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T HIS volume completes Part 11. of the constitutional and financial 
history of British joint-stock companies to 1720. In its subject- 

matter i t  is differentiated from the second volume, in so far as in the 
latter most of the undertakings described were related to the shipping 

industry, whereas those, now dealt with, were mainly concerned with 
commerce a t  home. 

Perhaps the addition of the concluding division, which treats of the 
Crown finances a t  certain ~eriods, requires some explanation. In this 

and the second volume references have been necessary to the state of the 
credit of the Crown ; and, owing to the comparative treatment aimed at  

in Part I., i t  was essential to  allude frequently to these and similar 
topics. It is unfortunate that there is no modern history of the 

Revenue, and therefore i t  became necessary to ~rovide certain illus- 
trative statements of it, which, under the various qualificatior~s mentioned 
in Division xv., would bridge the gap to some extent. But to have 

entered on such discussions in detail in Part I. would have been out of 

place, and hence comparatively full tabular statements have been pro- 

vided in this volume, so that reference from Part I. (vol. I.) to these 
may be as easy as possible to the reader. 

In the case of companies, which still exist, I am indebted to the 
officials for information in several directions. The following accounts of 
such bodies have been read either in MS. or in proof by members of the 
directorate or of the staff, who have devoted special attention to the 

early history of the institutions with which they are connected. In this 
Way, it is to be hoped that accuracy on many minor points has been 
Secured, but, needless to say, I am altogether responsible for the 

explanations given of the phenomena. In addition there are a few 



undertakings, no longer in existence, concerning ~vhich others have 
helped me. In both these connectiolls 1 have to thank the following 
(the special assistance of each being generally mentioned in footnotes)- 
Mr J. S. Barbour, Mr C. A. Denton, Mr George Hakewill, Mr Henry 
J. Maguire, Mr D. McNeil, Miss Maud Sellars, Mr J. F. Stutchbur?, 
Mr W. N. Whymper. I have also to acknowledge the courtesy of the 
proprietors of the Accountantf Magazine, the Journal of the Rqnl 
Society of Antiquaries of Ireland and of the Scottish Historical Review 
in permitting me to reprint articles which hare appeared in these 
publications. These portions of the work have been in some cases 
largely rewritten and in others revised and extended. 1 am also 

indebted to the Council of the Scottish History Society for allowing 
me to reprint parts of my introduction in the Records of U Scnttislr 

Cloth LVanufatory at New Mills, Haddingtonslrire, 1681-1703. 
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SECTION I. THE HAMPSTEAD AQUEDUCTS. 

(PARLIAMENTARY POWERS [GRANTED TO THE CITY] IN 1546- 
TRANSFERRED TO A COMPANY OF ABOVE TITLE IN 1692 
AND LEASED TO NEW RIVER COMPANY IN 1 8 5 9 . )  

ALTHUUGH there are many gaps in the history of the water-supply 
of London, there remain sufficient materials to indicate the general 
development of the building up of the system that exists a t  the present 
diy. At the time of the Norman conquest and for about a century 
afterwards drinking water was obtained from the Thames and from its 
tributary streams. The latter have now disappeared, but Stow mentions 
four brooks, one called the river Wells, the Wallbrook, another brook 
and the Oldborne. By 1.235, these streams had been injured by the 
encroachments of buildings and were in some places partially filled up 
with rubbish, and in that year the brooks, within the City, were confined 
by bricked banks, while reservoirs were constructed, from which the water 
passed by pipes to fountains. These were known as conduits or wells. 
In 1236 the city authorities found i t  necessary to lay a 6in. pipe to 
bring water from l'yburn. By 134.2, though the conduits were useful 
in their respective areas, the water question had become acute through 
impediments placed in the way of persons desirous of carrying water from 
the Thames. Access to the river was gained by means of narrow lanes, 
and the adjoining householders exacted a toll from those passing 
through, which became a great grievance. An inquisition was held with 
a view to restoring the ancient rights of way. The resulting increase, 
in facilities for drawing water from the Thames, made the supply fairly 
dequate during the next century, but by 1439 i t  again became necessary 
to bring water from comparatively outlying districts by pipes. In that 
Year a deed was signed by the Abbot of Westminster, granting the 

of springs near Paddington. New conduits were made in several 
plmes from 1500 to 1598, and in 1535 a grant was executed by the 
Common Council to  provide for the laying of pipes to convey water 
from Hackneyl. 

Stow, Suruey of Londora, wsirn; Hydraulia, by  W .  Matthews, pp. 4-10. 

1-2 



4 The Hampstead Aquedt~ets to 1690 [DIV. VL 8 1 

It unfortunately happened that the new conduits availed only to 
maintain the previous volume of water, owing to the drying up of 
some of the springs that had been long in use. Consequently, in spite 
of the expenditure incurred, the supply was inadequate for an increasing 
population, and i t  became necessary to obtain water from a distance. 
Springs had been discovered a t  Hampstead, and the City decided, about 
1544, to seek parliamentary powers for the acquiring of land and laying 
of pipes. The act was ~assed  in 1546l, and i t  is of considerable interest, 
not only u the first private act giving compulsory powers, but also as 
constituting the foundation of an undertaking which w s  afterwards 
transferred to a company still in existence. 

The act 35 Henry VIII. c. 10 states, in the ~reambl+ that sweet 
and wholesonle running water from fresh springs was commodious and 
profitable for the inhabitants of cities. The City of London had 
formerly been abundantly supplied, but a recent drought or other 
cause had diminished the supply of water from the springs that had 
been used previously. The Mayor, William Bower, was therefore 
authorized to convey to the City water from springs at  Hampstead, 
Marylebone, Hackney, Muswell Hill or other places within five miles 
of the City. The Common Co~indl, as undertakers of the work, was 
permitted to enter any grounds, where springs were to be found, and 
to convey the water by pipes, subject to the payment of co~npensation 
to be determined by a committee appointed by the Lord Chancellor. 
This privilege was subject to the limitation that water, necessary for 
the use of houses or villages, should not be diverted, nor might the 
servants of the corporation dig in the King's grounds without leave. 
Payment of 1 lb. of pepper annually was to be made to the Bishop of 
Westminster, as Lord of Hampstead Heath. The penalty for resisting 
the servants of the corporation, engaged in the execution of this act, 
was 40s. a 

It appears that, although the act was passed in 1546, i t  was not 
until 1590 that the works were completed. There were originally four 

reservoirs a t  Hampstead from which the supply for the north-west 
district was drawn3. For over a hundred years, the history of this 
conduit is obscure. During that period the cornpletioll of the New 
Hirer4 and the various pumping-engines for raising Thames water solved 
for the time the difficulty of the supply, and i t  is probable that the 
Hampstead conduit shared the fate of other similar works after the 
Great Fire and, while still in existence, was neglected. 

I t  has been shown elsewhere how many undertakings had been 

1 35 Henry VIII. c. X. 2 Statutes, 111. p. 967. 
3 Matthews, Hydruulia, p. 13. 4 Vi& irdiu, Divisioxl vr., Section 3. 

~ m ,  VI. 5 l] The 3'ormatio.n of a Company 1692 5 
sbrted from 1691 to 1695'. At  that time the New River company 
had at  length justified the high hopes of its founder, and the shares 
commanded a considerable premium. In view of this fact, the im- 
provement of the London water-supply was one of the schemes for 
which capital was readily procurable, and an~ongst the companies, then 
formed, was one intended to improve the Hampstead conduit. This 
company was  promoted by WiIlianl Paterson, the founder of the Bank 
of England, and the original shareholders included John Holland, the 
founder of the Bank of Scotland, Francis l'yssen, a prominent East 
India merchant, Dalby Thomas, Chief-Justice Chester and Sir John 
~ ~ ~ n c h a r d .  Paterson had induced the Mayor and Council to grant 
him and his assigns a lease for 31 years of all the rights of bringing 
water from the parishes of S t  Pancras, Hampstead and Hornsey, which 
were not, at January loth, 1692, otherwise used by the Mayor or 
Commonalty or by persons claiming under them. The rent, payable 
by Paterson, was 2 8 0  a year, and in addition he had already paid a 
fine of PROO. To provide working capital, a company was formed 
(which is now known as the Hamp~tead Aqueducts) with a capital, 
divided into 600 shares of a nominal value of ,E20 each. Thus, when 
the shares were fully paid, the total capital would be 212,000. By 
an agreement, signed on January 26th, 1692 by the members of the 
company, i t  was stipulated that 100 shares, of the nominal amount 
of P2,0007 should be credited to Paterson and two others, who 
had co-operated with him in obtaining the grant and paying the 
2200 to the City, besides discovering certain new springs. These 
100 shares were known as "maiden shares." They were divided as to 

35 to Paterson, 35 to Samuel Tucker and 30 to Israel Hayes. The 
three promoters reserved the right of receiving 100 of the remaining 

500 shares, subject to the payment of 2 2 0  as called up. This ac- 
counted for 200 shares. 200 shares were divided amongst nine persons, 

whom six held 30 shares each. There were still 200 shares to be 
issued. It was agreed that P 2  per share on the 500 shares should be 
paid before the last Tuesday in March 1692 and the remainder as 

ordered by the committee of managers. No member was to transfer 
share after the first Tuesday in May, without having paid it up in 

fU1l. Shares, on which any call remained unpaid for 60 days, were 
"lbject to forfeiture. This agreement is unique in prescribing the 
liability of the members, which was to extend not only to the amount 

On each share, or that called but not paid, but also to "the 
Payment of the rent of the lease or grant [from the City] and in all 
Other c0sts7 charges, damages or expenses, which shall or nlay arise from 

Vi& mpa, Part I., Chapter xvir. 
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or by reason of the said undertaking." Members were entitled to one 
vote for each share. The qualification for a L'committeen was 10  shares. 
The "committee of management" consisted of a maximum of 15 and 
a minimum of 9; the majority being a quorum. It was further agreed 
that the 2.200, paid by the three promoters, should be reckoned as a 
payment on the 100 " chargeable" shares allotted to them. The com- 
mittee was given powers to negotiate with the City for the acquisition 
of additional springsl. 

