businessman and had to account to the Victualling
Board for the distribution of his stores. It was a complicated and thankless job, and every
purser feared going into debt.
If John Jackson was a purser, he would have to have raised the surety from somewhere.
However, his first confirmed occupation was as a commissary in the navy, 11 when in 1795 he
was appointed private secretary to Vice Admiral Sir George Elphinstone, later Lord Keith.
This appointment, which would have built on any experience as a purser, provided the
stepping stone to his acquisition of considerable wealth.
In 1795, the Netherlands had been invaded and taken over by the French. The British,
together with other European nations, were at war with France. With the Netherlands under
French control, the British were concerned to secure use of facilities at the Dutch colony of
the Cape of Good Hope, which was the only viable port on the route to India and the East
Indies. In September, to forestall a possible French takeover of the port, they sent an
invasion force led by Vice Admiral Elphinstone to the Cape. John Jackson was his
secretary.12
The terms of the Dutch surrender of the Cape were signed by John Jackson as “Secretary to
the British Commander in Chief” and certified by him as a true translation of the Dutch part
of the document.13

8

New Monthly Magazine January – June 1820 p 753
http://www.portcities.org.uk/london/server/show/ConGallery.57/Ranksin-Nelsons-navy.html
10
http://www.nelsonsnavy.co.uk/broadside5.html
11
History of Parliament Online
12
London Gazette Issue 13834 24 November 1795
13
The Keith Papers, ed. W.G. Perrin, 1927, vol. 1 p446
9

2

Elphinstone then sailed to India, and commanded the fleet during the capture of the colony of
Ceylon from the Dutch in February, 1796. 14 On this expedition, John Jackson was described
as his “secretary and agent victualler.”15
In March, recalled because the Dutch were planning an expedition to retake the Cape,
Elphinstone sailed back across the Indian Ocean. In August his fleet trapped the nine-ship
Dutch force in Saldanha Bay at the Cape. The articles of the Dutch surrender were signed by
“John Jackson, Secretary, to the British Commander in Chief.” 16 Prior to the action, on 3
August, 1796, John Jackson had written to Major-General Sir James Henry Craig,
commander of the British expeditionary force, concerning Admiral Elphinstone's opinion of
the ships seen off Saldanha Bay.17
More letters written by John Jackson are contained in the book The Keith papers: Selected
from the papers of Admiral Viscount Keith edited by W. G. Perrin. Most concern matters of
supply to the fleet.
He appears to have been held in some esteem. For example, in a letter to Elphinstone in June
1976, Commodore John Blankett (soon to become rear admiral) asked to be remembered to
John Jackson.18
By October 1796, John Jackson appears to have been posted back to London, where he
continued in his role as Commissary General. At this time, part of his job was to receive the
contents of the captured Dutch ships and account for the expenses of bringing them back to
England.19
However, he was soon to begin acting as agent for Elphinstone, by now Lord Keith, and then
to go into business as a prize agent on his own account.
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The Elphinstones
George Keith Elphinstone (1746 – 1823) was the fifth
son of the 10th Lord Elphinstone, a Scottish peer. He
joined the Royal Navy in 1761 George Elphinstone, 1st
Viscount Keith and made the start to a substantial fortune
in a trading venture in the East Indies six years later. He
rose through the ranks and made his name by occupying
Charleston, South Carolina in the war in America. After
several other victorious exploits, Captain Elphinstone
participated in the capture of Toulon in 1793, and in 1794
was promoted to rear admiral. In this capacity, he took
the Cape of Good Hope from the Dutch, and took over
Ceylon, campaigns in which John Jackson was his
secretary. He was commander over Nelson in 1798 when
the British drove Napoleon out of Egypt, and considered
Nelson insubordinate.
Promoted to admiral in 1801, he was commander in chief
in the Mediterranean in 1803 and in the English Channel
in 1812 and liaised on behalf of the government with
Napoleon during the latter’s final surrender.
Admiral Lord George Keith Elphinstone, 1746His parliamentary career was sporadic, but he was well
1823, 1st Viscount Keith, wearing the robes of
connected, through his older brother, William Fullerton
the Order of Bath, by George Lethbridge
Elphinstone, a director for the East India Company, his
Sanders, after 1815, oil on canvas1270 x 1016
brother-in-law William Adams, a Whig powerbroker, and
mm, National Maritime Museum, London
the Prince Regent, who he had met when the prince’s
brother, William, later the Duke of Clarence, was a midshipman in one of Keith’s (Elphinstone’s) early naval
commands.20 Elphinstone is noted for speaking just once in the House in his 14 years as a member of the House
of Commons – to complain about blocked passages in Westminster Hall. Such reticence was common among
naval officer MPs who were most often absent on active duty.
Elphinstone was made a baron in Ireland, then England, and was raised to be a viscount in 1814.
William Fullerton Elphinstone (1746 – 1823) was the third son
of the 10th Lord Elphinstone and Lady Clementina Fleming. He
began his career in the Royal Navy, but soon realised there was
money to be made in the East India Company. Both he and
brother George Keith were given £2000 each by their granduncle to invest in the East and their astute choices were the base
of the fortunes that both of them made.
William Fullerton Elphinstone served as a director of the East
India Company from to 1786 to 1825, several times as chairman
or deputy chairman.
On his gravestone at St Marylebone Parish Church, London, it
states that: “He was equally remarkable for sound judgment and
decision, united the highest firmness to the utmost kindness of
heart, and retained to the latest period of human life the warmth
of his benevolence, and the serenity of his temper.”
Portrait in the National Portrait Gallery, London, by Louis
Haghe, printed by Day & Haghe, after John Opie, lithograph,
1830s
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This naval despatch dated 21 December
advising Commander William Moore that he
was to be under Lord Keith’s command, is
signed by John Jackson. Keith, now an Admiral
of the Blue, was second in command to Earl St
Vincent at the time.
Grosvenor Auctions sold the document for £140.
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Marriage
On 13 February, 1797, the same year he began his prize agent career (see below), Sir John
married Charlotte Spry Christian, née Gorham.
Charlotte Gorham was a widow. She had married John Christian (b. 1767, at Douglas, Isle of
Man) in 1791, but the marriage was short-lived. He died on 15 September 1792. 21 The
couple had no children.
John Christian was the son of John James Christian and Alicia Curphey. 1 The Christians
were a notable family in the Isle of Man.22 John James Christian was a banker and
shipbroker, who lived first at Douglas, next at Ayr in Scotland, where he prospered, and
finally at Dunkirk in France, where he (on 18 October 1798) and his wife died.
Charlotte Gorham was born on November 16, 1772, at Gorham's Point, Lunenburg, Nova
Scotia, Canada. She was the sixth of 11 children of General Joseph Gorham, of Gorham
Point, Nova Scotia, who was renowned for his exploits in the American wars, and Ann Spry,
who was a brother of William Spry, Governor of Barbados from 1768 until his death in
1772.23 Charlotte Gorham was a cousin of Jane Austen, through her brother William’s
second marriage to Katherine Cholmeley. Katherine Cholmeley’s sister Jane was Jane
Austen’s aunt though her marriage to James Leigh-Perrot.
The Gorhams were described by Sir Keith George Jackson, John Jackson’s nephew, as “an
old Massachusetts family”24 and were renowned for their exploits fighting against the French
in North America. [The story of the Gorham and Spry families appears elsewhere].
Charlotte and John Jackson had six children.
These were:
Sir Keith Alexander Jackson, who had a career in the army, involved in campaigns in Persia
and Afghanistan
John Jackson, my great great grandfather, who, after a career in the East India Company in
China, emigrated to New Zealand
Margaret Anne Jackson, who married George Rennie, a noted engineer, son of the eminent
bridgebuilder and engineer John Rennie and brother of Sir John Rennie, with whom George
was in partnership
Charlotte Spry Jackson, who died at Torquay aged 18
Welby Brown Jackson, who, after serving in the Bengal Civil Service , became judge of the
Sudder Court in Calcutta
Colville Coverley Jackson, who after serving in the East India Company as magistrate and
collector at Agra, was briefly commissioner at Oudh.
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Portraits of Charlotte Spry Jackson and John Jackson in pastel by
John Russell, RA, in 1800, (61 x 46 cm).
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Charlotte Spry Jackson died on 30 June 1807 at Sidmouth, Devon, which was a popular
seaside resort in the early 19th century.25 It seems likely she was staying there for health
reasons.26
A vault was built in St Peters Church in Arlesey for the family “of John Jackson esq., of city
of London, M.P. for Dover, impropriator of great tithes, patron of vicarage, lord of manor:
petition of John Jackson to appropriate it to use of self and family exclusively” and this was
already in place by 21 September, 1807.27 It was here that Charlotte Spry Jackson was laid to
rest.
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Prize agent
It was as a prize agent that John Jackson made much of his considerable wealth, and he got
his start through the Elphinstones.
What was a prize agent?
Ships and other property captured by the British navy became “prizes” and were usually sold
with the proceeds distributed to the crew(s) of the captors. The sale and distribution were
handled by prize agents.
Conditions were harsh in the Navy. Nevertheless, there were many volunteers (as well lots of
the less willing and the victims of press gangs), who were often either seeking to escape
poverty or, in the case of the better off, lured by shares in prize money. Wealth certainly
didn’t come from the Navy pay. However, appointment to a prize money command could
realise a considerable fortune, more than £1 million in today’s values for senior commands,
although this depended on being posted to areas where there were good prizes to be had. For
second or third sons of wealthy families, who usually would inherit little or nothing, prize
money could be a more than useful addition to their income.
Prize agents performed a valuable service. It took time for the money value of prizes to be
realised, and the recipients would often be at sea when the money finally came through. The
prize agent enabled the process to work by handling the sale of the prize and/or the
distribution of the proceeds.
The process had been formalised since 1708 when, under the Cruizer and Convoys Act,
captors were to receive practically all the money gained from the capture of enemy vessels,
“for the better and more effectual encouragement of the Sea Service”. The High Court of
Admiralty would adjudicate on every prize. Once the Court “condemned” the prize, i.e., its
ownership was forfeited, it could be sold and the proceeds distributed. However, both
ownership of the prize and the decision of the Court could be appealed against. The process
could be lengthy, often years, and the time delay was a cause of frustration for the recipients.
The Act laid down how the proceeds were to be shared. This was altered in 1808.
The tables opposite show the distribution of prize money, as well as part of the navy pay
scale in 1814. From gross pay, there were deductions of 3 pence in the pound for the
Widows Fund, a shilling per month to the Chest, and sixpence per month for the Royal
Hospital at Greenwich. The net annual pay shown is after the deductions. Income tax was
two shillings in the pound on incomes over £150, graded to nil for incomes under £50. 28
Income tax had been introduced to help pay for the Napoleonic Wars. It was unpopular and
abolished after the end of the war, in 1816.
If a ship was in England, prize money payment was made on board wherever possible. In
other cases, other recipients, or their agents, attorneys or wives - provided they should show
they had authority - could collect the money from the prize agent’s office. These “recalls”
would be paid on set days periodically, e.g., weekly, monthly. Any money not paid out
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Table of the nett annual pay, etc.
(slightly abbreviated from Steel's list of the Royal Navy for Nov. 1814.)
RANK

NETT ANNUAL
PAY £. s. d.

INCOME TAX
£. s. d.

CLEAR ANNUAL
PAY £. s. d.

Captain of 1st Rate(complement 837)

802 0 2

80 4 0

721 16 2

Captain of 6th Rate(complement135)

284 7 9

28 8 9

255 19 0

Commander of Sloop, Bomb, etc
(complement 121)

272 19 7

27 5 11

245 13 4

Commander(complement 75 and under)

250 2 11

25 0 3

225 2 8

Lieutenant commanding Prison Ship

137 4 8

13 1 8

124 3 0

Lieutenant in Flagship

128 4 5

11 14 11

116 9 6

Lieutenant in other Ships

112 4 2

10 7 8

100 15 0

Master of 1st Rate,

172 12 8

17 5 3

155 7 5

Master of Sloop

91 10 0

646

85 5 6

Second Master, Line of Battleship

78 17 5

467

74 10 10

Second Master ,Gun Brigs, Cutters,etc

67 9 3

2 12 3

64 17 0

Surgeon (20 years and upwards)

322 8 9

32 4 10

290 3 11

Surgeon (under 6 years)

178 5 3

17 16 6

160 8 9

Assistant Surgeon (qualified)

117 13 0

10 13 0

107 10 0

Assistant Surgeon (not qualified)

90 5 6

609

84 4 9

Carpenter of 1st Rate

96 9 6

6 19 6

89 10 0

Carpenter of Sloop

48 13 6

Nil

48 13 6

Gunner, Boatswain, Purser* of 1st Rate to 83 12 0

506

77 11 6

Gunner, Boatswain, Purser* of Sloop

Nil

48 13 6

48 13 6

Distribution of Prize Money
Rank

pre1808 share post1808 share

Captain

3/8*

2/8**

CAPTAINS of Marines, Lieutenants, Master and Physician

Equal shares
in 1/8

Equal shares in
1/8

LIEUTENANTS of Marines, Secretary of Admiral, Principal Warrant
Officers, Masters, Mates, Chaplain

Equal shares
in 1/8

1 Equal shares
in 1/8

MIDSHIPMEN, Inferior Warrant Officers, Principal Warrant Officers
Mates, Marine Sergeants