When the pamphlet, entitled Anglict: Tutamen, was written in 1694-5 
there had been dealings in the shares of this cdmpany, and hence, in 
that work, i t  is characterized as one which had suffered the evils of 
stock-jobbing to prevail against it. Therefore, the writer predicted 
that the undertaking would come to grief. Anderson, in referring to 
this prophecy, is in error in saying that the company proved a failure, 
since, a t  the time he wrote, i t  was distributing modest but regular 
dividends2. As the shares, unissued in 1692, were placed and the calls 
were paid up, the pipes were extended and consumers supplied in the 
suburban district (as i t  was then) between Tottenham Court Road and 
Hampstead. Amongst the records of the company there is an old 
collector's book, dated 1762, in which rents were received from houses 
in the following localities. St Ann's Court, Broad St., Denmark St., 
Dudley Court, S t  Giles, Kentish Town, King St., Queen St., Russell St., 
Soho Sq., Tottenham Court Road, Tyburn Rd., Wardour St., Wind- 
mill St. 

In 1700 the company became involved in a law-suit with a number 
of the residents a t  Hampstead, who complained that the operations of 
the undertaking had deprived them of water-rights they had previously 
possessed. It soon became apparent that, owing to the period which 
had elapsed since the original act had been granted and the interval 
during which the rights of the City had been in abeyance, the whole 
question was very obscure; and the complainants, in endeavouring to 
define their grievances, began to dispute amongst themselves. The 
result was a long and involved Chancery suit, and the original complaint 

MS. Articles made, concluded, and apeed this 26th January in the fourth year 
of our Sovereign Lord and Lady William and Mary ... between Samuel Tucker and 
IYilliam Paterson of London, Merchants, and Israel Hayes of London, Gentleman, 
as well for themselves as all others who shall by or under them or any of them be 
admitted partners in the pant, uudertaking and things hereinafter declared: in 
Transfer Book A of the Hampstead Aqueducts. (I am much indebted to Mr 

George Hakewill, of the Hampstead Aqueducts Office, 8, Staple Ilm, London, W.C. 
for his kindness in placing all the documents relating to this company at my disposal. 
It is on these papers that the following account of this very interesting company is 
based.) 

Anglia Tutamen, p. 27; Anderson, Annals of Commerce (ed. 1790), 111. p. 159. 
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rtgainst the company was not passed1. While this litigation was im- 
pending and while the success of the undertaking was still distant, the 
price of the shares appears to have been low. William Paterson had 
become liable for a large sum of money to the Darien company, and 
his shares in this and other companies had to be sold2. The holding 
in the Hampstead Waterworks disposed of was one of twenty shares 
for which, in the books of the Darien company, a payment by the 
broker of 2.250 sterling is acknowledged. A subsequent remittance 
of g50  by the same person ~ r o b a b l ~  relates to this transaction, so that 
i t  may be assumed that the shares were sold a t  215 each3. Although 
this price was 25 per cent. below par, i t  was higher than that realized 
during the period of depression experienced by water companies from 
181% to 1815. 

From l700 to 1761 there is scarcely any information as to the fortunes 
of the company. About 1726 its office was totally destroyed by fire, 
and none of the papers were saved. The earlier part of the eighteenth 
century was a time of keen competition amongst London water com- 
panies, and the district of each was subject to invasion by its rivals, so 
that i t  was far from easy for the recently established companies to 
make profits. By 1762 the Hampstead company paid "an eighthv 
dividend of 5s.; but, whether this was the eighth from the foundation 
of the company or from the burning of the papers, does not appear. 
From 1762 down to the present day, dividends have been paid regularly 
each year. 

For the eleven years from 1762 to 1772 a distribution of 5s. per 
share was made annually. This was only i f  per cent. on the original 
nominal amount of the share. As the company was capitalized (by a 
nlethod to be explained below) the payment per cent. was less. For 
the next nine years, from 1773 to 1781, the annual dividend was 10s. 
Per share, or an average of 75. 6d. during 20 years from 1762. Then 
for the two years 1782 and 1783 there was a relapse to 5s. per share. 

1784 to 1798,Ts. 6d. was paid and from 1799 to 1801 the distri- 
bution was again 105. From 1802 to 1829 the dividend rose, and by 
lfi30 for the first time 20s. per share was paid, or a return of 5 per 
cent- On the nominal amount of the share. But, during the 138 years 
the had been in existence, large sums had been set aside to 
form a reserve fund and for expenditure on capital account. According 

a balance-sheet of the year 1834 there was an investment of 211,000 
in 

Per cents. a t  91, and i t  appears to have been the custom of the 
directors to charge 10 per cent. annually of all new works to revellue. 

: park, Hiatmy oj Hamptead, p. 74. Vide eupra, 11. p. 219. 
h% and Writings p/. Wiliiam Patemon, by S. Bannister, Londoa, 1858, n. 

P. 269. 
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The following is a copy of this document, which is of considerable 
interest, as showing the basis on which the capital accollnt of the 
company was compiled : 

BaZance-Sheet of the Hnn~pstend Aqueducts for 1834. 
(From the Minute Book beginning May 4th, 1832.) 

f 8 .  d. 8. d. 

1834. March 31. By works producing rental (de- 
ducting enlpty houses) ... 2,897 0 0 

Deduct ordinary expenses . .. 1,394 0 0 
,, extraordinary expenses 202 13 0 
,, loo/, on expenditure of 

22,285. 128. on new works 228 10 6 1,825 3 6 

d 8. d .  
1834. March 31. 

To dividends unpaid.. . 76 0 0 
To adjustment of fine 

tothecity of London 792 5 G 
To balance divided into 

600ehares, givingper 
share, 234.118. 44d. 20,741 10 3 

8 .  d.  

1834. March 31. 
By 21,071. 168. 6d. at 

10 years1 purchase ... 10,718 5 0 
By stock on hands (es- 

timated) . ... 150 0 0 
By ;Ell,& 3"/, stock 

at 91 ... ... 10,100 0 0 
By cash ... ... 641 10 9 

Probably a few years earlier the amount invested in government 
stock* was larger, for in 1833 a well had been sunk on Hampstead Heath 
and an engine erected to raise the water for supplying the town of 
Hampstead, where, hitherto, the inhabitants had been dependent 011 

a water cart, the driver of which charged them i d .  per bucket-full. 
This well provided 200,000 gallons per day and the water was stored 
in eight reservoirs between Hampstead and Highgate1. 

The great obstacle hitherto to the success of the company had been 
the scantiness of the supply i t  could provide, and, with the addition of 

, this new source, its business developed rapidly. The dividend of 2 0 ~ .  
per share was continued till 1837. By 1841 i t  had risen to 30s. and 
by 1844 to 40s. Thus i t  was only after the company had been in 
existence for more than a century and a half that a dividend was paid, 
which might be considered reasonable, taking into account the capital 
provided from revenue. In fact at this period i t  is probable that, if 
the shares had been valued relatively to the total existing asrets, the 
return would not have been much more than 5 per cent. Prom l844 

to 1831 the dividend continued to improve, reaching a distribution of 

1 Matthews, Hydraulia, pp. 13, 14. 
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so9. per share in the latter year. The improvement in the condition 
of the company is shown more by the price of the shares than by the 
dividends Fmm 181% to 1815 transfers had been made a t  &l% per 
share or very greatly below par. In 1732 sales were recorded a t  217 
and 2 2 0  and a t  2 2 5  in 1733, falling to 2 2 0  in 1835. By 1848 the 
average of these prices had been doubled, a transfer having been made 
in that year a t  40. Ten years later (i.e. in 1858) the price had again 
more than doubled rising to 90, and from 1859 transactio~~s have taken 
place a t  100 or ovcr. The advance in the price of the shares in 1858 
and 1859 was due to the transfer of the undertaking to the New River 
company. The Hampstead Aqueducts formed a wedge, driven into 
the New River district. The supply, that was available for the former, 

limited, and thus the directors could not expect a p a t  expansion 
in business. Therefore, increased profit might only be anticipated in 
the unlikely event of a great rise in rates. It follows that i t  was to 
the advantage of both companies to effect a working agreement, which 
took the form of the New River company leasing for ever the works of 
the Hampstead Aqueducts, subject to a payment of a yearly rent of 
83,500, which admits of a dividend annually of 25 .  10s. free of tax 

on each Hampstead Aqueducts share. The latter company continues 
to exist, in its corporate capacity, for the division of the rent amonpt 
its members, which was supplemented from time to time by oeuvrional 
bonuses from a surplus fund, which is now (1908) devoted to the pay- 
ment of the largely increased Income tax1. 