Equal shares
in 1/8

The rest

Equal shares
in 2/8

Equal shares in
4/8
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within three years was lodged with the Treasurer of Greenwich Hospital, where unclaimed
prize money was an important source of income for this naval facility. Prize agents were also
required to account for sales to the Court of Admiralty and, within three months of the date of
payment, to the Treasurer of Greenwich Hospital. The registration of sales and details of
how and when payment was to be made were published in the London Gazette.
The standard commission for a prize agent was 5 percent of the net proceeds, after the cost of
legal proceedings and other disbursements had been deducted, though some charged it on the
gross amount. However, there were other charges, and agents also benefited from investing
money that had yet to be claimed or paid out, or when they paid an advance to sailors at a rate
of interest, which was then deducted from the final payment when it came due. In some
cases, agents also acted as brokers for the sale of the prize, and took the brokerage fee as well
as their commission - even though this was illegal.
Usually only a proportion of the full payment was paid initially, with the rest waiting until
legal proceedings or other matters had been completed. Appeals could be made for up to a
year (3 months until 1798) after condemnation of the ship or property, during which time
payment could be withheld. There were apparently cases where false appeals were lodged, in
order to hold up distribution and allow the agent to use the money longer. There were also
cases where agents offered to withdraw an appeal to allow the money to be released - upon
payment of a substantial “fee.”
Agents could be appointed by each individual, although in practice it was common for most
people to follow the lead of the captain or commander of the ship. However, anyone could
be given power of attorney to collect and distribute the shares of the proceeds of the sale of a
prize. It was not uncommon for individuals to give this power to people such as publicans
and shopkeepers. Clearly these “inferior agents” needed someone to handle the intricacies of
administering the disposal of the prize, so would appoint an agent like John Jackson to do this
for them. The money would be distributed to the inferior agent, who would be responsible for
giving it to his client. The 5 percent commission would be shared between the agent and the
inferior, at rates ranging from about a third to two-thirds. In other cases, a firm such as
Poulain & Keys would act solely as distribution agents for prize agents but not be prize
agents themselves, charging a portion of the 5 percent commission.
Unsurprisingly, with hundreds of ships and large quantities of property being taken in the
wars, especially with France and Spain, in the years around the turn of the century, the large
amounts of money involved attracted undesirable characters. This resulted in practices such
as several applications for prize money being made under the same name or a fictitious name,
and failure, particularly by the inferior agents, to distribute some or all of the prize.
The system was also open to manipulation. Under examination during an enquiry into prize
agents, the Hon. Alexander Cochrane, a captain in the Royal Navy, asserted on 23 June 1803
that “particularly upon foreign stations a custom has in some instances crept into the navy of
appointing the Admirals’ secretaries joint agents.”29 In fact, the practice was reasonably
29
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common. The naval officer was prohibited by law from acting as agent himself. However, if
he appointed his secretary as a joint agent with another prize agent, the commission would be
split, even though the secretary may do little or none of the work, and the prize agent would
have little choice but to comply if he wanted the work. It may be assumed that the practice
also enabled the naval officer to increase his already substantial prize money.
Other links with the Elphinstone family
John Jackson’s initial prize agency was undertaken with Vice Admiral Sir George
Elphinstone’s older brother, William Fullerton Elphinstone, a director of the East India
Company at the time and later chairman. He was also prize agent for Captain Charles
Elphinstone, who was a brother to Admiral Elphinstone and who, in 1804, was elected to the
Commons as member for Stirling, succeeding his uncle George (by then Lord Keith). 30
Sir John Jackson’s brother, Robert, who later became a Vice Admiral of the Red, served
under Elphinstone in the Royal Navy and was his flag captain in 1806-07 and 1812-15. A
Thomas Elphinstone was a captain in Lord Keith’s fleet in action against the French in 1813,
when Robert Jackson was captain of Keith’s flagship, the 100-gun Queen Charlotte. 31.
John Jackson as prize agent
It was the system of a secretary acting as prize agent that launched John Jackson on his
lucrative career. In his statement to the enquiry into prize agents in 1803, John Jackson
stated that he was “secretary to Lord Keith and then became a prize agent and have since
been individually so, and jointly with Mr. Elphinstone and Mr. Nicholas Brown.”
“Mr. Elphinstone” was William Fullerton Elphinstone, Sir George Elphinstone’s brother, and
one of John Jackson’s first prize agent commissions was jointly with him. The prizes were a
Dutch ship, the Carolina, and a French privateer captured in 1796 by three ships of Admiral
Elphinstone’s fleet. However, I could not find William Elphinstone’s name among the lists
of prize agents after 1798. John Jackson was soon operating on his own account, as well as
in conjunction with others.
He was recorded as sole navy agent for the big prizes from Admiral Elphinstone’s Cape of
Good Hope victories – the proceeds from the property taken in 1795 and the nine ships
captured in Saladanha Bay in 1796. As well, he was agent for the prizes from the taking of
the town and fortress of Colombo, Ceylon (now Sri Lanka) in February, 1796, both
campaigns in which he was Admiral Elphinstone’s secretary, and later, of Malta, in 1800,
another campaign involving the vice admiral. (The latter two were shared with the army,
which had its own agent). The prize money from Saladanha Bay alone was £50,000.
On 6 May, 1800, he wrote to Lord Keith that “Mr. Elphinstone [William] and I have been
estimating your prize money as follows:
Amboyna and Banda …… £25,000
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[These places, in the East Indies (now Indonesia) were captured by ships that were part of the
navy under Elphinstone’s command in 1796.32]
Colombo

……………….. £16,000

Cape, etc ………………… . £8,000
Adm Duckworth’s capture …£10,000
Saldahana, etc, deducting
£5,000 owing to us ……….. £5,000 33
At the time, John Jackson was acting as agent for Keith who wished to purchase the estates at
Kincardine and Tulliallan, on the upper reaches of the Firth of Forth, from James Erskine.
Keith had allowed £63,000 for the purchase, but John Jackson wrote they had been bought
for £56,000. The prize money listed, totalling £64,000, would cover the purchase.
Some idea of the amounts (and inequalities) of prize money paid to the various ranks can be
gauged from the distributions of these prizes.:
From Colombo, £400,000 (est.) of which a navy captain received £7000; lieutenant, £457;
warrant officers £76 and seamen a mere £9.
From Amboya and Banda, the prize money of £339,600 (est.) was shared by: Lord Keith
£28,300; Admiral Rainier £14,150; navy captains £14,150; lieutenants £1369; warrant
officers £663; mates £242 and seamen £45.
In 1798, John Jackson was using the services of Poulain and Keys, a firm that distributed
prizes but did not act as prize agents. However, his business built quickly and he was soon
handling the distribution of the funds as well. In some cases, he was listed as “John Jackson,
for the agents”, which indicates he was acting either in collaboration with others or for
inferior agents.
By 1803, John Jackson was able to inform the naval enquiry into prize agents that he was “in
the current discharge of duties of an agent to 150 or 200 King’s ships.” This included prizes
for ships in joint expeditions with the army. There were about £100,000 worth of prizes that
were subject to appeal at the time. He charged 5 percent commission on the gross value of
the prizes after deducing brokerage and duties and it seems likely that the total value of prizes
he was handling at that time would have been at least double the amount under appeal.
The business continued to be prosperous and there is no evidence that John Jackson retired
from it before his death in 1820. He appears to have operated mostly in his own account, but
he maintained his prize agency links with Lord Keith.
In 1801, for example, he was joint agent with Nicholas Brown, who at the time (1799-1802)
was a purser and purchasing agent in Lord Keith’s fleet (earning a lucrative 2.5 percent
commission) and also, like John Jackson previously, serving as Keith’s secretary. 34 In 1808,
32

HMS Amboyna (1796), from Wikipedia,
The Keith Papers, ed. W.G. Perrin, 1927, p458
34
The British Navy's Victualling Board, 1793-1815: Management Competence and Incompetence, by Janet
MacDonald, 2010
33

13

Examples of prize agency distributions
and sales
(From the Gazette unless otherwise noted )

Gazette 18 September 1802

The Times 1 March 1805
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sponsored by Keith, he was appointed to the navy’s Victualling Board, where he proved
efficient.35 36
Brown’s assistant was James Meek, who also later became a secretary to Lord Keith, and the
practice of the secretary acting as prize agent for the admiral continued. Secretary Meek was
prize agent for several ships in Keith’s fleet in 1814-16, usually in conjunction with prize
agents who on several occasions included Sir John Jackson. 37
Both Brown and Meek were ashore with Lord Keith at the Tuscany port of Leghorn on 16
March 1800 when Keith’s flagship, the Queen Charlotte, caught fire and exploded, with 673
killed, while Keith, beside himself, looked on in dismay. Brown was described as secretary
and Meek as secretary’s clerk.38
In 1816, as well as for two captures by the Strenuous, in conjunction with Meek, Sir John
Jackson was prize agent together with John Petty Muspratt for the Strenuous for a separate
capture.39
The same year Sir John Jackson was involved in an unusual dispute. The previous May a
naval force under Captain Campbell had intercepted Neapolitan ships carrying the mother,
brother and sister of Napoleon Bonaparte, together with a cardinal and the children of Murat,
ruler of Naples, and Napoleon’s crown jewels and other treasure, en route to Toulon. The
action prevented Napoleon from using the ships and property. The ships were compelled to
return to Naples, where they, together with three other ships and other small vessels and
property, were surrendered to the English. The Neapolitan throne was regained by
Ferdinand, who Murat had deposed, and the King of England returned the captured ships and
property to him. Sir John Jackson, as prize agent (John Jackson & Co), sought compensation
for the officers and crews of the British ships for the loss of the £178,000 prize money that
would otherwise have been their due.40 On 18 June, the House of Commons agreed and
voted for £150,000 to be allocated, without deductions.41 Perhaps Sir John Jackson missed
out on his commission here.
Muspratt
After Sir John Jackson’s death, the prize agency business at 9 New Broad Street was carried
on by John Petty Muspratt. As late as 1830 Muspratt was operating as a prize agent from the
premises Sir John Jackson had occupied at No. 9 New Broad Street 42 and he was still listed
as prize agent at that address in 1835. 43 Later, from at least 1840 to 1851, he was listed as a
prize agent from 33-34 Abchurch Street.
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John Jackson in his will referred to John Petty Muspratt as his partner, but it is not entirely
clear what Muspratt’s role in the business was, although the association existed early in John
Jackson’s career. However, as Muspratt was a well-known and respected banker 44, he was
most likely a financial backer. (In 1846 he was part of a partnership of bankers, called Sapte,
Banbury, Muspratt and Co.45 He was still listed as a banker in the 1851 census, then aged 75
and married to his third wife and just four years before he died).
However, Muspratt had multiple business interests. For example, in 1823 he was director of
the Phoenix Fire Office 46 and in 1828 of the Pelican Life Insurance Company. 47 Between
1802 and 1820, Muspratt was from time to time listed in London directories as an insurance
broker at the same addresses as John Jackson,48 which suggests that the partnership could
have been acting not only as a prize agency but also as a broker for the disposal of the prizes.
In 1814, Muspratt the Navy List recorded Muspratt as a prize agent, in the Broad Street
Building, which suggests a more hands-on involvement in the partnership.
After Sir John Jackson’s death, Muspratt was elected as a director of the East India Company,
in effect carrying on Sir John Jackson’s role, serving rotations from 1824 to 1853.
Muspratt was also on the finance committee of the Royal British System of Education, the
Lancaster system of education of which John Jackson was a trustee. 49
He was patron of Jonathan Lovett Cameron, who was rector of St. Guthlac Church at
Astwick (part of John Jackson’s Arlesey estate) from 9 June 1838 to 25 August 1841.
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Other business interests
As well as his prize agency, John Jackson was in business as a merchant, although what he
was trading in is not clear. In 1800, a London directory listed him with Elphinstone, as
“merchants”, at 5 Chandos Street, Cavendish Square. This entry was gone by 1802, when
John Jackson was an “agent’’ at 36 Broad Street Buildings. In 1803 he was listed as
“merchant and agent” at 9 New Broad Street. Although the entries varied slightly over the
next decade, e.g., in 1808 he was a merchant, 50 from 1813 on he was listed as a merchant at
9 New Broad Street.27
John Jackson also had interests in insurance, which may well have bolstered his prize agency
income. In 1804 he became a director of the London Assurance Company. 51 This company
had received its royal charter under the Royal Exchange and London Assurance Corporation
Act 1719, popularly known as the Bubble Act.
Under the terms of this legislation, the London Assurance Company and the Royal Exchange,
were the only incorporated bodies chartered to write marine insurance. This restrictive
practice continued until the repeal of the act in 1824.
A further insurance interest was likely to have existed through his partner, John Petty
Muspratt.
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New Broad
Street in 2016,
now a
conservation
area. These
buildings were
erected between
1907 and 1909,
and the street
raised in 1991.52

John Jackson’s New Broad Street
premises were almost certainly at
what is now 81-82 Old Broad Street,
occupied by Gow’s Restaurant
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Property
New Broad Street
At the time of his marriage in 1797, John Jackson was living in Holles Street, Marylebone, in
the West End of London and carrying on his business from 10 Union Court, Broad Street.
Then, from 1799 to 1800, his business premises were at Old City Chambers, 24 Bishopsgate
Street and by 1801 he was operating from No 36 New Broad Street.
However, for most of his business life John Jackson operated from 9 New Broad Street, in the
City of London. The premises, taken on a 30-year lease in 1801 or 1802, were also his
“dwelling-house”.53 The first prize agency payments from 9 Broad Street were in 1802. 54
He certainly prospered there. According to the advertisement for its sale after his death, it
was a:
“Superior Mercantile Residence, New Broad-street, a few minutes’ walk from the Royal
Exchange, with detached Counting-houses, 2 Coach-houses, Stabling, &c., No 9, the corner
of New Broad-street, and extending to Broad-street-mews.
“The Lease of a capital House, suitable for an establishment of the very first consequence,
comprising a spacious and handsome entrance hall, with large dining room, 2 excellent
counting houses with separate entrance, and 2 detached counting houses; on the first floor 2
lofty drawing rooms, opening by folding doors, 46 feet by 19 feet; on the upper stories 11 bed
chambers, 3 of which are bowed, water closets, front and back staircases, with excellent
domestic offices, and extensive arched vaults; large stable yard, and outdoor offices: the
premises are held of the corporation of the City of London for an unexpired term of 11
years.” 55
The contents of the premises were also described:
“Lease of capital Premises, Household Furniture, valuable Paintings, large Glasses, extensive
Wardrobe of fine Table and Bed Linen, Library of Books, China, Glass, a handsome Carriage
and Harness, Chaise, and other Effects.
“The Furniture comprises lofty four-post and other bedsteads, with chintz and dimity
hangings, window curtains to match, good goose feather beds and bedding, excellent cabinet
articles in wardrobes, double and single chests of drawers, commodes, dressing stands and
glasses, several capital bookcases, satinwood cabinets, inlaid drawing room chairs, and sofa
with cushions and covers, chintz curtains, several large glasses, pi??, card, sofa and pembroke
tables, cheffoniers, Turkey, Brussels, and other carpets, large sideboard with plate glass at the
back, dining tables, cellerets, a pair of globes, an orrery, surveying machine, cases with fine
seal impressions, 2 eight-day clocks, a six-flap countinghouse with brass railing, kitchen
furniture and other articles.” 56
And then there was the wine cellar:
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“About 500 dozens of Old Port, Madeira, Claret, Constantia, Marcella, Vin de Grave, and
other wines; also a pipe of Madeira in the wood. The wines may be tasted at the countinghouse, the corner of New Broad-street-mews, on Wednesday preceding the sale….” 57
After Sir John Jackson’s death, at least part of the premises were taken over by his partner,
John Petty Muspratt. It is likely this was only the business part of the buildings, as Muspratt
seems to have a residence elsewhere.
When I visited New Broad Street in 2016, there was no sign of No 9. New Broad Street was
completely redeveloped between 1880 and 1920, 58 and today the numbers range from about
30 to 64 and the street is predominantly upmarket office premises.
From old maps, the street lay-out is substantially the same as before the redevelopment, so
the location of what had been No. 9 was a mystery.
However, around the end of the 16 th century the main thoroughfare in the area became known
as Petty France, approximately where New Broad Street is today. In 1737 Broad Street (now
Old Broad Street) was extended northwards and Petty France was redeveloped with brick
built houses. Both streets were known as New Broad Street. This suggests that John Jackson
was actually operating not from what is now New Broad Street, but Old Broad Street – at that
time named New Broad Street - which was only renamed in the early 20th century.
The premises were said to be on the corner of New Broad Street Mews (see above). New
Broad Street Mews no longer exists, but was almost certainly where Broad Street Avenue, in
the next block up from the current New Broad Street, runs. 59 60 If indeed, as seems very
likely, this was where 9 New Broad Street was in the early 19 th century, then Sir John
Jackson’s premises were at what is now 81-82 Old Broad Street. The building appears old,
and the upper storey(s) are built of brick, so it is possible that it is the original building.
Unfortunately we did not know this while in London, so did not make any enquiries. The
premises are occupied by Gow’s Restaurant, a seafood establishment.
An Inheritance
When Captain Joseph Jackson, John Jackson’s uncle, died in 1800, 61 he left nearly all his
personal property to his unmarried sisters, Rosannah and Elizabeth Brett Jackson. He also
owned real estate through a settlement with his wife Mary Sax prior to their marriage in
1770, in which they agreed that the property would become his if they had no children, in
addition to any property he had acquired in his career with the navy. The Sax property
included “messuages, cottages, manors and various lands.” The marriage had been childless,
and so the Sax property was also inherited by the two unmarried sisters, for their lifetimes,
and then “after their deaths and the decease of the survivor of them”, to his nephew, John
Jackson “of Chambers Street, Cavendish Square.”
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This appears to say that John Jackson was not entitled to any of the estate until the death of
both of his aunts. However, a quick perusal of case law history indicates a difference of
opinion of the meaning of the meaning of the “survivor” phrase, and it is quite possible a
court would have ruled that Joseph’s intention was that John should be entitled to the share of
the first aunt who died.
Although Rosannah lived until 1828, I think Elizabeth Brett Jackson died the same year as
Joseph Jackson, so this could have opened the way for John to inherit half of what sounds
like a fairly substantial estate that Joseph acquired through his marriage to Mary Sax.
The estate appears to have included a residence at 1 Broad Street, though whether this was
Broad Street in the City or Broad Street in Soho or elsewhere is not known.
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The site of at Etonbury, just
north of Arlesey town of what
was probably a timber castle in
the 10th century Etonbury. The
earthwork remain indicate a
timber construction, either a
castle or fortified Manor House
Source: http://www.gatehousegazetteer.info/English%20sites/
36.html

“Arlesey Place”, painted by Thomas Fisher (1782 – 1836), who produced numerous
works portraying southern Bedfordshire. This is the mansion that was partly demolished
by John Jackson. Source: Documents from St Peter’s Church, Arlesey
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Bedfordshire properties
John Jackson, as a result of land he purchased, was lord of the manors of Arlesey, Langford
and Astwick in Bedfordshire. By the time he owned it, the Arlesey manor was already nearly
800 years old.
History of Arlesey Manor
Near Etonbury, the site of the manor that John Jackson bought, there are traces of what may
have been a timber castle in the days of Danish occupation, perhaps the 10 th century. The
ancient earthworks appear to be a fortification of a size at least of a large manor house.
However, the site has not been excavated and has been extensively damaged, especially when
the railway was put through, so there are doubts about its origin. 62 An L-shaped pond which
can be seen on a public walk through the Old Moat Nature Reserve, owned by the Wildlife
Trust BCNP since 1974, is thought to be the former moat of the medieval moated manor of
Arlesey Bury.
According to histories held in St Peter’s Church in Arlesey, the first recording of a manor at
Arlesey was in 1062, when King Edward the Confessor presented the Manor of Arleseybury
to the endowment of Waltham Abbey. However, no building was recorded on the site then.
At the time of the Domesday survey (1086), Arlesey was a settlement of 38 households. 63
Around this time, the Arleseybury property was somehow alienated to the Bishop of Durham,
though this proved to be temporary. The Domesday Book recorded that Arlesey was a
market town that contained three manors: Etonbury, to the north; Arlseybury in the centre
and Lanthony to the south. These became three distinct manors. Arlesey Manor was defined
as Etonbury, the land to the north of Stotfold Road as far as Astwick.
As well as the Bishop of Durham, the principle landowners in Arlesey were a Nigel
d'Aubigney, from St Martin d'Aubigney, in Normandy and William d'Eu, Count of Eu, whose
family had come from the port of Seine-Maritime in Normandy. D’Eu was overlord of
Arlesey Manor, which was held under him by the Burnard family, who remained in
possession till late in the thirteenth century. They were liberal benefactors of Waltham
Abbey (who owned a manor in Arlesey).
D’Eu had received the manor through a transfer by William the Conqueror. Earlier, it had
belonged to Alestan of Boscombe, a thane of Edward the Confessor. 64 As well as Arlesey,
d’Eu’s lands included Stonehouse, Badgworth in Gloucestershire; Winford, Frome, Swyre,
More Crichel, Long Crichel, Bradford in Dorset; Hinton, Laverton, Yeovil, Tickenham in
Somerset; Edworth, Sundon in Bedfordshire, and many others.
However, d’Eu came to an unfortunate end. “He took a prominent part in the 1088 rebellion
against William Rufus (William II of England), in favour of Duke Robert, and invaded
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Gloucestershire, destroying the town of Berkeley. While Rufus won him over by bribes in
1093, by 1095 he had joined in Mowbray's plot to kill the King, in order to place Stephen of
Aumale (a nephew of William the Conqueror) on the throne. In 1095/96, at the Council of
Salisbury, he was charged with treason, and, after having been vanquished in single combat
by his accuser, was condemned to be blinded and emasculated. Nothing further is known of
him, so it is presumed he died then or shortly later.”65
The d’Eu family owned the manor for about two centuries, but after that there was a series of
owners. In 1270, the Arlesbury market was confirmed to the lord of Arlesbury manor, then
Stephen Edworth, to be held each Wednesday, with a fair on the festival of St. Peter and St.
Paul. It is, however, some centuries since the market has been held. 66 In 1649, Arlesey
Manor (Etonbury) was purchased by Sir Samuel Browne, a barrister and MP, who became
the principal landowner in the village. On his death in 1668, his “manors of Eatons Berry,
Arlesey and Astwicke” passed to his son, John, including his “capital messuage wherein I
now dwell, called Arlesey Berry.” But John died in 1669 and the property passed down
through his brother Thomas, who appears to have added the manor of Langford to the family
estates.67 Thomas conveyed the Arlesey manor house and rectory, together with Astwick
manor, to his eldest son, Samuel, in a settlement for Samuel’s marriage in 1713 to Mary Saint
John, daughter of Frances Saint John of Emanuel College, Cambridge and Lincolns Inn, a
parliamentarian.68
Samuel, who died after only three years of marriage, left the estates to his son John. When he
died, Thomas his brother inherited. On his death in 1748, he left the property to his niece,
Mary, daughter of Samuel.69 Mary had married Colonel John Lee, brother to Sir Thomas
Lee, bart., of the family of Lee of Hartwell in 1717.70 However, he died in 1761 and she
then, in 1763, married Colonel John Schutz.
However, in his will, Thomas Browne had also left life legacies to his three sisters and a
nephew, Henry Bromfield, as well as an annuity of £400 to his wife Elizabeth. With their
deaths, the situation with the legacies became complicated through generations of
inheritance, but eventually Colonel John Lee paid £3000 of his own money to acquire some
of the legacies. As a consequence, the Arlesey estates owed him £3000. His son, Thomas,
assigned this debt to Sir Robert Taylor, who was architect to the Bank of England, for £1700
in 1781. He assigned it to his son, Michael Angelo Taylor, in 1785. 71 The charge over the
property was released when John Jackson paid the £3000 to Michael Angelo Taylor when he
purchased the hereditaments in 1804.
Mary Schutz died, aged 87, in 1802 and her son from her first marriage, Thomas Lee,
inherited the property. It was this Thomas Lee, who was equerry to the Duke of Gloucester,
who sold the Arlesey estates to John Jackson in 1804.
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Arlesey Bury House, which was the main house of Etonbury Manor (the “Arlesey Berry”
dwelling house bequeathed by Sir Samuel Browne), was situated closed to where the railway
line now runs, on the other side from the village. The remains of its moats can still be seen.
This Etonbury Manor house should not be confused with the manor of Arleseybury of the
same name. A “bury” was a castle or chief house of a manor or a lord's seat. 72
The manor of Arleseybury was the domain of the Edwards family. Prior to their occupation
the manor of Lanthony had been merged with Arleseybury. Arleseybury manor is to the
south of Etonbury and its Arlesey Bury House.
The Edwards family was settled at Arlesey in 1623, but had been in nearby Henlow since
1499.73 The manor of Arleseybury with Lanthony came into their possession in 1659, when
Richard Edwards bought it from Richard Hampson and George Edwards. Richard Edwards’
son, also Richard, left it to a nephew, William Bedford, who assumed the name of Edwards.
His son, another Richard, was succeeded by his nephew, another William, who was a captain
in the East India Co. and also assumed the name of Edwards. It was his son, Samuel Bedford
Edwards, born in 1799, who was destined to take over much of Sir John Jackson’s estates
after Sir John’s death in 1820.
St Peters Church in Arlesey contains memorials to the long-established Browne and Edwards
families, as well as the Jacksons. Brownes were patrons of the vicars of St Peters for nearly
170 years from 1666.74
History of Astwick Manor
At the time of the Domesday Survey, Hugh de Beauchamp was overlord of the land that later
was called Astwick Manor. His family were overlords until 1265 when John de Beauchamp,
who was the last feudal baron of Bedford, was killed at Evesham, leaving only his sisters as
coheiresses. Through their marriages, the overlordship came into the hands of Richard
Neville Lord Latimer, who sold it to the Archbishop of Canterbury in 1495. The manor was
held under the de Beauchamp family by the Astwick family, who gradually acquired most of
the land in the parish, becoming lords of the manor. However, in the 1480s, Aswick passed
to the Sheldon family, followed by the Kympton family, and then, in 1649 to Sir Samuel
Browne, whose family retained it, together with Etonbury (see above) for over a century.
Mary Lee, daughter of Thomas Browne (see above), inherited Astwick, together with the
Arlesey hereditaments, and the property was taken over by her second husband John Schutz.
They conveyed the manor by fine to Samuel Denison in 1784, and subsequently it was
purchased by Michael Angelo Taylor, who was a Member of Parliament.
In 1803 or 1804, as evidenced by land tax records, he sold it to John Jackson.
The advowson of Astwick had been annexed to the vicarage of Arlesey in 1764. 75
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Example of conveyancing document for Arlesey properties: start of a six page document for
a mortgage on Etonbury in 1811.