Sumnwy of the Capital and Dividends of the Hantp.~teacE Aqwdwts. 

Original Capital 600 Shares of &20 each = 212,000. 

Prices of Shares and Div ided .  
Year Price of shares Dividend per share 
1700 15a 

1692-17131 -- At least seven dividends 

were paid before 1762 . 
1762-1772 
1773-1781 - 51- 

l o/- 1782 -1783 - 
1784-1 798 51- ,- 

s3>-50~ a year, divided among 600 shares would give El. 168. &I. per share, 
but 

a share is now (i.e. in 1909) required for the payment of Income tax 
Gd. a share) and the expenses of rent, rnanagerne~lt, etc. (=l$.  2d. a share). 

Hakewill h= supplied me with this staterne~rt of the proscut position of the 
C O m ~ a ~ ~ y .  

0 - 
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Year 
1811-1817 
1818-1829 
1830-1837 
1838-1840 

1841 
1842-1843 
1844--1846 
1847-1850 
1851-1858 
1859-1862 

Price of share8 Dividend per share 

12 141- 
- 161- 

-- 
90 501- 

1001-1054 551- (half-yearly) guaratlteed 
hv New River company 
-.I 

with occasional additions 

1 In 1859 and 1862. 
ln 1859. A transfer made in 1871. a t  103, in 1890 a t  135, in 1896 a t  207. 

SECTION 11. THE LONDON BRIDGE WATER 
WORKS (FOUNDED 1582). THE CITY CONDUITS 
COMPANY (FOUNDED ABOUT 1693). AMALGAMATED 
IN 1703 AS THE LONDON BRIDGE WATER 
WORKS COMPANY (1703-1822). 

BESIDES the various conduits bringing water to the city, there were 
several inventions, in the latter part of the sixteenth and all through 
the seventeenth century, to force Thames water to a sufficient height 
to enable i t  to flow by pipes to the houses in the vicinity. One of the - - -  
earliest and the most remarkable of these was a force-pump, invented 
by Peter Morice and established on London Bridge in 158%. Morice 
took advantage of a peculiarity in the construction of the bridge, as 
it existed in his day. Through the small size of the arches and the 
thickness of the piers, a t  certain states of the tide, there was a con- 
siderable fall of water. Morice's idea was to  utilize this to drive a 
wheel which worked a force-pump'. He  was able to demonstrate the 
feasibility of this invention, by forcing water over an adjoining church 
spire, and he made an agreement with the Council under which he 
obtained the use of the first and second arches on the north side of 
the river for 500 years from November R4th, 1582, a t  an annual rent 
of Morice was compelled to establish his enterprize a t  his own 

since i t  was noted in 1593 that "no great man or magistrate" 
open his purse to help him, the invention not being considered 

" sensibles." 
In the year 1633 the London Bridge Water Works supplied the 

portion of the City as far as Gracechurch St. Morice and 
his successors had the advantage, over other proprietors of engines, that 

' The wheel, as it existed a t  a later period, is illustrated in Hydraulia, p. 28. 
There are several old engravingn of London Bridge and Morice's wheels inserted in 
a Ms., preserved in the Guildhall Library, " A Short Accouut of the London Bridge 

Works and Memorandums relating to their Business.'' 
ChrOnicle8 of Lo(ldm Bridge, by an Antiquary [Richard Thornson], London, 
p. 556. 

' A Brkfi Apologk of  Certaine brew Inventiorw whereof there l a t h  b m  a putdc* 
in Loudon [1593]. Coll. Broadsides Soc. Aatiq., No. 91. 
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they did not need to provide horses for working their pumps, but the 
area to which water could be snpplied was somewhat restricted by the 
rise of the ground, which precluded the water from being pumped so 
as to find its way to houses in the higher districts. Therefore, as far as 
can be discovered, the Morice family had a steady business but one 
which had natural limits to its growth beyond a certain point, and, 
during the first half of the seventeenth century, the concern was fairly 
profitable. In the Great Fire the pumping-station was burned down, 
and the third generation of the family, engaged in the water-supply 
undertaking, found some difficulty in obtaining capital to  erect new 
works. They eventually succeeded in borrowing 22,000 on the security 
of the income to be derived in future from the business, but they 
complained that, while the rebuilding was in progress, the New River 
company had laid pipes into the part of South London they had been 
accustomed to supply. Accordingly in 1667 they presented a petition, 
asking that the New River company might be restrained from doing 
sol. From the re-erection of the pumping station until the Revolution, 
the proprietors continued to succeed, as is shown by the numerous 
imitations of their system during the latter part of the reign of 
Charles 11. The sonlewhat reckless pronlotion of water compal~ies 
from 169% to 1696 no doubt caused serious competition, and thos, when 
an offer was made fur the sale of the works in 1703, the Morices were 
prepared to accept it. 

This offer was made by one of the recently established rival conl- 
panies, which had been formed about 1694 by a banker, named Hichard 
.Soames. Like the Hampstead Aqueducts, other conduits had fallen 
into a condition of bad repair. When the City Council had become 
discredited over the mismanagement of the Orphans' Fund: an act for 
the relief of the orphans was passed, which provided that, besides 
charging the city lands with 28,000 a year, the rent accruing from 
any future aqueduct should be allocated towards making good the 
deficiency3. Under the spur of this legislation, the Council seems to 
have been disposed to receive offers for the construction of new conduits, 
or the handing over of disused ones to persons who would form a 
company and undertake to pay a certain rent. Soames obtained a 
lease of the conduits from Paddington, Marylebone, Islington, Hoxton, 
Hackney and Dalston, and he established a city oflice a t  the Black 
HOM against Poultry Compter. He, with a number of others, who 

1 State l'npen, Domestic, Clirrles I I . ,  C C X X I X .  l 62  ; Cukndar, 1667-8, p. 132. 
A ('olleCtion of the Debates uird Prmeedi?~gs in Parliantetlt i n  1694 and 1695 u p @  

the Inquiry h t o  the lute Bribe~ies U& Cbmcyt Practins, London, 1695, pp. 11-18. 
92-6. 

3 Statutes, vr. p. 464. 
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contributed the capital necessary for the extension of mains and the 

of service pipes, formed a company known as the City Coduit8. 
Tllere are no details available as to the organization d this company, 
but in all probability its constitution resenrbled that of the Hampstead 
Aqueducts. In July 1694 the service pipes were being laid into houses, 
and ~ ~ ~ ~ h t o n  records his impression that the new company would ((make 
us abound with, not only useful, but more pleasant waters than ever1." 
ln the following September the company advertized that "the water 
rvollld wash very well, and is as fine as any other whatever and much 
finer than most<" It was announced, too, that in the case of any four 

r h o  lived within a distance of not more than 100 yards from 
an existing pipe, agreeing to take this water, service pipes would be 
laid into their houses. A few months later another advertisement 
appeared, which described the merits of the water in more glowing 
terms as "those fine conduit waters, which have been greatly esteemed 
and desired by all and by long experience approved the best for washing 
and for all other uses and have served the whole City for many hundreds 
of years, being now settled by act of Parliament for the benefit of the 
orphansS." A subsequent notice to intending consumers mentions the 
chief districts into which mains had been laid. There were six pipes, 
one starting from each of the following collecting places-Paddington, 

Marylebone, Islington, Hoxton, Hackney and Dalston. These were 
continued to Aldermanbury, Bond St., Broad St., Bun-hill Field$ 
(!haring Cross, Charles St., Cheapside, Coleman St., Cornhill, Duke St., 
Fleet St., Wre St., Germain St., Green St., Grub St., King St., 
Leicester Sqr., Lothbur~,  Lombard St., Ludgate Hill, Ludgate St., 
Mumfields, Old Bailey, Pall Mall, Panton St., Piccadilly, Poultry, 
Spitalfields, St Albans St., S t  Bartholomew's Lane, S t  James' Market, 
St James' Sqr., St James' St., S t  Paul's Church Yard, Strand, Thread- 
needle St., Whitechapel, Wormwood St. It was added that more pipes 
wen being laid daily and would be continued into other streets at the 
R¶uest of consumers4. This list is not only of interest from its full 
record of places supplied, but also as showing the widespread com- 
petition fostered by free enterprize. Several of the places named were 

su~pliea by the Hampstead Aqueducts, others again were within 
the 

of the New Hiver, the Thames and the York Buildingsl 
companies. In the struggle to attract consumers, the City Conduits 
Offered favourable terms than had been given by the New River 

' C O l k ~ t h a ,  NO. 103 (July 20, 1694). 
a Ibid., No. 112 (Sept. 21, 1694). : Ibid.. NO. 126 (Dec. 28, 1694). 