Copy of a letter written by John Jackson in 1811 regarding the poor state of the road to
Astwick. It was accompanied by the map of the area of concern.
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History of Langford Manor
Langford Manor was originally held by Lewin, a thane of Edward the Confessor, and at the
Domesday survey was in the possession of Walter Fleming, founder of the Wahull family
who held it until in 1628. According to the Langford History Society, in 1142 Simon de
Wahull gave land to the Knights Templar, who established themselves as Lords of the Manor
of Langford Rectory. Eventually, the manor was sold, to the Nodes, who transferred it to
John Draper in 1704, who then conveyed it to Thomas Browne in 1716, for £1400. From this
time to 1820, its history is bound with that of Arlesey.
The advowson of Langford was separated from the rectory in the reign of Henry VIII, and the
crown retained the right of presentation (i.e. to recommend appointments to the church
living.)
Jackson land in Arlesey
In 1803 or early 1804, John Jackson, by now a wealthy man, bought parts of the parish of
Astwick. Land tax records for 1803 and 1804 show he had acquired the land from Michael
Angelo Taylor, Mr. Edwards and the Rev. J. Atkinson.
Then, on 9 and 10 July 1804, he bought, by lease and release, about 1300 acres (c. 5.25 sq.
km) of land in and around the vicinity of Arlesey. At a time when £300 a year provided a
comfortable income for a gentleman and £500 per annum was considered wealthy, he paid
£29,000 for the properties.76
His purchase of Astwick manor from Michael Angelo Taylor in 1803 or 1804 is not part of
the main purchase document, so must have been a separate transaction. The evidence for it is
in the land tax records, but I have not found any document detailing this transaction. Taylor
was patron of John Atkinson, who was the vicar of St Peter’s Church in Arlesey from 1788 to
1826.
Of the total sum, £20,000 was paid to Thomas Lee, esq, of Albemarle Street, St James',
Westminster, the vendor, who had inherited the property in 1761 through the marriage of his
father John Lee into the Browne family (see above). Of the rest, £3000 was paid to Michael
Angelo Taylor of Whitehall, Middlesex, esq., (see above); £4400 to Richard Bowzer of
Highwood, Hendon, Middlesex, esq. and wife Lucy (late Lucy Denison, widow), Thomas
Druce of Chancery Lane, stationer and James Sayers of Great Ormond Street; and £1,500 to
George Bainbridge of Bread Street, London, a merchant. Each of these payments was in
discharge of inherited mortgages by earlier owners over the property.
Also listed in the document were Reverend Leonard Middleton of Abergavenny, South
Wales; J Jackson of New Broad Street, London, esq. (probably John’s brother, Joseph); Right
Honourable J Lord Redesdale and Christopher Norris of Lincoln's Inn, esq.; Robert Trevor of
Flitwick, Bedfordshire, esq.; Ann Farrer of Baker Street, Portman Square, St Marylebone,
Middlesex, spinster; Charles Hodges Ware of Grays Inn, gentleman; and Thomas Lee, the
vendor. These appear to concern assignments of leases and/or debts.
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John Petty Muspratt of Broad Street, esq., the banker and John Jackson’s partner, was listed
as trustee “for several of the terms”, presumably for the lease and release, although it had
been intended that another of John Jackson’s brothers, Robert Jackson of Clapham, R.N., also
listed in the documents, was to be trustee. The error was corrected by an indenture in 1810.
The purchase included the advowson of Arlesey and great tithes in Langford and Arlesey.
An advowson was the right to recommend a person to be parish priest, together with the
living that the parish provided through tithes and rents. As well as carrying a monetary value,
since livings could be sold, the advowson provided the lord with influence over his tenants
through the priest or vicar he had had appointed. The Arlesey and Astwick advowsons had
been amalgamated.
Tithes were originally payments of a proportion of a farm’s produce to support a local
church, but after the Reformation it was paid to landowners who had taken over church
property. Great tithes were often corn, grain, hay and wood, customarily paid to the land
owners (called lay impropriators), while small tithes, the tithes on the rest, went to the vicar
and the church. By John Jackson’s time, titles were often paid in money rather than produce,
but it is not known what system applied in the Arlesey enclosure.77
Food prices had risen sharply at the time, as a result of the Napoleonic wars. While this
added to the general hardship, it does seem a reasonable supposition that John Jackson saw in
the high prices a promising business opportunity in the acquisition of farmland.
In the same year, 1804, an Enclosure Act was passed for the land in the parish of Arlesey.
Enclosures enabled landowners to consolidate land that was being farmed in a piecemeal
way, with small landowners using properties that were often widely scattered, encroaching on
common land and having little control over animal breeding. Enclosures enabled better crop
rotation, more efficient use of land and increased food production. However, enclosure also
resulted in many small landholdings becoming uneconomic, with consequent hardship. In
Arlesey, owners of several small cottages requested the commissioners to compensate them
for the loss of their common rights by providing them with common pasture instead of
separate allotments and this was granted in 1808, with about 30 acres set aside in the southern
part of the area.78
The Enclosure Act came into effect in December 1808, and in 1809 owners of the land in the
area exchanged plots they had been awarded by the enclosure commissioners to consolidate
their scattered holdings. The people who were involved in this were John Jackson, Richard
Edwards (on behalf of Samuel Edwards, then a minor, of the Edwards family of Arlesey), Sir
William Earle Welby, George Coleman, John Williamson, William Wilshere and David
Trustram.79
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Part of the 1808 Enclosure map, showing some of John Jackson’s land, including the area of
the two manors. He also owned land and great tithes south of this. (Bedfordshire Archives)

Detail showing position of the old Arlesey Place that was partly demolished and the new
mansion built by John Jackson (Source: St Peter’s Church, Arlesey)
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Sir William Earle Welby, baronet, one of John Jackson’s neighbours in Arlesey was High
Sheriff of Lincolnshire in 1796-7 and Member of Parliament for Grantham from 1802 to
1806. His son, also William Earle Welby and also a Member of Parliament, married
Wilhelmina Spry, daughter and heir of William Spry, who had been Governor of Barbados on
30 August, 1792. She was therefore a cousin of John Jackson’s wife, Charlotte Spry Jackson,
neé Gorham, who was a niece of William Spry. The relationship must have been a close one,
for John Jackson named one of his sons Welby. The name has persisted in the family to the
present day – in every one of six generations.
The properties were hardly luxurious. In 1790, John Byng described Langford as “a place of
misery, of ruined cottages (and where the house of God is as wretched as the house of
man).”54
As far as can be ascertained, at that time Etonbury was the only one of the manors that had a
substantial, if very dilapidated, manor house. This was Arlesey Bury, by then named Arlesey
Place. Viscount John Byng, a noted diarist, in 1790 described “..the old mansion there, now
all ruin and desolation. ..A large old hall back'd by a large parlour wainscotted with oak:
some good carving therein and a tolerable old portrait of Chief Justice Lee, all the Elms and
avenues are cut down, and the house must soon fall for the stairs are dangerous to ascend.” 80
John Jackson, as lord of the manor, was expected to preside over the manorial court, in his
case a “Court Baron.” These courts dealt with land transactions, customs of the manor,
election of local officials and minor crimes. The few records of land transactions that we
have show that John Jackson’s steward, William Wilshere, or his deputy appear to have
conducted much of the business of the court.
A gamekeeper was employed. He was Edward Stanford, gamekeeper of Arlsey, Astwick,
Langford, the Rectory of Langford, and Eatonbury. A certificate for game duty for him, on a
one guinea stamp, was issued by the Clerk of the Peace for the County of Bedford (Theed
Pearse) to Gamekeepers (being menial Servants), between the 1st Day of July and the 13th
Day of September, 1806.” 81
By far the biggest occupant of John Jackson’s Eatonbury manor was George Coleman, who
also held some freehold land. The largest part of John Jackson’s land was designated for
great tithes, and it seems very possible that this was farmed by Coleman.
In 1806, land tax by 15 tenants was paid for the Jackson land at Arlesey. At Astwick there
were three and at Langford just one, Richard Wheeler, whose wife Sarah continued as
occupant after her husband’s death and was still living there after John Jackson died. There
may have been more, smaller, tenants, as land tax was not payable on properties with rental
value of less than 20 shillings. Based on land tax assessments, the annual rental value in 1806
from Eatonbury would have been at least 360 pounds, Astwick at least 275 pounds and
Langford at least 47 pounds. However, this likely does not reflect the rental income, as the
values on which the assessments were made was not changed in most part of the country after
80

The Torrington diaries: containing the tours through England and Wales of the Hon. John Byng (later fifth
Viscount Torrington) between the years 1781 and 1794, Volume 2
81
http://freepages.genealogy.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~dutillieul/ZOtherPapers/NMOct41806A.html

30

1698, so the rental values may bear little resemblance to the actual rentals from the
properties. There were, of course, other sources of revenue from the estates.
John Jackson did not leave the property in its state of disrepair.
He had part of the old Eatonbury manor pulled down and turned the rest of it into a farm
house, which was occupied by his major tenant, James Coleman. To the east of the old
manor, John Jackson built a new mansion.82 This was sometime after 1808, as only the old
building was shown on the Enclosure Map of that year. A loan he took out three years later
may provide an indication of when the new building did commence.
On 14 and 15 February 1811, John Jackson mortgaged the Eatonbury and Langford manors
to raise £6500. The mortgagors were Nicholas Brown, of Margaret Street, Cavendish Square,
London, with whom John Jackson had had dealings in his prize agency business and who had
also been secretary to Lord Keith, and George Daysh, of the Navy Office in London. The
term of the loan was for one year, with interest of £350, although the term may have been for
longer, as it was customary for the loan to be continued for subsequent years provided the
interest was paid.
The indenture document for the mortgage mentions a lease and release on 24 and 25 August
the previous year, with parties to the document including five of the people involved in the
1804 sale: Thomas Lee (who had sold the property to John Jackson) and Leonard Middleton,
as well as John Petty Muspratt, Robert Jackson and John Jackson himself. This document
has not survived, but it seems to indicate that John Jackson had paid off other mortgagors and
that his brother Robert had become trustee in place of John Petty Muspratt.
Other improvements came to his attention. On 12 September, 1811, he wrote a letter setting
out a plan for the road from the Baldock Road to Astwick. The route, he complained, “cannot
be called a road because it is impassable.” The enclosure commissioners had not left
sufficient room for the road and a brick arch had collapsed. The ground had been measured
by “my man, Thomas Clarke” and John Jackson set out who should be responsible for the
work.
A glimpse of John Jackson’s life is provided by a receipt dated 2 November 1816 for a dinner
he gave at Langford. For 11 dinners (at 2/6 each) and five horses, presumably for feeding
and minding, together with extra items including honey and ale, Mary Pryor charged £2/6/-.
Descriptions in the advertisements for sale of all his property after his death in 1820
demonstrate the substantial improvements that appear to have been made from the dilapidated
state of the estates at the time of the visit of John Byng in 1790:
Etonbury and Astwick:
Highly important Freehold Property, consisting of a Mansion and capital estates, in a fertile
and beautiful part of Bedfordshire, distant from London about 40 miles.
An excellent Mansion, replete with every convenience, late the residence of Sir John Jackson,
bart., situate at Arlsey, in the county of Bedford: with all necessary attached and detached
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Bill for a dinner provided by Sir Jackson at Langford in 1816
(Source: Bedford Archives)
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office, the grounds laid out with neatness, ornamented with plantations, and in a state of the
highest perfection, of which possession may be shortly had, together with the Manor of
Eaton’s Bury. Also a truly desirable Farm adjoining, called Arlsey Bury Farm, comprising an
excellent and substantial farmhouse, with appropriate buildings of every description, and
about 320 acres of rich arable meadow and pasture land, lying most compactly in a ring
fence, and in the highest state of cultivation, now in the occupation of Mr Joseph Coleman
(probably John Coleman’s son); a Dairy Farm adjoining, of 46 acres. A compact Farm, of
290 acres of excellent land, with a farm-house, and all suitable buildings, in the occupation
of Mr John Coleman; 2 capital Farms, with farmhouses, various buildings, and 642 acres of
excellent land, in the occupation of Messrs. Coleman and Wallis; together with the New Inn,
near the 40 mile-stone, on the Great North Road, beyond Baldock, forming nearly the whole
of the parish of Astwick, with the Manor of Astwick. A farm of 94 acres, in the parish of
Langford, in the occupation of Mrs Sarah Wheeler; with various other small estates, in the
parishes of Arlsey and Astwick, with good roads to all parts of the property. At the same
time will be Sold, the Perpetual Advowson to the joint living of Arlsey and Astwick. 83
2

Langford:

The Great Tithes of the parish of Langford, in the county of Bedford, extending over 1753
acres, 1 rood, 12 perches of most excellent land, now producing 47l.17s.8d (£471/17/8) per
annum; also the Rectory Manor of Langford, with the Fine, Quit Rents, etc.
The valuable Freehold Great Tithes of corns, grain, etc., of the parish of Langford, about 40
miles from London, on the borders of Hertfordshire. 84
3

Astwick advowson

Church Preferment, Bedfordshire, 40 miles from town, in a healthy situation.
The Perpetual Advowsons, and next Presentation to the Rectory of Astwick, and the Vicarage
of Arsley, with good vicarage house, offices, garden, orchard, bounded by a trout stream,
pasture land, and allotments of land, tithes, etc., which is, on a moderate calculation, worth
£400 per annum.85
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Views of Etonbury manor, built by Sir John Jackson after 1811
(Photos probably taken in the 1930s)
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Map of Astwick, showing John Jackson’s land. (Source: Astwick Conservation Area Appraisal,
Central Bedfordshire County Council, 2009). Red line is conservation area boundary.