Ibid., No. 133 (Feb. 15, 1695). Owing to the York Buildings company having carried on other enterprize8 
that of water-supply, the accoust of i t  is placed with that of similar under- 

'kin@ in Division =I. 
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company. Both undertakings did not guarantee to  supply water a t  
a greater pressure than would enable the basements of houses to  be 
connected. The New River had been in the habit of requiring a 
deposit from new consumers (called a fine), as well as the signature of 
an agreement to take the supply for a number of years. This document 
was called a lease, and a fixed rent was charged irrespective of the 
quantity consumed1. A t  the end of the seventeenth century both the 
New Hiver and City Conduits charged about 14s. a year rent, but the 
latter exempted its consumers from the paymellt of a fine or the signing 
of a lease'. It is on record that this coiicession by the City Conduits 
had produced '' a great fall in the actions of the New River company " 
by 16953, and probably the older enterprize retaliated. In 1697 the 
City Conduits made an attack on the New River company by the 

of the following advertisemellt-" in winter or rainy weather 
'tis good for all folks to watch their waters to try whether the City 
Conduits waters be not very clear and most fit for drinking and all 
other uses'." Although the New River is not mentioned by name, the 
innuendo (that the water supplied from i t  was muddy) is confirmed by 
other contemporary evidence-for instance Strype asserts that the 
London Bridge company's water became dear sooner than New River 
water and was ever a clearer water6." 

During the next five years the City Conduits continued to attract 
mnsumers to the detriment of the New River company and the pm- 
prietors of the London Bridge works. The latter decided in 1703 to 
sell their undertaking to Soames for &?38,0006. This agreement was 
signed on June 17037, but Soames had previously negotiated 
through Moriee for a lease of the fourth arch of London Bridge for 

years from August '24th, 1701, at 105. a year rent and 2300 fine". 
This lease, like that made in 158'2, was due to terminate in the year 
208% Soames thus obtained possession of the first, second and fourth 
axhes of London Bridge on the northern side. The third arch had 
been leased by the City at an early period as a wharf and could not be 
acquired a t  this date. An agreement was also made with Sir Benjamin 
Avloff, under which 2300 a year was paid for the use of the adjoining 
- -J  , 

1 An original early New River "lease" is preserved at the Guildhall Library, 
M S  0 .  1 .  In this case the " rent" was 51s. per annum for a 6-inch pipe. 

2 A New View of London, by E. Hatton, 1708, p. 785. -- 

3 Anglia Tutanm, P. 27. 
4 Houghton, CoUecliom, No. 234 (Jan. 24,1697). 
6 stow, Chronicle (ed. Strype, 1754), 1. p. 27. 

Ibid., p. 28. 

r copy Deed of Covenant from New River company to the Propriem of the 
London Bridge Water Works in vol. IV. of "MS. Papers Relating to water 
Companies," Guildhall Library, London. 

Chronicha of London B+e, ut mpra, p. 556. 
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site on the river bank, known as Broken Wharf. On this two engines 
were  ork king in 1708'. Thus in 1703 Soames and his partners had the 
City conduits and the London Bridge Water Works under their control, 

they were spending capital freely in developing these various under- 
taking~. In addition, a further supply from Marylebone, originally 
est$olished by the City, was acquired. This conduit had been let, on 

the of the Orphans' act, at an annual rent of 8700, one year 
of which was payable in advance with a fine of 25,650. This price 

found burdensome, and the lessees were discharged from the bargain, 
Soames, thereupon, acquired this undertaking also a t  the Bame rent, but 
without the fine2. 

The capitalization of this extensive system was accomplished by the 
formation of a new company known as the London Bridge Watm Workn 
L'mpuny, the management of which was in the hands of a governor and 
nine assistants. The capital in 1703 was 2150,000, divided into 9M) 
shares of 2500 each. Subsequently, each share was divided into five, 
so that, instead of 300 shares of 2500 each, the number became 1,500 
shares of 2100 each, and this division was continued during the remainder 
of the company's history9 

The energetic management, that had marked the amalgamation of 
the different systems, now united as the London Bridge undertaking, 
was continued. The mains were extended and the Bridge works were 
enlarged. In 1708 there were thirteen engines a t  work, and at  that 
date Goodman's Fields, the Minories, Houndsditch, Whitechapel and 
Birchin Lane were supplied from the Thamest In 1718, and again in 
1743, efforts were made to secure the third arch of the bridge but this 
W% not acquired until 1761, and the lease in this case also was renewed 

to terminate in 20815. In 1765 negotiations were entered into 
for the fifth arch, which were continued for a number of years. 

For a considerable period after the formation of the London Bridge 
Company, i t  appears to have been very successful and to have been a 

rival to the New River. Dividends were announced in the 
of meetings in the London Gazette for 1710: and about 

a reserve fund of Y15,WO nominal in government stocks had been 
This was only 10 per cent. on the capital and was smaller 

Pmportion than the reserve and depreciation funds of the New River 
and Hampstead Aqueducts. 

I Hatton, A View OfLondon, p. 791. : Chronicle (ed. Strype, 1754), I. p. 29. 
Deed of Covenant between the New River company and the Proprietors of the 

Lo:dOn Bridge Water Works, ut wpm. 
A New View qf London, p. 791. 

Chponi~k~ Of London Bridge, p. 556. 
D E.g. Nos. 3962, 4729. ' Ms. Short account of Loodou Bridge Water Works [Goildhall Librsry], t 21. 
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Towards the end of the eighteenth century the company had to face 

the loss of supply from the various conduits, since the collecting areas 
had become converted into building ground by the extension of the 
suburbs. As time went on, the Thames became a less and less desirable 
source of supply; and, when the height of buildings in the city increased 
and water was  required on the higher storeys, the nlachiriery at London 
Bridge was no longer able to generate the power required. For these 
reasons, by 1790, the dividend was 3 per cent. and the price of the 
shares 70. From 1794 to 1797 the dividend fell to 2 per cent., rising 
to 3 per cent. from 1798 to 1811'. After 1810 the demands on the 
company for very large capital outlay, if it was to hold its own, proved 
to be beyond what the shareholders could provide. Not only was more 
powerful machinery required to increase the pressure, but the action of 
the New River company in laying down iron pipes, in place of the 
wooden ones previously in use2, forced other companies either to follow 
its example or work at  a disadvantage. The company was either unable 
or unwilling to adopt any improvements, beyond introducing an iron 
wheel to replace one of the wooden ones of the old type; and, once 
the rebuilding of London Bridge was decided upon, it was seen that 
the company would find i t  difficult to carry on its business. Had it 
decided to stand on its rights, the erection of the new bridge might 
have been considerably delayed, since the company's lease could not 
have been terminated, without compensation, until 420842. On the 
whole, the company was well-advised in the decision i t  came to, namely 
to retire from business, provided it could obtain a fair price for its 
property and rights. The New River company was at this date in a 
strong financial positiotl and, after some negotiation, i t  offered, in 
consideration of the transfer of the greater part of the mains of the 
London Bridge company, to guarantee the same dividend that had been 
paid from 1818 to 1820, namely 2) per cent., during the remaining 
260 years the leases had to run from 1842P. 

Once this covenant had been signed and the property of the company 
disposed of, there was no reason for its continued existence and i t  was 
accordingly dissolved by an act of Parliament 3 George IV. 

Capital 1093, DlviderLda from 1790 

sm7nay of the Capital, Dividends and Prices of Stock, 
London. Bridge Watm Wwks Company. 

Capital Ld150,000 in 1,500 Shares of g100 each. 

Prim Dividends. 
Year 

1790'-1793 
1794-1797 
1798-1811 

1812 
1813--1816 
1816-1817 
1818-1820 
From 1822 

Price of ehares Dividend per 
90 3 

1 Prior to 1790 llumerous dividends were paid. 
2 Guaranteed by New River company until the year 2082. 

1 Reports from Parliamentary Mmittees Session 1821, v. p. 201. 
Vide infra, p. 26. 

3 Deed of Covenant between the New River company and the Proprietors of the 
London Bridge Water Works, ut supra. 
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SECTION 111. THE GOVERNOR AND COMPANY OF 
THE NEW RIVER BROUGHT FROM CHAD- 
WELL AND AMWELL TO LONDON (1609). 

THE foregoing accounts of the Hampstead Aqueducts and London 
Bridge undertakings show the progress of two typical methods of 
supplying London with water ; the former representing the system 
of conveying spring water in pipes from higher ground and the latter 
that of pumping i t  fro111 the Thames. The utility of each was limited, 
i11 the one case by the smallness of the supply and in the other by the 
limited powers of the force-pumps, available in the time of Elizabeth 
and the Stuarts. When i t  is considered that in 1590 the population 
of 1,ondon was 160,000, it will be seen that, even then, i t  had become 
necessary to augment the supply by bringing i t  from a distance]. As 
early as 1577 a plan had been proposed for drawing water from the Lea 
and making a conduit to  bear i t  to London2. Towards the end of the 
reign of Elizabeth the Corporation obtained parliamentary powel-S, 
similar to those contained in the act authorizing the Hampstead 
Aqueducts, enabling i t  to  convey water to the City from any part of 
Middlesex or Hertfordshire3. No record remains of any effort being 
made to formulate a definite scheme, and i t  was not till early in the 
reign of James I. that a possible source of supply was selected and 
consideration given to the engineering problems involved. In 1605 
an act was passed, empowering the Corporation to acquire land, suffi- 
cient to excavate a trench for bringing a fresh stream of running water 
from the springs of Chadwell and Amwell in Hertfordshire. This 

measure provided machinery for the settlement of the price to be paid 
landlords for the ground to be acquired, and i t  bouild the undel-taken 
to provide bridges for the public to cross the canal, where such were 
necebsary4. A survey was made soon afterwards; and, in deference to 
the views of the proprietors through whose lands the cutting was to 

1 Andelason, Annals of rommeree, 11. p. 236. 
2 C'alendur Treaszlry Papers, 1.547-80, p. 569. 
3 Mattl~ews, Hydraulia, ut mpra, p. 43. 

3 James I.,  c. 18. 

be made, i t  Was enacted in 1606 that the stream should be enclosed 

in 
vaultv of stone or brick'. This proviso would have increased 

the cost of the work so much that the Corporation did not avail itself 

of its statutory Powers. 
After a delay of two years, when i t  was recognized that the Cor- 

pration would take no steps in the matter, Hugh Myddelton or 
~ i d d l ~ t ~ n  that, on a transference of the acts being made 
to hirn, he would undertake to construct the required channel, within 
three years fronl the date of the signature of the agreement. Accord- 
ingly, on March B t h ,  1609, a preliminary covenant was executed and 
a more formal indenture on April Rlst of the same year, followed by 
a third dated March %%h, 161 1 a. 

Middleton underestimated the cost of acquiring the land necessary 
for the channel. Although he had coinpulsory powers for taking grourld, 
the owners impeded him in several ways, and many of them endeavoured 
to obtain abnormally high prices for the portions of the estates, pur- 
chased compulsorily. Thus the opposition to the progress of the work 
was "very strong:" indeed in 1610 a bill was promoted in Parlian~ent 
to repeal the acts under which the construction of the channel was 
proceeding. It was objected that the navigation of the river Lea 
would be hindered, mills and meadows decayed and the adjoini~lg lands 
impoverished4. To this i t  was replied that the enterprize would be 
highly beneficial to  the health of the City, in giving wholesome water 
to the poor; i t  would also be advantageous in cleansing the sewers, 
cooling the streets in hot weather, for extinguishing fires, h i d e s  brillg 

"nvenient for cattle5. On the one side i t  was argued that the City 
not have transferred its powers to a private ent~eprprenez~r; while 

"pan the other it was contended that, if he proceeded with the work 
after the Council had refused to undertake it, his success would be all 
the more creditable. Besides, attention was drawn to the injustice to 
which Middleton must be subjected, were the parliamentary powers 
"&"eelled, since he had already expended considerable sums and a t  the 
date of the controve~y was employing 1,700 men6. Though the bill 
W" "Ot Passed, the opposition was sufficiently powerful to muse delay, 

4 Jam- I., C. 12. 
' Matthews, Hydmulia, p. 45 ; London and the Kingdon', by ~qqi t ldd  R. Sbupe, 

18% 11. p. 21. 
COPY of the Charter of the New River mnaparly: Guildhall Library MSS., No. 

lsoy printed in The Lonclon Water Supply, A l&trorpcct and a Survey, by R. Sislcy, 
18gg3 . - Appendix. 

ubje~tions against the New River: MS. Tanner (Bodleian Library), 98, f£ 18, 
"'fhte papers, Domestic, Jarnes I., u x u ~ n .  106. 

Benefi" of the Propaed New River: MS. Tanuer, 98, f. 47. 0 ' 
State of the Case uoucenling the Waferwork : MS. Tanner, 98, f. 113. 
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and on February 87th, 1611, Mddleton was forced to apply for an 
extension of time to complete the work. 

Tne attempts made to impede the p r o p s s  of the enterprize are 
probably net without hearing on the next importent event in the 
history of the New River. This was the executiol~ of agreements on 
Soven~ber ls t ,  1611, and May 2nd, 1612, whereby the Crown, by 
undertaking certain financial responsibilities, a~yuired a irioiety of the 
whole undertaking. There is reason to doubt whether the account, 
given of the iiiotires which led to this transaction, is altogether am- 
plett. It is said that Middleton had found the cost of construction 
much larger than he had expected, and that, after selling shares, his 
resources were exhausted and hence he was compelled to appeal to 
Janies I. for tinancial assistance. I t  will lx shown below that the 

whole original capital expenditure was  surprisingly s~i~all ' ,  and i t  would 
not have been outside the capabilities of even a sniall company. Still 
more significant is i t  that i t  does not appear that Middleton sought 
monetary assistance from the City Coulicil, to  whom i t  niight have 
been expected he would have first applied" Moreover, from the state 
of the Exchequer at this times, i t  is certain that no unhesitating 
reliance could be placed on any financial proniise made by the Crown, 
and therefore, on the whole, i t  seems probable that the main motive 
for the agreeinent was the necessity of securing the intervention of the 
Kirig, in order to orerconle the objections of powerful landowners 
whose estates were to be intersected by the channel. 

The indentures between Janles I. and Middleton ~rovided that the 
latter should convey one-half of the whole enterprize to the Crown; the 
King, on his part, lmderteking to pay Middleton one-half of all the 
outlay already incurred and to provide one-half of such funds as were 
needed to complete the workd. I t  follows then that the whole enter- 
prize was divided into two equal moieties (and similarly the capital 
expenditure from the beginning till completion) and that one of these 
was assigned to the King and the other to Middleton. Further, it 
was  not long before the second moiety was sub-divided into thirty-six 
 arts or shares and these, as will be seen, constituted the New River 
companyS. 

Once the support of James I. had been secured, the constructio~l 
A. 

proceeded rapidly, and the New River water was admitted into the 
reservoir at Islington on Michaelmas Day, 1613. Though the main 

Vide injka, pp. 21, 31. Sharpe, London and the Kingdom, 11. p. 23. 
3 Vide mpra, Part I., Chapter vrr. 
4 Indenture between James I .  and Hug11 Myddletorl, May 2, 1612: State P ~ F ~ ~ J  

Domestic, Close Roll, No. 2,115 (10 James I . ,  I't. 5) .  
6 Vide infra, p. 22. 
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had been finished by this time, Middleton experi- 
enced considerable difficulty in obtaining the calls, due on the King's 
moiety, from the Exchequer. I t  is true that orders were punctually 
made, as each considerable section of the channel was finished1, but a 
considerable period elapsed before all of these were duly honoured, the 
filial payment only having been made on September 88nd, 1617. There 
is conjplete account of the total sums handed to Middleton, which was 
made up in 1631, consisting of sixteen separate payments (the first of 
which was made on August 26th, 1612) varying from &1,000 each down 
to &248. 1 9 ~ .  5@, and amounting in all to 29,268. 9s. 6d.2 This fixes 
the jnitial capital outlay which may be detailed as follows: 

Or;igim~J Capitd Expendittrre on the NEW River. 

i: S. d .  
The King's Moiety ... ... ... ... ... . 9,262 9 U 
The adventurers' moiety, consisting o f  36 shares o f  a par 

value o f  £257. 5s. 99d. each ... ... ... ... 9,262 9 6 

Total o f  both moieties ... ... ... £18,624 19 0 

Considering the later history of the New River, this result appears to . 
be almost ridiculously small. Further too, i t  is n~uch below a number 
of estimates, framed on various bases, about the beginning of the 
nineteenth century. According to the figures, given by the collipany, 
the original cost of construction was a t  least 2500,000, This cal- 
culation was issued in an Addre.ss to O c ~ u ~ ~ e r s  of Houseu, during a 
period of somewhat acute controversy on the water-question3; and, in 
vier of the circumstasces, it would be ~~nreasonnble to expect greater 
exactitude than in the electioneering address of a candidate for a seat 
in the House of Commons. William Matthews, writing in 1835, places 
the original cost between 8100,000 and A?800,0W4. Possibly the excess 
of these estimates, over the actual original expenditure, is accounted for, 
partly by their neglecting the lower scale of wages in the first quarter 
of the seventeenth century, partly too by the tendency to endeavour to 

at  the expense of reconstructing the undertaking, rather than to 

Ireul. Mthe Eschequer Mng p a y m m  ntadc out of h i  Majaslyi Revenue during '"( R e i ~  b June8 I., by  Frederick Devon, 1836, pp. 156, 179, 190. ' 
Papers, Domestic, Charles I . ,  ccr. 2 2 ;  cf .  1,' Ahtract W Brief Ualuru- 

lia, Of the merit State of hi8 Maje~tics & m u ,  with the Aslignutirms and Deji,lrutM~* 
the h%, 1661, p. 15; Hbtory @England, l(tO3-16, hy S. R. Gardiner (edition 