36

Arlesey properties after John Jackson .
Land rents were increasing sharply at the beginning of the 19 th century, but were declining in
the second decade of the century, as economic woes after the Napoleonic wars set in. 86 It is
therefore possible that the sale of Sir John Jackson’s estate did not realise as much as he paid
for it. His prize agency income was also likely to have been reduced, after the end of the
wars.
1

Arlesey

The Etonbury manor and all - or most - of the property in Arlesey and Astwick that John
Jackson had bought in 1804 was sold on 9 June 1821 to Samuel Bedford Edwards, of the
Edwards family long established in Arlesey. It is not recorded how much he paid, but over
the next 12 months , he mortgaged the property to the extent of £7000. Then, in a marriage
settlement dated 10 May 1823, pending his wedding to Sophia Hubbard two days later, 87 his
father-in-law-to-be, John Hubbard, agreed to pay £6000 towards the mortgage after three
years of the marriage or pay it all off seven years after.88 To finance this, he mortgaged some
of his own property in Middlesex. In fact, the mortgage was discharged in 1828.
Edwards became high sheriff of Bedford in 1825.
His estate was to receive £7000 compensation for the demolition of the buildings that were
what was left of the old Arlesey Bury that John Jackson had bought and partly demolished.
The buildings were removed to make way for the Great Northern Railway. The section of
railway that included Arlesey Station (originally Arlesey and Shefford Road) was opened on
7 August 1850.
His son, Samuel Bedford-Edwards, inherited the property in 1857, but after his death, his son
- of the same name - arranged to sell the estate, through the solicitors Brittan, Press & Inskip
of Bristol. The property was broken up into lots and auctioned by George Nicholls on June 5,
1875, at the Sun Hotel in Hitchin, Hertfordshire.
Arlesey Bury house then was a “well-built and most attractive mansion ‘Arlesey Bury’ with
extensive and charming pleasure grounds, ornamental fish pond, shrubberies, choicely
stocked walled kitchen gardens, conservatory, greenhouses, two rookeries, coach house,
stabling, convenient farm buildings and yards, and rich pasture and grazing land, containing
altogether about 42 acres…., intersected and bounded on the west by a splendid trout stream,
and admirably situate within five minutes’ walk of the village church, and half-a-mile of
Arlsey station.” It had a south aspect, winding carriage drive and commanded delightful
views of the surrounding picturesque scenery. 69 It was Lot 8 of 25 in the auction.
The total paid for all the lots was £42,485. The mansion and surrounds fetched £4700. Apart
from being good land for market gardens, seven of the lots also had coprolite beneath the
surface. Coprolites, which are fossilised animal dung, were mined to obtain their phosphate
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Astwick Bury farm in 2016

The farm buildings, which date from the 18th century, would have formed part of John
Jackson’s Astwick manor, which adjoins Arlesey parish.
38

content for fertiliser and there was a short-lived boom in its extraction in the area until the
mid-1880s.
Some, possibly all, of the estate was bought by Lysaght, Inskip and Co., a manufacturing
enterprise from Bristol. One must wonder about the appearance of the name Inskip in both
the solicitor and the purchaser of the property. On 29 December 1876, John Lysaght, “a
manufacturer from Bristol”, George Nicholls, the auctioneer, and one James Inskip sold 21
acres of the market garden ground to Frederic Smith, a coprolite merchant from Royston, for
£3215, which at £150 an acre was the highest recorded land price in the county. 89 Inskip
owned mineral diggings in the area up until the 1950s.
In the early 1880’s, James McCallum Craig, who founded the Arlesey Station Gault
Brickworks in 1882, is said to have lived for about four years in the mansion. He was
followed by:
Colonel Arthur Evelyn Fyler of the 50th Queen’s Own West Kent Regiment, who bought the
house in 1883 and died there in 1903;
Howard Carter, reputedly a good man who helped the poor, who is recorded as leaving the
house in 1912;
Charles Waterton, who allowed the Arlesey Football Club to use Bury Meadow for games; ;
Colonel H. S.Windham, owner in 1925, 90 whose wife together with some nuns ran a private
school for girls in part of the house.
Henry Lumsden who lived there for a short time from 1939;
During the 2nd World War the local search light battery was housed in the manor;
The nearby Three Counties Hospital (formerly the Three Counties Asylum) acquired Arlesey
Bury in 1950 as an additional home for its nursing staff;
Then a builder bought the house and demolished it, but went bankrupt before he could
redevelop it;
Ted Bland, a local businessman, purchased it, then sold it on to become the Chase Hill Road
housing estate, which is what it is today.91
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Arlesey Place (Etonbury manor) as a nurses home for Three Counties Hospital in the 1950s
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2

Langford

After Sir John Jackson’s death, his executors, John Petty Muspratt and Robert Jackson, his
brother, sold the land in lots. Thomas Alexander Raynsford, a deputy register of the High
Court of Chancery, on 21 March 1821 bought the manor and lordship of Langford, together
with land and properties around it for £3400, plus £343/15/9 for the timber and trees growing
on the land and by October that year he was lord of the manor. This was only a part of the
Langford estate and land tax records indicate that other lots were sold to several other people.
The last record showing Thomas Alexander Raynsford as lord of Langford Manor was 27
July 1851. His widow, Bridget Eliza Raynsford, died on 11 July 1864. By 1873, the lord
was Thomas Alexander Edwards Addington, an infant. 92
The great Langford tithes remained in the estate for several years. In 1821, the land tax
records showed sir John’s oldest son, Keith, as the proprietor, but after that the listing is for
“The late Sir John Jackson.” Keith’s name as proprietor is curious, as the estate was not his.
Perhaps he was put in charge on behalf of the trustees until his posting to India in 1822.
In February 1824, Sir William Long of Kempston bought at auction most of the great tithes
of the Langford estate. Samuel Wilson of Holme, Biggleswade, bought some or all of the
rest, taking out a mortgage from Anthony Hammond and Edward Thompson for the
purchase.
3

Astwick

In a transaction that is not clear, in 1822 Michael Angelo Taylor is said to have conveyed the
Astwick manor to “Robert Jackson and others.” 93 Whether this was Robert Jackson in his
capacity as executor of Sir John Jackson’s will is not known, and how Taylor was conveying
a property he had apparently sold to John Jackson in about 1804 is also not understood.
However, land tax records also for 1822 indicate that Sir John Jackson’s Astwick properties
had been taken over by Hugh Smyth, who was also a copyholder in Astwick, and Edward
Fossey, a farmer.
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Loyal London Volunteers
The last years of the 18th century and the early ones of the 19th were tumultuous times in
Britain. Twice Britain was threatened by invasion from France, the second time in 1803
following a declaration of war on France by Britain, when Napoleon Bonaparte assembled
an invasion army on the coast of the English Channel. Fear of invasion was intense and
patriotic fever strong. By the autumn 342,000 men had joined Local Volunteer Associations,
until the Government called a halt. Otherwise, it was believed, more than a million would
have joined up. Through the summer and autumn drills continued. “Young barristers and
elderly merchants rose every morning at four to put in three hours under a bawling sergeant
before going to their work and tramped back for another bout when their labours were
done.”94 How effective they would have been against experienced, battle-hardened French
troops was never tested, as the invasion did not eventuate.
Among the volunteers were John Jackson, who was made a captain in the 1st Regiment Loyal
London Volunteers, North East Division, and his colleague, John Petty Muspratt, ensign in
the same regiment.95 A few weeks later, they were moved to the 6th Regiment of Loyal
London Volunteer Infantry, as captain and lieutenant respectively. 96
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Member of Parliament
The influence of Lord Keith was most likely influential in the selection of John Jackson as a
candidate for Dover in the 1806 parliamentary elections.97 Lord Keith had himself been a
Member of Parliament, for Dumbartonshire from 1781 to 1790, then Stirlingshire from 1796
to 1801. He was brother-in-law to William Adams, a Whig powerbroker who had married
Eleanora Elphinstone, in 1777.98
At this time, there was nominally a two-party system in Parliament, but factions blurred any
clear lines of policy and political leanings. William Pitt the Younger, First Lord of the
Treasury (Prime Minister) from 1783 is often a called Tory, but he referred to himself as an
independent Whig and was not in favour of a strictly partisan political system. 99 It was his
death in 1806 that led to the election in which John Jackson entered Parliament.
Party politics in the modern sense was beginning to emerge, as the Whigs, led by Charles
James Fox, long out of power, became more organised. They tended to be supported by the
new rich - merchants and industrialists - and supported free trade, the abolition of slavery,
more freedom for Roman Catholics and electoral reform. Tories, on the other hand, tended to
be backed by landed interests and the royal family.
The electoral system was restrictive, outdated and corrupt. Although the English political
system had been expanded and elaborated after two revolutions and a century of empire, it
had not modified its basic principles since the days of Henry VIII. Electoral boundaries in
Britain had not been changed for centuries, with the result that some electorates had many
voters, despite being tiny rural areas, and other large population areas had few or none.
Manchester, for example, which saw a huge population increase due to the industrial
revolution, had no representatives. In addition, the number of representatives for each
borough (county elections were rarely contested) had been set in many cases by royal charter
centuries before.
The system was still dominated by the personal patronage of powerful aristocrats, who not
only sat in the House of Lords, but could virtually nominate their friends and relatives to the
House of Commons, through their control of county seats and local constituencies, or
“boroughs”. There was no rhyme or reason for deciding who could vote, or where: although
the numbers of voters had grown substantially over the eighteenth century, they still
represented a tiny minority of adult male Englishmen and Welshmen – barely one in eight –
and an even tinier minority of Scotsmen, scarcely one in 20. 100
Qualifications to vote varied in different electorates, but were restricted to property owners,
and eligibility depended on property ownership, not residency. A property holder could vote
in as many boroughs as he owned real estate. Selection as a candidate usually required the
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John Jackson’s campaign for Parliament 1806

The Times 27 October 1806

The Times 31 October 1806
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patronage of landed gentry or prominent people of influence and campaigning was expensive,
as funds were often used as methods of persuading voters that would not be acceptable today.
Often candidates were voted in unopposed.
Dover, which, according to John Jackson in 1808, had a voting population of about 1600
“freemen”, who qualified through property ownership, was one of the more frequently
contested electorates. Two candidates were elected. About 700 voters were non-resident. 101
102 Because it was a relatively large electorate, many voters were able to remain independent
of the powerbrokers. They tended to favour local men or candidates willing to take an
interest in the town, rather than be in influenced by party politics.
John Jackson was preceded as MP for Dover by John Trevanion, who had been generally in
opposition to the Pitt government. Apparently honoring an election promise, Trevanion
opened a free school for 50 boys in the poor area of the Pier in Dover in 1771. 103 This was
carried on by John Jackson after his election, until 1818.
In 1806, with the country at war with France, William Wyndham, Lord Grenville, had formed
a coalition government grandly called the Ministry of All the Talents. It brought together his
own supporters and other factions, including Fox. However, it did not include the support of
Pitt, who refused to serve with Fox, so Granville called a general election to try to strengthen
his hand. However, Fox died before the election and the government only gained only a few
seats.
Several candidates were interested in the Dover seat for this 1806 election. Among them
were Charles Small Pybus who had previously represented Dover and thought he could get a
cheap re-election. He withdrew when faced with the challenge of John Jackson, who had
substantial financial resources and government support, backed by Peter Fector, a Dover
merchant and banker who was government manager at the time.
Of the two incumbent members, only John Trevanion contested. The other, John Spencer
Smith, was persuaded by his cousin Lord Grenville to stand aside in favour of John
Jackson.104 Three other potential candidates also did not stand for various reasons.
However, Trevanion was having financial difficulties, which left him unable to combat two
well-resourced opponents. The other candidate, Charles Jenkinson, was a cousin of the new
lord warden of Cinque Ports from 1806 to 1828, Robert Banks Jenkinson, Lord Hawkesbury,
and a nephew of the very influential Earl of Liverpool. The lord warden, together with the
government, was a major influence over the voting in Dover.
The two leading candidates, John Jackson with the support of the Grenville government, and
Jenkinson, who would be in opposition to the Government, apparently had a “mutual
understanding that mutual assistance would be afforde” but this broke down in a “vehement
contest to head the poll.”
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It was alleged that John Jackson entered into “almost unlimited expense.” 105 For example, on
28 August, two months before the election, John Jackson Esq. gave a “Grand Concert” at
Broadstairs, “which was attended by many fashionable amateurs. Many charming airs were
performed: Miss E. Swaine sang ‘Street Bird’ in a most captivating style, and was rapturously
applauded. The whole went off with great éclat.”106 It is hard to conceive other than that this
was part of an electioneering campaign.
In the event, John Jackson and Jenkinson polled 789 votes each, with Trevanion mustering
just 344.107
John Jackson supported Grenville’s Ministry of All the Talents. 108 The major achievement of
the short-lived government was the Slave Trade Act of 1807, which abolished the slave trade
in British colonies. It was passed overwhelmingly by the House of Commons. No voting
records are readily available, but it may be expected that John Jackson voted with the people
who had supported him.
However, the government then tried to introduce a measure that would allow Roman
Catholics to serve in the armed forces. King George III refused to accept this and demanded
the issue would never be brought up with him again. Grenville could not accept this future
binding undertaking and resigned on 25 March 1807, precipitating a new election. In April,
John Jackson voted for a motion that parliament should not be bound by restrictions on what
it could decide in the future – a reference to the king’s position on Catholic relief. As a
result, needing support for the forthcoming election in a wave of anti-Catholic feeling, John
Jackson had to issue an affidavit to refute rumours that he was a Catholic and that he would
not have supported Catholic relief if the bill had been brought forward. 109
The 1807 election was held between 4 May and 9 June 12 (election dates were set locally). 110
In Dover on 12 May, John Jackson faced a challenge from Jenkinson and Henry Manvers
Pierrepont. Pierrepont stood with Jenkinson and had the support of the lord warden.
However, despite this lack of support from the lord warden, John Jackson, who brought
together 330 supporters, including 100 from London, and received the votes of a majority of
“outdwellers” (voters who lived outside Dover), managed to retain his seat, although he had a
margin of just six votes over the third placed Pierrepont. It must have been a busy, if
triumphant, time, as it was only a month earlier he had finally been elected to the Court of
Directors of the East India Company.
Now Jenkinson was in the government party and John Jackson was in opposition. He voted
against the new Portland administration on several issues in the next few years:
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The Mutiny Act 1808. The first Mutiny Act was passed in 1689, and, because of a provision
in the Bill of Rights, had to be passed annually. The Act provided the power for courts The
Act provided the power for courts martial for members of a standing army. In 1808, an
amendment to limit the time that men could be enlisted for was proposed. Although the Bill
was passed, the amendment failed, and John Jackson, who was one of a minority who voted
in favour of the amendment, then voted against the Bill. 111
Cintra motion, 1809. After the British decisively defeated the French at the battle of Vimeiro
in Portugal on 21 August 1808, the French army was allowed to evacuate fully armed and
was transported back to France by the British navy. It was soon back fighting. 112 The
Convention of Cintra, under which these arrangements were made caused outrage in London.
On 20 and 21 April 1809, the House of Commons debated motion that the Convention
“disappointed the hopes and expectations of the Country.” 113 114 115 The motion was
defeated, with John Jackson voting for it.
Duke of York scandal, 1809. The Duke of York (the Grand Old Duke of York of the nursery
rhyme), George III’s favourite son, was commander-in-chief of the army. When he jilted his
mistress, Mrs Mary Ann Clarke, the wife of a carpenter, she sought revenge by revealing she
had been selling commissions in the army. A motion in the House of Commons for his
dismissal was crushed. However to a further motion from the Portland administration that
the Duke was innocent there was strong opposition. Although the motion was passed, the
Duke resigned anyway.116 117 John Jackson voted against the government and the motion of
innocence.
Scheldt expedition, 1810. After initial success in an invasion of Walcherin, a Dutch island in
the mouth of the River Scheldt, dithering by the commander and the Cabinet allowed the
French and Dutch forces to regroup while 4,000 British soldiers died of malaria. The British
had to withdraw. The Portland ministry, rent with division, collapsed, and Spencer Perceval,
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, formed a government. The Whigs attacked the government
over the issue, defeating the government on three occasions, but independent members, faced
with the prospect of a Whig government, ultimately supported the Tories. John Jackson
voting for censure,118 against the government, was now considered to be part of the “present
opposition”. 119
Burdett confinement, 1810. Francis Burdett, a militant member of Parliament, was sent to the
Tower on 9 April for breach of privilege in Parliament, where he stayed until 31 July. His
arrest caused riots in London.120 John Jackson voted against the government on this issue.
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Cartoon featuring Sir John Jackson