11. p. 420. 
3 - 

R e ~ t 8 / r ~ ~ &  ParJiatnenlury Cbm~tbittee~, Sessioa 1821, v. p. 75 .  
M a t t l l e ~ ~ ,  HydrauIia, p. 57. ' h e r e  is a calculation, starting from the trnns 

Of the wigl lment  o f  the Ki~lg's nioiety t o  l l iddlrtu~r in 1631, in "Papers relating t o  
water Companies" at the Guildhall Library, vol. IV . ,  which estimates that the value 
Of the at that time, for tlir purpose o f  this transfer, war taken at £280. 
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discover the outlay on making i t  as i t  was in 1613, from which date 
ollwards large sums were disbursed in improvements. However this 

Inay be, i t  is inip)rtant to notice that the original capital expenditure 
of 218,524. 19.9. can be supported to some extent from contemporary 
and illdependent sources. Taking the number of men employed by 
Middleton, the time of construction and the rate of wages, the sum so 
arrived at, as spent on labour, would leave an ample margin to nleet 
the cost of the acquisition of land and other expenses. Further, thew 

is the psitive infonsatiolr that the whole expenditure on the first ten 
lniles of the New River was 23,0001. This was approximately one- 

(inarter of the total length, but i t  is to be remembered that land would 
rise in value nearer to the city, and that provision must be made for 
the supply of oiains and service pipes, alw for the loss of time before 
.Janies I. countenanced the undertaking, so that, allowing for these 
considerations. the recorded figure of 218,524.19s. wol~ld, on this basis, 
just about suffice for the completed enterprize. 

Not only was the assistance of James I. important in enabling the 
New River to be finished, hut i t  was helpful in many ways during the 
earliest years of its history. 011 the one hand he supported the venture 
in which he was interested; while, on the other, he discouraged rival 
concerns. Further, the citizens were urged to use the New River water 
in their houses, and in 1617 the King again aided the partners of 
Middleton in certain transactions relating to a water-house at  Ilow-gate, 
besides impeding another source of supply, which had been proposed 
a t  Southwark2. A more signal mark of the royal favour was manifested 
1)y the grant of a charter of incorporation on June 2lst, 1619. This 

docninent is unique, since i t  was obvious that James I. could not in- 
corporate himself, and therefore i t  applies only to the thirty-six original 
shares irito which Middleton's moiety was divided. The owners of 
these ron~prised the corporation which was entitled the Gouermr and 
Company of the New River brought from C'hadrd and Amwell to 
London. This grant recapitulates and confirms the powers, conferred 
on the City, and sanctions the transfer of them to Middleton. In the 

preamble, i t  is explained thst, by reas011 of diHiculties and delay, the 
charge had been greater than w a s  expected and that Middleton had 
been forced to assunie partners. Although the New River water had 
been av~ilable fur some years, the supplying of i t  had not as yet yielded 
the profits anticipated, " partly from expenses daily arising far grater  
and heavier than were expected, partly from want of .government.x 

1 The State of the Case concerning the Waterwork: MS. Tanner, 98, f. 11% 
The same statement (i.e. that the first 10 miles cost £3,000) also occurs i n  the 
Repertory of the (lity, vzdt! Sharpe, London and the Kingdom, 11. p. 22. 

2 A History of Bicafe  Rill I~gislrrtion, by F. Cliffortl, 1887, 11. pp. 73, 74. 

It was, ostensibly, to remedy the latter defect that the charter was 
It ordained that the officials of the company should consist 

of a governor, deputy-governor and a treasurer. A t  all general meet- 
ings five shareholders or adventurers constituted a quorum. I t  was 

declared that no person or persons, other than the company, might 
bring any river to London," without its consent1. In 1621 a bill ,,, promoted to confirm the privileges of the company. Another 

wm made in 1623, and again in 1642, to obtain parliamentary 
,nctioll of the transfer of the powers granted to the City, but without 
s I I c ~ e ~ ~ ' .  

The earliest information of the return from the New River consists 
of the income received by the Crown on its moiety in 1623, which 
amounted to &3963. This would give a dividend of a little over 2 9  
on each adventurer's share, being a yield of under 4 per cent. on the 
original nominal value; that is only about one-third of the return 
which might have been expected on an investment of a similar degree 
of risk. Though exact particulars are not procurable, i t  can be shown 
that income had accrued since 1615, for as early as that date there 
were arrears of water-rents. The next light obtainable on the financial 
status of the concern covers the years immediately preceding 1631. 
Charles I. had now entered on his career of personal government and, 
owing to his difficulties with Parliament, was anxious to "improve" 
his revenue. Most of the "branches" were investigated, in order to 
discover where an increase might be obtained, and. amongst these, was 

the King's moiety in the New River. First of all, the cost of this 
investment was ascertained, and i t  is from the itemized account that 

the original expenditure is arrived at4. Further, the income was ex- 
amined and, though the statement (if one was prepared, as is probable) 
has not been discovered, certain deductions founded on i t  are extant. 
h e  nrrean fro111 1615 to 1630 were very large, being as much 
=@9580- 08. M. in sixteen years. Thus the Crown had lost temporarily 
one-half of this (or P1,290. Oa. 4d.), or a t  the average rate of about 
285 Per annum. Wtrther, since the King's moiety did not form part 
of 

Proarty of the conlpasyy, a special surveyor was appointed to 
represent the Crown, who was paid 2100 a year. The income received 
(presunlably aftrr providing for this charge) 'ldid not come one year 

Charter, ut wpra. 
Jmnalr q t h e  Hauc of Co~t~rnas, I. pp. 61 l, 727, 11. p. 554. 
"tfi Papers, Domestic, Jamea I., CLVIII. 59; Oardiner, Hbtory, 1628-37 

(l"'), 11. p. 3.14. The King's moiety wa. subject to r charge of £100 for 
a s u r v e ~ ~ r ,  but it is to be inferred thst the revenue in the text is the income taforr 
d4uctioll of t ~ l i a  expellm 
' mjwa, p. 21. 
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with another to 6300,'' so that, while the accounts showed a credit 
of approximately 6485 in favour of the Crown, the amount of the 
arrears and the expense of the surveyor reduced the nett income to 
about 8300. In view of these considerations, Charles I. expressed a 
wish that Middleton should cc reduce his moiety into a constant revenue." 
The adopted, to effect this object, was an inpnious one. The 
Crown conveyed its moiety to Middleton by a grant dated November 
15th, 1631; Middleton, on his part, guaranteeing the Crown an a~~no i ty  
of 2500. Middleton intended to  subdivide this moiety into thirty-sin 
shares and to charge these with an equal proportion of the annuity. 
Therefore the position in 1031 was that each of these new shares would 
be subject to a liability of 213. 179.94d.; whereas the average dividend. 
on the adventurers' shares for some years before, had been only about 
1 .  . d .  In order to provide an immediate prospect of some in- 
come for the purchasers of the shares, into which the King's moiety 
was to  be divided, i t  was further agreed that the Cmwn should grant 
t o  Middleton all the arrears due to it, and these were to become the 
property of the new shareholders'. Since further the annuity was 
guaranteed by Middleton, personally, i t  was  charged on all the shares 
he possessed a t  the time the arrangement was made. It happened that 
some of the shares in the King's moiety had been already sold and so 
escaped this charge, known as the " King's Clog," which waii levied on 

998 King's shares" and 14 " Adventurers' shares." Thus, while the 

clog was levied in this manner-on most of the " King's" and on some 
of the adventurers' shares-the former class as a whole continued to 
be outside the incorporation, that is, for instance, without powers of 

-voting for the election of officials. 
The speculation of taking the risk of providing the annuity to 

the Crown of g500 was soon justified by results. The population of 
London was increasing, and was returned a t  700,000 in 1636s. The 

dividend on adventurers' shares had been only 6143  in 1635 but i t  had 
risen to PJ3 in 1640. 

With regard to the financial history of the company, i t  is thus 
evident that the disposal of the King's moiety constituted a turning 
point in its progress. 'Phe same remark is true of the legal status, 
though in this case the turning was in the reverse direction. During 
the reign of Jamw I., the company had enjoyed a full measure of royal 
support, but in the time of Charles I. and the Civil Wars, i t  had to 
encounter the opposition of the heads of the State. James I. had 
discouraged rival schemes, while Charles I. fostered and encouraged - 

1 State. Papers, Domestic, Warrant Bonk, No. 30, Grant to Middletou, NOV. 1~5, 
1631. Londinopolis, by James Howell, 1657, p. 403. 