“A Peep Into the City of London Tavern” was a cartoon depicting a meeting on 21 August
1817. Robert Owen, standing on the table, was a progressive cotton manufacturer whose
New Lanark mills provided good conditions for employees and who was a forerunner of
socialism. His utopian ideas included self-governing communities and workshops, but his
hostility to religion as a barrier to progress cost him support. 121 (Continues opposite)
121
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The title continues: 'Or—A Sample of the Co-Operation to be expected in one of Mr Owen's
Projected Paradises—Vide The Times & all the Papers'.
Robert Owen stands on a table, his back to the Chairman of his meeting, and directed to the left; he
holds a paper: 'New Views of Society by OWEN', his right arm curves above his head, the hand
drooping in a curious gesture. Some of the audience sit on the left and right of the table, others
crowd behind; many interrupt him. He says, with a complacent expression: "There is not a single
Individual in existance who can even partially comprehend my Plan—I am not of your Politics—I
am not of your Religion, nor of any Religion yet taught in the World—I move for a committee to
consider the Subject—."
The chairman sits behind him impassively, but the words "Chair! Chair No Politics No Politics" rise
into the air from his closed lips. He holds a paper addressed: 'To the Member for Dover—Port
Jackson'. [Sir John Jackson, M.P. for Dover, a London merchant and a Director of the E.I. Co., was
in the chair.]
On the extreme left stands Waithman, clutching a document inscribed 'Amendment', and saying,
"Mr Chairman—I rode on my Hobby [this may be an early allusion to the velocipede, see No.
13399, patented in England in 1818] horse to town this morning for the purpose of opposing the
worthy & benevolent Gentleman's Plans which (notwithstanding the observation which has so
Swifly flown from the opposite Tower)— Is in my opinion entirely Political—I hold in my hand a
bale of soft goods by way of amendment—a String of Resolutions some Yards long but which
being Manufactured in the Old popular Machine are so well known to my customers I need not read
them—Being a Man of Weight here I am sure to carry them."
Swift, the man alluded to, answers from the extreme right, where he stands behind the bench against
the table: "Yes I do hold a place in the Tower! am I on that account not to be heard here, or among
Englishmen!!—The Plan before us is one of much Philanthropy, & has therefore nothing to do with
Politics." He is a good-looking man, and holds a paper: 'Waterloo & other Poems—vide Swifts
works'.
On the left of the table in the foreground, and in front of Waithman, sits Hone, not caricatured,
holding a paper docketed: 'Hone's Reformists Register—Mr Owens Plan'. He looks up, saying
quietly: "Let us alone Mr Owen!" Next him, a man dressed as a Quaker and wearing a very broadbrimmed hat, stands on the bench, with clasped hands, saying, "What; not even a Quaker!!!—
would'st thou Inoculate us with a pestilence like unto that experienced by those who sit cross legged
on the shores of the Levant & amongst whom I have been." In his pocket is a paper: 'Report on
Vaccination by Dr Walker'. Next him sits a large, coarse-featured fellow, clasping a paper inscribed
'Black Dwarf' to show that he is Wooler. He says: "what an incomparable yet incomprehensible
plan! what great Co-Operation! why it will Remoralize Man! I hope that certain Great people May
partake of it."
Next, and at the corner of the table, sits Major Cartwright, with his spectacles pushed up on a wig
simulating a thatch of natural hair. He says: "If I know any thing of Politics this is all—Politics &
nothing but Politics!!" He clutches a paper: 'Reform in Parliament', and beside him are two papers:
'Petetion agst 486 members' and 'Westminster Meeting'. The next man, on the Chairman's right, is
hidden by Owen.
Before the Chairman is a paper: 'Majority for Mr Waithman’s amendment'. All these figures appear
to be careful portraits. Another prominent figure is a negro, in front of Swift, who stands with one
foot on the table, one on the bench, shaking his fist at Owen; he says: "I understand Slavery well!
my mother was a slave! This would be an improved system of Slavery—& without the solace of
Reveal'd Religion & Faith—" From his pockets project books or papers: 'Wilbeforce [sic] on the
Slave Trade' and 'New Testament'.
Beside him on the bench is a young (?) Quakeress who flinches away from him, shocked or
frightened. Behind on left and right are the heads of standing listeners, absorbed and in general
dismayed. The profile of a parson is on the extreme right, next it is a lady wearing a fashionable
feathered bonnet. A large window topped with carving and festooned drapery fills most of the
background wall.
October 1817. Source: the British Museum
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Release of Gale Jones. Jones, a Member of Parliament, wrote a placard against the exclusion
of “strangers” from the House of Commons during the Scheldt expedition debate, claiming it
was an attack on press freedom. He was committed to Newgate prison for breach of
privilege.122 A motion for his release was defeated in the House on 16 April. 123 John
Jackson voted with the opposition for his release.
Abolition and regulation of sinecures,1810. A motion to abolish sinecure ofﬁces and replace
them with a fund for the rewarding of those who served in public ofﬁce for a long time as
defeated, with John Jackson voting for reform.124
Droits of Admiralty, 1810. John Jackson voted for a motion to petition the King for the
Consolidated Fund to be compensated for the £7000 annuity for the Duke of Brunswick from
the Droits of Admiralty The motion was defeated. The Droits of Admiralty were the
proceeds of ships or property found at sea, or taken by non-military captors, or ships of a
“belligerent nation” caught in English harbours at outbreak of war. These belonged to the
Admiralty, as opposed to prizes, which were the property of the captors.
Illness of King, 1810-11. When King George III’s mental illness recurred towards the end of
1810, it was no longer possible for Acts of Parliament to receive the Royal Assent. Long
debates took place on how to proceed. John Jackson voted with the opposition against a
successful motion to adjourn the House of 29 November. He then voted, in January, also
with the opposition, on a motion for the Prince of Wales to become Regent while the King
remained ill.125
Wellesley Pole’s circular letter, 1811. Pole, a Member of Parliament who was chief
secretary in Ireland, issued a circular, without consulting London, banning the Catholic
committee from electing a convention in Ireland, and then tried to break up its meeting. A
Whig censure motion in the Commons, supported by John Jackson, was lost. 126
Procedural bills. John Jackson voted against the King’s household bill, 1812, against the
government on the civil list inquiry (regarding the increase in the allocation for the
expenditure by the king’s household), on the state of the nation and on the orders in council,
all in early 1812.127
To this time, John Jackson had voted consistently with the opposition, whose support had
been needed to get him elected. On most cases, his voting favoured a relatively liberal
approach, for the time, and reflected the policies taken by the Whigs.
On 11 May, 1812, Perceval became the only British prime minster ever to be assassinated, by
John Bellingham, a merchant whose petitions for compensation for what he believed was
unjust imprisonment in Russia had been disregarded.
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The Tories chose the 2nd Earl of Liverpool, (previously Lord Hawkesbury, now Liverpool on
the death of his father), the cousin of Charles Jenkinson, to form a government. But when on
21 May an independent Tory backbencher moved successfully for a stronger administration,
with the support of the Whigs and including the vote of John Jackson, his government
resigned. After three weeks of negotiation Liverpool was reinstated and called an election to
strengthen his position.128
Now John Jackson changed sides. This was most likely due to the influence of Lord Keith,
who was an old friend of the Prince Regent. The prince supported Liverpool’s
administration.129 Keith had met the Regent through the prince’s brother, William, later the
Duke of Clarence, when William was a midshipman in one of Keith’s (Elphinstone’s) early
naval commands.130
In October, John Jackson was re-elected unopposed to his Dover seat, together with Charles
Jenkinson.
He now voted consistently with the Government. This included votes against Catholic relief
in 1813, 1816 and 1817.
In June 1816 Sir John Jackson was added to a House of Commons Committee appointed to
take into consideration the state of the ‘Children employed in the different Manufacturers of
the United Kingdom,’ which was intended to gather evidence for a bill for regulation of the
use of children in textile mills. 131
In March 1818 the freemen of Dover who lived in London passed a motion of censure on
both their Members of Parliament. This seems to have been because of their support for the
Habeas Corpus Suspension Act in March 1817. There was considerable unrest and violence
due to the economic recession following the end of the Napoleonic War, and when the Prince
Regent’s coach window was shattered by a projectile, Parliament brought several repressive
laws. The Act was extremely unpopular and habeas corpus was restored in January 1818.
But with an election due, some of freemen of Dover were pushing for new parliamentary
candidates.
As well, Jenkinson seems to have had a very slender voting record since the 1812 election,
including, contrary to the rest of his family, voting for Catholic relief. He also had unpaid
debts and fell from grace. This may explain why Lord Liverpool instructed his agent that
John Jackson, by now Sir John and a confirmed supporter of the government, should not be
opposed in the forthcoming June 1818 election. 132
The Dover freemen attempted to persuade Peter Fector’s son, John Minet Fector, to stand,
without success, and nominated Richard Bateman Robson, who had previously been a
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Member of Parliament elsewhere. But he showed little interest, failing to turn up for the
nomination and withdrawing on the second day. Liverpool dropped his support for his cousin
and instead backed Edward Bootle Wilbraham, who had already represented three other
constituencies since 1795. His local connection was his marriage to Mary Elizabeth Taylor,
daughter of the Rev. Edward Taylor, of Bifrons, Patrixbourne. Wilbraham and Sir John
Jackson were elected. Wilbraham was to retain the seat until 1828, when he became a baron,
Lord Skelmersdale.
When the Whig leader, George Tierney, moved a motion of censure against the new
administration, Sir John Jackson voted with the government in easily defeating it. 133
There are only four recorded instances of Sir John Jackson actually speaking in the House of
Commons. They were on the issues of children’s working hours in cotton factories and
whether the plague was contagious.
Sir John Jackson supported the introduction of the Cotton Factories Bill in February 1818.
Sir Robert Peel moved “That leave be given to bring in a bill to amend and extend an act
made in the 42d year of his present majesty, for the preservation of the health and morals of
Apprentices and others employed in cotton and other mills, and cotton and other factories.”
On 19 February 1818, Sir John Jackson, with the experience of having served on the 1816
committee, rose to state that: “as the House had given their attention to the amelioration of
the situation of slaves abroad, that they could not in reason neglect their fellow-subjects at
home. It was totally impossible that children kept at work for so many hours could be brought
up with a due impression of their moral duties. He hoped, therefore, that the bill would be
carried through the House.”134
The bill lapsed due to the 1818 election. When the Act was finally passed in 1819, the
original provisions had been watered down and it contained little relief: it applied only to
children working in cotton mills and factories. They could not be employed under the age of
nine and for not more than 12 hours a day, between 5am and 9pm. The 12 hours did not
include a compulsory half hour break for breakfast and an hour for dinner, or school time. 135
Sir John Jackson supported the Foreign Enlistment Act in 1819 to prevent British subjects
from enlisting in foreign military service or in fitting out or equipping foreign vessels for
war.136 The measure was aimed at preventing British mercenaries supporting military action
by armies rebelling against the Spanish in South America, as Spain had now become a British
ally. 137
On 11 February 1819, Sir John Jackson, “after observing that he believed there would be no
objection to his motion, moved, ‘That a Select Committee be appointed to consider of the
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Validity of the Doctrine of Contagion in the Plague; and to report their Observations
thereupon to the House.’”
After some discussion, Sir John Jackson “begged to state the reasons which had induced him
to trouble the House with the present motion. He had been on the committee which had
inquired, in a former session, into the nature of the epidemic fever prevalent in London. The
testimony which Dr Roberts gave to that committee, had perfectly astonished him. Dr
Roberts had been for 24 years the principal medical attendant at Bartholomew hospital, and
declared, that in all that period of his practice, he had scarcely known an instance of a fever
being contagious. He hoped the House would consent to take the subject into consideration.”
A further reason for his interest was most likely the pressure that was being exerted by
commercial and trading interests to relax Britain’s strict quarantine laws at the time.
The motion was carried and a select committee of 20 members appointed, with Sir John
Jackson in the chair . 138 139
Contagious diseases, as defined for parliament, were capable of transmission from person to
person. This could be by contact with the sufferer, by exhaled effluvia, breath, saliva, or
clothing worn by the sufferer, and could be affected by atmospheric conditions. 140
The earlier select committee that Sir John Jackson referred to had in 1818 investigated the
spread of a fever epidemic, with typhus and relapsing fever, and smallpox that raged in 181719,141 following the end of the war with France. The committee had heard evidence that
when fever cases were mixed in hospital wards with other patients, and there was plenty of
air flow, the epidemic was less likely to spread than if they were concentrated together. 142
This was the reason John Jackson dissented from the findings of the select committee of
which he was chairman when its report was tabled in the House of Commons on 14 June
1819. The committee noted that most of the interviewed agreed with the established idea that
the plague could be communicated solely by contact, and that some of the evidence indicated
that atmospheric conditions could also be a factor. 143
Sir John Jackson “differed from the opinion contained in the report, namely that the plague
was a contagious disease, since the contrary appeared from the evidence of several medical
gentlemen who had been examined. Dr McLeod, a very intelligent medical man, said, that it
would be impossible to bring the disorder to England, even if a large premium were offered
for that purpose. Dr Mitchell had also expressed a very strong opinion on the subject. A
considerable time since, he had broached the opinion, that the disorder denominated plague
was not in its nature, contagious; that the sick might be visited with safety, unless those who
did so came into immediate contact with them. From the evidence of Mr. Green it appeared
138
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that the Turks constantly bought the clothes of persons who died of the plague, which they
were in the habit of wearing; and yet many of them were not affected by the disease. This
evidence having been given, he conceived that he was fully warranted in coming to an
opinion different from that at which the committee had arrived. The consequence of the dread
which existed lest the plague should be communicated from foreign countries occasioned
ships to perform quarantine, or their crews to be placed in lazarettos, greatly to the
inconvenience of mercantile men. Now, it was remarkable that not one instance of plague had
occurred since the introduction of this system, which was a century ago. If the plague had
never appeared on board ships which, during that period had been obliged to perform
quarantine, the fair presumption was, that the danger apprehended was visionary, and that the
quarantine system might very well be dispensed with.”144
While he was admitting the plague could be spread by direct contact with diseased people, he
was disagreeing with other methods of transmission in the definition of contagion.
Quarantine measures involved airing some of the merchandise because of the fear of
transmission through the air, and delays for landing goods. In fact, Sir John Jackson was
echoing the opinion of the majority of the select committee that the quarantine laws needed
amendment. However, the committee report stated that making a recommendation on the
restriction was beyond their remit.
So Sir John Jackson, who was the only member of the parliamentary committee not to sign
the report, was unsuccessful in his attempt to reduce quarantine restrictions.
Sir John Jackson intended contesting the 1820 election, where he and Wilbraham were facing
a challenge from Joseph Butterworth, 145 brother of the founder of the well-known law
publishing firm. But he did not survive until the October election.
His parliamentary career appears to have been mostly as a supporter of the factions from
whom he had received patronage and support - not unusual then or now. He was living
through tumultuous times - the Napoleonic wars, the War of 1812 against the Americans,
economic recession, riots and unrest, religious bigotry amongst the issues. We have no
record of his stance on any of these issues, so it may be assumed that when he did vote it was
to support his party.
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Baronetcy
On 28 December 1814, The Times reported that “His Royal Highness the Prince Regent has
been pleased, in his name and on behalf of his Majesty, to grant the dignity of Baronet of the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland to the following Gentlemen respectively, and
the heirs male of the bodies lawfully begotten, viz. … John Jackson, of Ailsey, [sic] in the
country of Bedford, Esq.” John Jackson was one of 20 baronetcies announced that day.
The Baronetcy was conferred on 22 May 1815. 146
It is very likely that Lord Keith would have supported John Jackson’s elevation to the highest
commoner rank in the realm, immediately below a peerage and a seat in the House of Lords.
By this stage, Keith held the ranks of secretary, chamberlain and keeper of the signet and
counsellor of state for Cornwall and, in Scotland, to the Prince of Wales, as well as treasurer
and comptroller of the household to the Duke of Clarence. 147 Keith was apparently very good
as working the political system.
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Southwark Bridge
London was growing rapidly, with the result that the bridges crossing the River Thames were
proving inadequate. To try to remedy this, a private company, the Southwark Bridge
Company was formed. Raising capital through share subscriptions, it planned to build a toll
bridge between Blackfriars and London bridges. Its chairman was Sir John Jackson.
The company’s prospectus estimated that one-sixth of the traffic over London and Blackfriars
bridge would use the new crossing and shareholders could expect a return of 10 percent from
the tolls. Both estimates were to prove very wrong.
The leading engineer of the day, John Rennie, made an estimate of cost to build the bridge in
1811. This turned out be far too low, the final cost ballooning from around £600,000 to a
massive £800,000. There was opposition to the bridge, but it was able to proceed by an Act
of Parliament in 1813.
Some of the opposition had been for fear of disruption to river traffic. To overcome the
problem, Rennie built the longest iron single span in the world at that time, 73m, facing huge
engineering problems in achieving this.
In December 1814, the directors of the company and shareholders had dinner at the City of
London Tavern. Sir John Jackson as chairman gave an upbeat summary of progress.
Amongst those present was William Fullerton Elphinstone. It must have a jolly occasion as
there were at least 12 toasts drunk.148 Perhaps some goodwill was needed, as the company
was already calling on its shareholders for additional funds.
The first stone of the new bridge was laid by Lord Keith, with Sir John Jackson in attendance
on at precisely 12 noon on 23 May, 1815, after delays due to the war against the French.
Afterwards, they and the committee of management “repaired to a temporary bridge erected
on the works, where there was a cold collation.”149
There was no ceremony when the bridge was finally opened at midnight on 24 March 1819.
The company couldn’t afford one.
Although it was an architecturally beautiful wrought iron spectacle, the bridge was a failure
as a business. People avoided using it rather than pay a toll. As well, it was difficult to access
and so steep it was difficult for horses. Rather than the proposed 10 percent return,
preference shareholders perceived a paltry 1.5 per cent year on average and ordinary
shareholders nothing. John Rennie had to sue the company for his fee and Joshua Walker &
Co., the company that supplied the iron, was bankrupted. 150
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Southwark Bridge