3 Omitting shillingvl ar~d pence. 
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them. 
~ h ~ ~ ,  in 1631-the year of the sale of his moiety-he em- 

owered ~ d ~ ~ ~ d  ~t radl ing  and his partners to convey spring water 
P from fioddesdon in Herts., subject to an annual payment of 24,000 
to the crown l, and in the same year he made a grant to Edward Main- 

(whose name is associated with a scheme for supplying Chester 
, i t h  water) to raise a lottery for a new water undertaking a t  London2. 
Again in 1641 there were two rival proposals for conveying water to 
London from Hertfordshire, neither of which appears to have been 

S. 

The most successful period of the operations of the New River 
company, during the first hundred years of its history, was that from 
the Great Fire up to the formation of numerous rival companies in 
1698-3. One effect of the Great Fire was to injure the conduits, 
which had afforded a free, if scanty supply previously. In the rebuild- 
ing, owners of new houses would be ready, even anxious, to have 
supply-pipes laid in. When this opportunity came to the proprietors 
of water-supply undertakings, the New River alone was prepared to 
take advantage of it. The prudent financial methods adopted had 
placed the company in a strong position, while its few rivals were in 
embarrassed circumstances. The owners of the London Bridge works, 
for instance, found i t  an arduous matter to rebuild their pumping- 
station, without trying to extend their mains4. Another conlpany or 
partnership, of which Sir William Smith and Sir John Hooke were 
members, had been competing with the New Hirer company; and it 

ordered on September h d ,  1668, by the Privy Co~~neil that a 
committee should fix a scale of reasonable rates, so that neither under- 

taking should undersell the other. After more than a month no 
aPPeamnce had been made by Smith, and the New River company 

that this delay had hindered the laying of mains$. By 
1680 the dividend had increased to 6145. 18. &l. per share: this being 
about times the amount paid in 1635 and four times that of 1640. 
" me''tion of the price of the shares has been discovered relating to 
this time, 

i t  would appear that any shares sold from 1680 to 16w 
may have changed hands a t  about &4,5,500. A t  this price, the dividend, 
lPquired give a moderate return, would need to have been higher 
than that paid in 1680, but there is every reason to expect that i t  
'Ontinued to increase till about 1693. 

TL 
IL Was not long before the great growth in London water companies, 

towards the close of the seventeenth century, began to affect the profits 

' xx.  p. 246. : papers, Domestic, Charles I., CIIIXYII. 46; C'abndar, 162941, p. 553. 
Hydmuliu, p. 32. 

' v'h W P ~ O ,  p. 12. "4dd. MS. (Brit. Jlun.) 16,868, f. 184. 
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of the New River company. The York Buildings undertaking had 
been established in 1675 and was transferred to a company in 1690. 
In the latter year, the Shadwell company was incorporated, and about 
1692 the Hampstead Aqueducts and City Conduits were rebuilt by 
progressive companies. The remodelling of old sources of supply by 
Soames and the eventual amalgamation of these and the London Bridge 
works in l701 were especially dangerous. He gave his consumers 

very favourable terms, and it is recorded that the effect of this keell 
competition had been to produce a great fall in the shares of the New 
River company1. In 1698 a price of about 24,000 a share is mentionec], 
and in 1700 there is record of a dividend of 2211 per share being paid. 
In 1708 the shares were spoken of as "being somewhat more valuable," 
than had been the case recently, and the price then was about 4,500 
guineas 2. 

From 1700 to 1720, the profits appear to have been fairly steady; 
or, if there was a fall, i t  had been recovered a t  the later date, but, 
in view of the increase of building about London, i t  is a significant 
coniinentary on the effects of competition that the dividend of 1720 
exceeded that of l700 by less than 23. Thus in forty years from 1640 
to 1680 the dividend had quadrupled, in the twenty years from 1680 
to 1700 i t  was increased by one-half, and in the same period from 1700 
to l720 by only one-seventieth3. The next price obtainable after 1730 
was mentioned in 1739 and i t  was 25,250. A great part of the 
increase, over that recorded in 1708, is to be attributed to the fall in 
the general rate of interest on capital. 

The competition of the water coinpanies, a t  the beginning of the 
eighteenth century, no doubt brought better terms to the consumer, 
but in another respect he suffered considerably. The Londoner of the 
present day makes many complaints, concerning the disturbance of the 
streets through repairs of water, gas and electric mains, but the state 
of the thoroughfares, owing to repairs of pipes two hundred years 
ago, must have been sor~~ething which a t  present i t  is difficult even to 
imagine. All mains, a t  that time, were made of wood, generally of 
the trunks of elm trees, to  which leaden service pipes were coni~ected. 
The extreme life of these woodell pipes did not exceed twenty yean, 
so~~ietinles i t  was as little as three years. I t  often happened that the 

company, prior to 1810, had to lay oyer twenty miles of mains in a 
year. Another peculiarity of early water-supply arose out of the fact. 
that i t  was difficult to  obtain tree-trunks that would give a sufficient 
bore and i t  became necessary to lay several sets of mains in the 
ssnle street. When a leak occurred, all of these had to be examined. 

1 Anglk  Tutamen, p. 27. 2 Hatton, A New View of hndon ,  p. 792. 
3 pride in&, squnwrury of' Capital and Divideads, p. 31. 
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a,ld sometimes a much a* 100 yds. of roadway was opened up for 

nearly R month. To modem idea3 this would be unbearable in a 
clistrict, Served by a single company ; but wheil the undertakings, 
formed in the reign of William III., were competing for consumers, 

it 
that two or even more companies would lay mains in 

the salne street. When all these were subject to the same rapid rate 
of depreciation, but requiring renewal a t  different times, the streets 
wel.e probably more often opened up than available for traffic. The 
corIlpanies too suffered from their defective mains, as i t  was estimated 
thnt, of the water that was delivered into the mains, only about 75 per 
,,,,t. found its way into the cisterns of consumers. 

In order that the relation of companies to the water-supply of 
Lolldon may not be left in a fragmentary condition, i t  is necessary to 
continue the history of the New River company beyond the year 1720. 
That epoch, so full of disaster or a t  least of change for the companies 
of the time, left the bona f i e  water companies almost unaffected. It 
is true that, for reasons explained elsewhere', the York Buildings 
company was made a medium of extensive speculation; but this was 
attributable to its character of a land-development, rather than to that 
of a water company. Besides the New River and the York Buildings 
companies, there were the London Bridge, the Hampstead Aqueducts, 
the Shadwell and St  Paul's, the Chelsea companies and a number of 
private undertakings. Of these the niost important were the New 
River and the 1,ondon Bridge companies, but i t  would be a great 
lllistake to suppose that the former occupied the leading position that 

it held at  the end of the nineteenth century. On the contrary, the 
general opinion in the time of William 111. and Queen Anne was that 
the London Bridge company, as reorganized by Soames, was the chief 
"ater company. Allowing for the fact, that much of the capital outlav 
On the city conduits, incorporated into this system, had been borne b i  
the corporation for which the company paid interest in the form of 
rent, it is probable that the whole capital expenditure on this under- 
taking was larger than that on the New River. I t  had the advantage 

at *east eight different sources of supply, which tended to dilxrinish 
the 

of laying pipes, and the management had the reputation of 
being far-seeing and less exacting than that of the older company. 
Thus it required about a century for the New Hiver to thoroughly 

itself, and i t  W= only after the first quarter of the nineteenth 
century that the remarkable improvenmnt irs dividelld and price of the 

began. .-. 
be 

'"he recent appreciation in the shares, as a species of property, has 
so remarkable that one loses bight of the slow steps by which it 

1 C'& i~&z, Divisiol~ xrr., Sectiou 2 n. 
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has been reached, and the large number of causes which contributed 
to this result. Besides, the development of the undertaking in the 
nineteenth centurv was conditioned by its history in the eighteenth. 
The position of the supply of London, north of the Thames in 1720, 
was instructive. There were four companies and sereral individualr 
authorized to lay pipes and provide water. Each of them was subject 
to conlpetition from one or more of its rivals, and i t  is doubtful 
whether the gain in cheapness to the consumer compensated for the 
inconveniellce of the general public. Unless each undertaking was 
content to confine itself to a comparatively small area, there was bound 
to be competition until the stronger company had absorbed its rivals. 
The struggle between the chief combatants lasted for over a hundred 
years, and, before i t  was finally concli~ded, a new era of strife began 
in the nineteenth century. The conditions that made for success in 
the competition of the eighteenth century were partly natural advan- 
tages and partly skill in management, including prudent finance. 'L'he 
New River company was favourably situated in respect to its supply, 
but not remarkably so. The New River proper, that is the springs 
conveyed from Chadwell and Amwell, could not long have sufficed for 
the growing demands made upon them. The wisdom of the committee 
was shown in the early supplementing of the original supply by a new 
one, drawn from the Lea, and, by this acquisition, the company not 
only strengthened its position but made i t  difficult for its competitors 
to tap new sources on the north of London. Then in respect to capital 
resources, the New River and Hampstead Aqueducts acted prudently 
in placing themselves in a strollg financial position, the York Building~ 
company emerged from its speculative operations almost in a bankrupt 
condition; and the London Bridge, while forming some reserve, had 
not made such liberal allocations to it as the two older companies 
had done. 