John Rennie’s Southwark Bridge 1819151
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The bridge was eventually taken over by the City Corporation in 1868 and then demolished
in 1913. It was rebuilt, reopening in 1921.152
Rennie marriage
John Rennie was assisted on the Southwark bridge project by his son John Rennie, later Sir
John. (Rennie senior had refused a knighthood). After his father’s death in 1821, John
Rennie junior went into partnership with his brother George. John specialised in civil
engineering, including the construction of London bridge, while George concentrated mainly
on mechanical engineering.
24 April 1828, George Rennie married Margaret Anne Jackson, daughter of Sir John Jackson,
at St-Martins-in-the Fields in London.
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East India Company
The East India Company was the largest and most powerful commercial entity in the world.
By the early 19th century, as a result of its monopoly over trade with India and the Far East, it
was of immense importance to the British economy. Politically, it administered most of the
Indian subcontinent and had its own standing army. It has been said that no company in
history has ever governed so many people. 153
However, its control had gradually been whittled away over the previous few decades, as the
Company faced financial difficulties as well as opposition to its monopoly and the way it
exercised its power. Under The East India Company Act 1784 a Board of Control had been
established for the government to oversee the operations of the company.
Nevertheless, the Court of Directors, which was the executive managing the day-to-day
running of the Company and making policy decision, wielded enormous power. They were
usually leading businessmen and/or politicians. The directors’ policy decisions had to be
ratified by the Court of Proprietors, which was comprised of the shareholders who were
called “proprietors.”
Annual elections were held, when six of the 24 directors would be elected on rotation, for a
term of four years.154 Elections were also held on the death of a director.
Sir John Jackson solicited support for election to the Court of Directors for four years – in
March and November 1803, December 1804, March and December, 1805, and April 1806,
until he was finally successful in April 1807.155
In November, 1803, he withdrew from the ballot advertising his candidature. He wrote:
“Many friends, having requested me not to go to the Ballot, others, closely connected with
me, being much embarrassed by prior engagement, and finding, on a comparative estimate of
numbers, that I cannot on this vacancy anticipate that degree of certainty of success …. I
therefore beg to inform you I have declined the present contest” and that he “would not
trouble you to attend the Ballot.” He did, however, announce his determination to contest the
next ballot “should it please God to prolong my existence to that event.” 156
He seems to have strong support, though one of them had an unfortunate address. On 30
November 1804, Alexander Davison, who was a merchant and government naval contractor
and a close friend of Horatio Nelson, wrote to Thomas Adams of Alwick [most likely
Alnwick, in Northumberland], a lawyer: “I shall be extremely obliged if you will favour Mr.
John Jackson Candidate for the India Direction with your Vote and Support to succeed Mr.
W. A Jackson.” How effective this plea was is uncertain, as Davison wrote the letter from
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Marshalsea Prison, where he was serving a year for trying to bribe voters in a parliamentary
election for Ilchester in Somerset!157
It is likely Sir John Jackson would have had the patronage of William Elphinstone, his
business associate, in his four-year quest to be a director. Elphinstone was a director of the
East India Company from 1786 to 1789, 1791-94, 1796-9, 1801-04, 1806-09, 1811-14, 181619, 1821-4, finally resigning from the Court in April, 1825. He was chairman in 1804, 1806
and 1814.
The connection aroused the ire of someone calling himself “An Old Proprietor” in a letter to
The Times before the March 1805 ballot. He wrote: “To John Jackson, Esq. As you
continue to be a Candidate for the East India Direction, I beg the favour of you to answer the
following question: - Are you not a partner with Mr. Elphinstone, the present Chairman?
And if you are not, strictly speaking, in partnership, is not that Gentleman a partaker of the
profits arising from your profession of Prize Agent?....... My motive for the enquiry is a full
conviction, that partners should not be Directors of the Company’s concerns at the same time.
Wherever there is one interest, there will ever be one opinion only; and should you proceed to
the ballot, I trust the good sense of the Proprietors will effectually resist the novel attempt of
the present Chairman to secure for ever the casting vote, by seating his partner by his side.” 158
He had another go two days later: “To the Proprietors of East-India Stock. Mr Elphinstone
and Mr W. [sic] Jackson were Partners in 1803. The annexed authentic document proves it.
That they are still Partners in 1805, the unliquidated state of the prize-money of the last war,
equally establishes. Should you be regardless of your own interest as to admit this Partner of
the Chairman into the Direction, there is another associate mentioned in the Report [this
would be Nicholas Brown], who will probably be an early Candidate, and be as strongly
recommended, in order that you may have the whole firm in the Court; and if you are not
awakened to the full sense of this mischief, you may expect to see another sleeping partner or
two glide in; till one set of opinions shall prevail under the influence of a constant
majority.”159
What influence this had on the election is not clear, but John Jackson was not elected that
year.
When he was finally elected in 1807, it was largely due to the support of Charles Grant, 160
who was a director for multiple rotations from 1794 to 1823 and chairman for several terms
of one year, including 1805 and 1807. Grant worked for better education, both for Indians
and in Britain, and was an originator of the Company’s educational college at Haileybury.
He was an evangelist, supporting missionary work in India, was committed to anti-slavery,
and opposed military solutions in India.161 He also described himself as having “unbounding
influence in the Court of Directors.” In 1807 he used this influence among the Proprietors to
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exclude from the Court one William Devaynes, who had served rotations since 1770 162 but
whom Grant disliked, and to have his own nominee, John Jackson, elected. 163
Directors of the Company were elected for a maximum four years, after which they were
required to stand down and could not be re-elected for at least a year. Sir John Jackson
served three rotations as a director, from 1807 to 1810, 1812 to 1815, and 1817 to 1820 (the
year started in April). 164
In 1810, the Court of Directors was split over the removal of William Petrie from the Council
in Madras after a mutiny by troops. Petrie had supported a more moderate approach than that
taken by the governor Barlow. Grant disliked Petrie because he opposed missionary activity
in India. John Jackson supported Grant when the vote in Court to remove Petrie was carried
by 12 votes to 10. Amongst those opposing the move was Elphinstone. 165
Directors enjoyed enormous power, from matters of State to the minutiae of business. For
example, by the start of the 19th century, it was practically impossible to get a job in one of
the Company’s warehouses in London without the patronage of a Director. In his time as a
director John Jackson nominated 55 people as warehouse labourers. By comparison, Grant
nominated 153, Elphinstone 165, James Daniell 98, and John Petty Muspratt 6.
The warehouse positions would have been much sought after. At a time when the working
day for unskilled workers was commonly 10 or 12 hours, the Company labourers worked six
hours a day from Monday to Saturday, received a fair wage, paid overtime, free medical care,
a pension program and a contributory welfare fund. There was even a bank for them to save
for their retirement. They were, however, bound to the Company, because they lost access to
pensions and the contributory Workman's Fund if they resigned or were fired. There were
also restrictions on where they could live. Some had a second job, sometimes in their
previous occupation.166 167
While John Jackson was serving his second rotation as a director, the Company lost its
monopoly over trade to India. There had been pressure building for quite a few years for
others to be allowed into the market and the Company itself was under financial pressure
from the costs of running India, including several wars, and from its own inefficiencies.
The Charter Act of 1813 renewed the Company’s charter for 20 years, abolished its
monopoly on trade with India, except for trade with China, reasserted government control
over the Company and sovereignty over India, required the Company to keep separate
commercial and administrative accounts and opened the way for missionaries to go to the

162

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_East_India_Company_directors
The East India Company 1784-1834 by C. H. Philips, 1940, p 154
164
The Alphabetical List of Directors of the East India Company from 1758 to 1858, compiled by C.H. & D.
Philips, published in the Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, October 1941
165
The East India Company 1784 – 1834, by C. H. Philips, 1940
166
The East India Company's London Workers: Management of the Warehouse Labourers, 1800-1858, by
Margaret Makepeace (Woodbridge, UK The Boydell Press, 2010).
167
http://blogs.bl.uk/untoldlives/2011/10/east-india-company-london-workers.html
163

63

areas of India under Company control legally for the first time. The last was a largely as a
result of a campaign by Grant.168
Much of the Company’s negotiation, once its initial objections were overruled by the
government, seems to have been in preserving the dividend paid to the Proprietors (a
generous 10.5 percent), protecting against debt and reducing the costs of colonial
administration. The Court of Directors recommended acceptance of the new 20-year Charter,
partly on the ground that things might be much worse if they didn’t, and the Proprietors
concurred.169
Directors had total control over who could join the Company. Prior to 1806, appointment for
overseas posts was through patronage and there were no educational requirements for
selection. The Haileybury College opened in 1806, and passing the course there became a
prerequisite for appointment to the civil service in India. However, entry to the college still
required nomination by a director. Directors each had an allocation of appointments. They
had to provide the reasons for a nomination, disclose their affiliation to the nominee, and
swear they had received no payment connected to the appointment. However, nepotism was
rife. Between 1809 and 1850, 23 percent of all appointments were relatives of a director. 170
So unsurprisingly three of John Jackson’s four sons obtained positions in the Company.
Second son John went to the lucrative China station, for which there was no Haileybury
prerequisite. Welby Brown and Colville Coverley both passed through Haileybury to India
appointments. (The oldest, Keith Alexander, blotted his copybook at Cambridge University,
and was sent off to join the army).
From available reports, John Jackson does not appear to have made a lot of public speeches
as director. However on one occasion in 1816, he clearly had become exasperated with a Mr
Lowndes in the debate on shipping laws:
“Sir J Jackson rose to order. He was always, in common with the court, amused by the
speeches of the hon .proprietor, especially when he confined himself to the point under
consideration; but in this instance he had taken a latitude which, consistently with a due
regard to the order of their proceedings, could not be suffered. 171
For much of Sir John Jackson’s time as a director, James Daniell was also a member of the
Court of Directors. His son, also James, was a colleague of John Jackson, Sir John’s second
son, in the Company’s service in China, and the younger John was to marry James Daniell
senior’s daughter Honoria in 1832.
Sir John Jackson was still a director at the time of his death in 1820.
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Charity
John Jackson’s philanthropic interests were mainly in education of the children of the poor
and providing health care for those who could not access it. He did this through organising
and attending charitable dinners, sometimes as a steward, through financial donations and on
committees. Two of the charities he was most involved with were the British and Foreign
School Society and the London Dispensary.
In the late 18th and early nineteenth centuries, upper and middle class citizens supported
charities by attending dinners, sermons, concerts and exhibitions.
Dinners, as well as being very profitable for the charity, provided an opportunity for middleclass attendees to be publicly associated with some of the leading members of society,
including peers of the realm and sometimes even royalty. They provided an opportunity for
the diners to show that they were doing what they considered a philanthropic duty. And they
also provided networks for political activity and advancement. Of course, the poor were not
invited to join these sumptuous feasts of the exalted.172
Diners were attended by stewards, who were prominent citizens who provided and organised
the occasions and sometimes even waited on the tables.
Sermons were another form of fundraising, sometimes on an occasion such as the anniversary
of the charity. Tickets for the sermon would be sold, and substantial donations were also
expected in the collection plate.173
John Jackson was also involved in fund-raising concerts and displays of the work of the
charities.
Some examples:
London Dispensary: Dispensaries were founded to provide medical treatment for the
“industrious poor,” as out-patients or at the home of the patient. They were not “lying-in”
hospitals. By the early 19th century, they existed in many provincial cities and there were
more than 20 in London. The London Dispensary itself was established in 1777.
Dispensaries were funded by charitable donations, subscriptions and fund-raising activities
such as dinners. With donations could come the right to recommend patients for treatment: it
has been suggested that this could be manipulated to help the donor gain political
advancement and provide a base for political patronage. 174
By 1809, John Jackson was one of 12 vice-presidents of the London Dispensary, whose
patron was the Duke of York, he of the scandal that John Jackson was to vote against in
Parliament. The president was the Duke of Sussex. A sermon was preached for the charity at
St Botolph, Bishopsgate, near John Jackson’s Broad Street premises, on 9 April, followed by
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the charity’s anniversary festival dinner on the 12 th.175 The pattern of fundraising was
repeated in subsequent years. In November 1816, another dinner was held, at which the
Duke of Sussex was a steward, but not Sir John Jackson, though he was still a vicepresident.176
The notice for a sermon for the charity in August that year provided information on how the
charity worked. Names of new subscribers would be received after the service, and there was
list of where the money could be paid. An annual payment of a guinea, or 10 guineas for life,
gave the right to have one patient on the books at a time. Two guineas, or 15 for life, gave
two patients. From 1777 to date, admissions had been 121,310, of whom 114,530 were said
to be “cured and relieved”. And 1591 had died. Only 1001 had been admitted without any
letter of recommendation.177
Small Pox and Inoculation Hospitals: John Jackson was a steward at the anniversary dinner
of this charity in 1806178 Smallpox was a major killer. It was only 10 years since Edward
Jenner had pioneered vaccination for small pox, as a safer and more effective alternative to
inoculation (inserting infected skin or scab tissue under the skin).
British and Foreign School Society. The society was based on the methods of Joseph
Lancaster, a Quaker, who had developed a schooling system for the poor who could not
afford the grammar, public and private schools of the time. He recognised that the main cost
of teaching was in teachers’ salaries, so devised a system in which one teacher could oversee
a class of 100 or more by using children as monitors. The monitors taught and were
“responsible for the morals, improvement, good order and cleanliness of the class” 179 of
about 9 or 10 pupils.
However, Lancaster’s enthusiasm for his system was not matched by financial acumen. Not
long after he travelled to Dover in 1807 at the request of John Jackson to establish a school
there, he was in the debtors’ prison. In November that year, John Jackson introduced
Lancaster to his friend, Fox, a surgeon-dentist, who was to be instrumental in rescuing
Lancaster’s enterprise. A committee was established in 1808 to raise capital and manage his
financial affairs. One of the five members was John Jackson, 180 whose interest would
continue for the rest of his life. Capital was raised by subscriptions and loans through
purchase of shares at 5 percent interest. John Jackson contributed £400, which was
eventually repaid in 1818.181
The cause of the school had been given a boost by an interview Lancaster managed to obtain
with King George III while the king was out riding one day (His Majesty subscribed £100)
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and the patronage of other members of the royal family, 182 the Dukes of Sussex and Kent, as
well as the Duke of Bedford. John Jackson’s interest was most likely philanthropic, but it
also coincided with, and may have been influenced by, the liberal (for the time) attitude of his
Whig party to education and the support of some of them for Lancaster’s system. 183
Education was a controversial issue, with various charitable institutions at odds with one
another and conservatives vehemently opposing any education of the poor.
In 1814, the Royal Lancasterian Institution evolved into the British and Foreign School
Society with the Prince Regent as patron and Sir John Jackson as one of the vice-presidents.
It had the support of royalty and several peers. 184 The society, which continues to the present
day, provided education both in the UK and abroad. One of its fund-raising methods was a
dinner at which the children would attend for examinations before the assembled royalty and
dignitaries. Sir John Jackson attended these, in 1818 sitting on the right hand of the vicepatron, the Duke of Sussex,185 and in 1819 acting as steward.186
Another adaptation of the Lancasterian system was the Royal Institution for the Education,
upon the British System, of 1,000 boys and 500 females of all Religious Denominations,
under the patronage of the Duke of Kent, and with Sir John Jackson as one of the vicepresidents, which provided schools in London districts.187
Many children were unable to take advantage even of free education opportunities, because
they were so poor they were dressed in rags and they were too embarrassed to attend. Sir
John Jackson was a supporter of the Educational Clothing Society, which provided clothing
for the children of “distressed” families, in order for them to have decent clothing for
school.188
Choral Fund: Concerts were given to raise money for the Choral Fund, one of several
charities for musicians, “for the relief of decayed members, their widows and orphans.” John
Jackson was a vice president. 189 190
Marine Society: The society recruited boys from poor backgrounds and provided them with
naval training so they could join the Royal Navy. John Jackson was a steward at the
anniversary feast of the charity in 1806.
The Marine Society, the world’s oldest public maritime charity, was founded in 1756. Its
initial purpose was to supply recruits to the Royal Navy - usually unemployed or orphaned
teenagers, to serve as officers' servants - with clothing and bedding and transport of their
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effects to ports as an inducement for them to join up. (A side effect of providing clothing was
a reduction in the incidence of typhus).
By 1763, the Society had recruited over 10,000 men and boys; in 1772, such was its
perceived importance in the life of the nation, it was incorporated in an Act of Parliament.
Early reports from commanding officers had indicated that the number of desertions might be
reduced if the boys were given a period of training before being sent to sea. Initially the
Society hired a schoolmaster and bandmaster to teach some of the boys and in 1786
purchased a merchant ship the Beatty, which was converted to a training ship and renamed
Marine Society. This was the first organisation in the world to pioneer nautical training for
boys.
From 1756 to 1940 the Society recruited over 110,000 men and boys for the Royal Navy, the
British East India Company and Merchant service. Records show that from 1756 to 1815 the
charity provided some 12 percent of naval manpower, all volunteers. 191
Sir John Jackson’s involvement is not known, except that he was a steward at the annual
dinner in 1806. 192 As a prize agent, it seems reasonable to assume that it would be in his
interests to be involved.
Waterloo Fund: Following the final defeat of Napoleon at the Battle of Waterloo, a
subscription fund was established to provide annuities and assistance to disabled and
wounded soldiers, as well as widows and orphans, from the campaign. Sir John Jackson was
a member of the committee administering the subscriptions, which amounted to more than
£600,000 by 1820.193 194
Artists’ General Benevolent Institution for the Relief of Decayed Artists in the United
Kingdom and their widows and orphans: Sir John Jackson was a steward at the charity’s
fourth public anniversary dinner in 1818.195
Society of Friends of Foreigners in Distress: The charity aimed to “grant relief to indigent
foreigners here, without distinction of country or religion; especially to those who are not
entitled to parochial aid: and to furnish the means to such as are desirous to return to their
own countries.”196 It was transnational, with the Queen and Prince Regent of the United
Kingdom, the Emperor of All the Russia, the King Of Prussia and the king and queen of
Wurttemberg all listed as Protectors and a long international list of princes, princesses an
dukes and archdukes as patrons. At the anniversary dinner of the society in 1818, Sir John
Jackson was a steward.197
Personal interventions: Undoubtedly a man of Sir John Jackson’s influence was called upon
to assist people many times. In one case in December 1819, he wrote a letter of
recommendation to try to help a convict on board a prison hulk about to be transported for 14
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years. The convict, John Moore, had used the letter to reinforce a petition to the Home
Secretary, Lord Sidmouth, for his wife, who was destitute and the youngest of their four
children (the others were with relatives), to be sent to New South Wales too. He petitioned
the Bank of England to help with this. The petition to the bank was denied. 198
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Death and will
Sir John Jackson died at Bellmoor House in Hampstead, London, on Wednesday, 17 May
1820.
Variations of the following obituary appeared in several publications: “We are sorry to
announce the death of Sir John Jackson Bart of Arlsey, Bedfordshire one of the directors of
the Hon East India Company. He died at Bellmore house Hampstead Heath on the 17th of
May after a lingering illness which he bore with the greatest Christian fortitude regretted by
all who had the happiness of knowing him.”199 200
There were four houses on the Hampstead site at the time. One of them, Albion House, was
the house of the artist John Constable from 1819 to 1821. 201 202 However, in 1875-80
Thomas Barratt, the soap manufacturer who produced Pears soap, converted them into one
house, keeping the name of one of the original houses, Bellmoor, and filling it with art. 203 In
1929, the present block of up-market flats at 23 Heath Road, still called Bell Moor, replaced
the house.204
Candidates to fill his position at the East India Company placed advertisements with The
Times just two days after his death.205
Sir John Jackson was buried in the family vault in the chancel of St Peters Church in Arlesey.
The vault had been purchased when his wife Charlotte Spry died in 1807, and already also
contained his daughter, also named Charlotte Spry, who had died a year earlier, in 1819. The
vault under the church has not been accessible for a long time because of the wet ground.
The chancel of the church contains a memorial stone for Sir John and his wife, and another
for his daughter.
In his will dated 3 September 1819 at Salters Hall, London, Sir John Jackson directed that all
his property should be sold and the proceeds be distributed to his children equally, to be paid
when they reached the age of 21, or in case of the girls they married. The only item
specifically mentioned was “my valuable Antique Ornament in Mosaic Marble representing
plump Doves drinking out of a bowl” which he bequeathed to his daughter, Charlotte Spry,
who died before she could receive it. In a codicil to the will, also dated 3 September 1819, he
left the proceeds of a life assurance policy for £3000 to his daughters. A further codicil (23
March 1820, at Arlesey Bury) bequeathed £4000 to his brother Robert Jackson, who, together
with his business partner John Petty Muspratt, were the executors of the estate, as well as
guardians of the children under 21.
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Top: St Peter’s Church, Arlesey; Bottom left: St Peter’s, looking toward chancel;
Bottom right: Author beside Jackson memorial wall.
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The will seemed straightforward, but there must have been some complications in the
distribution, because in 1858, after both John Petty Muspratt and Robert Jackson had died
and other people named as executors in that event had either died or renounced the probate
and execution of the will, Sir John’s son Welby Brown Jackson assumed its administration.
There is no indication why this was still necessary.
By July 1820, the Broad Street lease and the Arlesey and Langford properties had been
advertised for sale,206 but it was some time before the sales went through (see “Arlesey
properties after John Jackson”).
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Above: The Jackson memorial
wall in the chancel of St Peter’s
Church, Arlesey.

Left: The author with Diana
Stephenson of the Church of St
Peter, who very kindly went out
on the rain to retrieve documents
about Sir John Jackson for me.
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