During the fifty years after 1720 (i.e. up to 1770) the Xew River 
company just held its own. In that long interval the dividend improved 
from $214. 15s. 7hd. paid in 1720 to 2255. 13s. 1ld.l in 1770-an 
increase which was probably less than proportionate to the ,rowth of 
population in its district. But although no gain in profitableness 

beell made, commensurate with the extension of building, all the con- 
ditions were in existence for great future developments a t  the expense of 
rival concerns. The New River conipaily was iri a position to increase 
its supply with the growth of demand, whereas its competitors were not. 
The extension of the suburbs rendered some of the sprillgs no longer 
&vailable ; and, as time went on, water pumped from the Thames became 

1 The dividends paid from 1770 to 1827 are given in I l tpor ts  from ~arl iamef iu~Y 
Con~mi t tee~ ,  Session 1821, v. p. 206 ; ibid., Session 1828, vrrr. p. 55. 
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less and less desirable. Therefore, towards the close of the eighteenth 
not only did the New Hiver obtain the custom of most of the 

new co,,sume~ in competitive areas, but it drew away business from some 
of the other co111~)ailies. The effect of these causes is shown both in the 
crrowth of the New River dividend and (where information is available) 
B in the (Iecline of the competing undertakings. I t  required fifty years 
for the dividend on New River shares to increase (at 1770) by 240, 
but in the eleven years from 1770 to 1781 it advanced by nearly 290, 

in other words the increase in eleven years was twice what i t  had 
been in the fifty. Bp 1788 the distribution per share was , 

over 2400, and in 1794 i t  was more than double what i t  had been 
in 1720, or more than half as much again as that paid in 1770. 
q-he highest payment in this series was made in 1805, when i t  was 
yt86. 0.9. Ohd. 

After 1805 the dividend remained over 2400 until 1811. In the 
latter year, there was an abrupt fall from 2465.0s. 64d. to 2882.12s. 93d. 
The next year, 1812, the distribution was &22O. 12s. 4$d., in 1813 
6113. 18s. 74d. and in 1814 only 223. 4s. 7d. The latter return was 
probably the lowest for a t  least a century and was caused by a con)- 
bination of circumstances. 111 l810 the conipany had begun to replace 
its woodell pipes by iron ones, and a t  the same time there was fresh 
competition from newly formed companies. That of the East London 
company, which had beell incorporated in 1807, was specially severe, 
and the fight was waged so fiercely, on both sides, that a series of 
I'arliamentary (:ommissions were necessary to adjust the differences. 

Although the events from 1810 to 1820 involved a temporary 
reduction of the dividend, they eventually resulted in the great success 
of the New River company. The completion of the recently in- 
corporated ~lndertakings led to the assigning of a general sphere of 
telritory to each surviving company, while the joint effect of netv 

outlay on iron mains and the excess of rivalry had been to 
embarnam those, that were weakest, of the older companies. Of these 
the least stable was the York Buildings company. Its directors, sins 
1719, ]lad never paid much attention to the waterworks, their specu- 
latiolls in land had failed, and by 1802 the debts so contracted had 

liquidated. The water-supily undertaking, had long bee11 let 011 
lease; and when, in 1818, the New River coinpany had an opportusity of 
arrallgin(: with the proprietors, i t  was decided to take advantage of it. 
l'he 'greenlent made provided for the leasing of the York Buildings 
"ldertakillg by the New River company for 2,000 yeals, on consideration 
Of the latter paying an annuity of 2250. 18s. W. to the holders of 

York Buildings securitiesl. 

Vide injki, Division xn., Section 2 A. 
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When i t  was decided to rebuild London Bridge, the New River 
company acquired the London Bridge company's goodwill in 1822, 
by paying an annuitay of 223,750 (or 24 per cent. on the stock) for 
the 260 years remaining of the lease granted by the City1. Having 
made this arrangement, the New River company executed sub-contracts 
with the East London company and the propl*ietors of the Southwark 
Waterworks, which relieved i t  of &l,220 of the guaranteed annuity. 
111 consideration of transferring to the East London company as mu& 
of the goodwill of the Lolldo11 Bridge undertaking as fell within the 
district of the former, the New River company received g160 of the 
annuity, payable to the London Bridge shareholders, froni the East 
London company. 011 similar conditions, the proprietors of the South- 
wark works undertook to pay 21,060 of the annuity, so that the 
balance to be obtained by the New River company was only 22,530. 

The last of the early companies to be acquired by the New River 
company was the Hampstead Aqueducts, which was leased in 1859. 
This undertaking had remained in a sufficiently strong financial position 
to be able to increase its supply by sinking a well in 18332. Its 
dividend had improved steadily from 1801, and the New River company 
found i t  necessary to undertake to make a considerable increase on the 
dividerids immediately before the transfer. The total annuity now 
payable to the Hampstead Aqueducts shareholders is 23,500. This 
yields &5. 10s. for,the original 2 2 0  share, or 274 per cent. As shown, 
however, in the account of this companys, the true return is considerably 
less than this, owing to all capital expenditure, after the fornlation of 
the company, having been provided from undivided profits. 

Some years prior t o  the acquisitioll of the Hanipstead Aqueducts, 
the New River system, as a modern water-supply undertaking, had 
been welded together. The grant of a private act (which for the 
first time brought the company under direct ~arliamentary sanction) 
in 1852 may be taken as the outward sign of a new ~ e r i o d  in the 
interesting history of this organization, which falls outside the scope 
of this work4. 

l'ide mpra, pp. 8-10. 
For the sake of completeness i t  may be added that the water-supply urlder- 

taking, under the Metropolitan Water Act of 1902, has been acquired by the 
Metronolitar~ \Vater Board. T l ~ e  company still exists to administer certain rea1 
property, which was not i ~ l c l u d d  in this sale. 
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Summary of Capital, Dividends and Prices of Shares. 

Capital. 
;E S. d. 

&i,$& outlay, 1607-15. 
The King's moiety (converted in l631 into 36 KingPS 

shares) ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0,262 9 6 
The adventurers' moiety, consisting of 36 shares of an 

original nominal value of S257. .5s. 98d. each, which 
were incorporated in 1619 as the New River 
Company ... ... ... ... ... ... 9,262 9 6 

Total original outlay ... ... ... &!18,524 19 

Diz~idends and Prices of Shareu. 

Dividend on an adventurer's share, Price of an 
Year not subject to the " clog" adventurer's share 

8 .  d. 
l623 About 9 0 t i  - 

? 1630 ,, 11 2 3l 
1833 11 l 9  1% - 
1 B35 14 14 31 
l640 83 2 8 3  - 
1680 14.5 1 8 - 
1698 - about $34,0004 
1700 211 16 7f6 - 
1708 - 4,.500 guineas6 
1720 214 l 5  7h7 - 
1727 5,000 guineas 
1739 £5,2509 
1754 - about $35,00010 
1770 258 13 11" S6,7OO12 

bride 8UprU, p. 24. 
History of the Parish ofSt May,  Islircgton, by S. Lewis, 1842, p. 468. In 1634 

.uffi~iellt arrears had been collected to enable 83. 48. 2d. per share to be paid oe 
"":nunt of these. 

History of the Parish of St Mary, Islington, by John Nelson, 1811, p. 166. 
~4 co],y ofthe several c@javits and other proo$i of the largeness and richnes8 
mine8 q f t h  lute Sir Curbey Price, p. 2. 

I History, ut suyra. 8 Hattoll, d iVew View oflondou, p. 792. 
Nelson, History of. ..Islington, p. 166. 

1fJ 
Hhtory, ut supra. 9 blaitland, History @'London, p. 629. 

,. Ibid., p. 1270. 
" & ~ r G / m n ,  Parliamentary committees, Session 1828, VIII. p. 65. h w i s  gives 

t''e:ivi'lelld on a King's share in 1766 as S154. 
Hietoy, ut supra. 
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SECTION IV. OTHER LONDON WATER-SUPPLY 
UNDERTAKINGS. 

THE GOVERNOR AND COMPANY OF THE WATERWORK AND 
WATEK-HOUSES IN SHADWELL (patent 1681, incorporated 
1691). 

THE BOROUGH WATERWORKS, SOUTHWARK (founded about 
1690). 

MARCHMONT'S WATERWORKS (1694). 
SAVORY'S WATERWORKS (about 1708). 

BESIDES the various companies already mentioned, there were some 
other undertakings which, in the fifty years prior to 1720, supplied 
water to certain districts in London. 

One of these was the Shadwell company which was originated by 
Thomas Neale, who about 1681 obtained a patent authorizing him to 
construct waterworks a t  Shadwell to supply the manors of Stepney and 
East Smithfield1. Neale, unlike some other patentees, had devoted 
himself to the work for which he had obtained privileges; and, by 1691, 
he had not only erected works and laid pipes into the East London 
district, but had, by " costly experiments," found out an improved 
method of supplying Southwark with water, 16sweet and clear2." In 
the following year, he obtained a private act incorporating himself and 
his partners in the Shadwell undertaking, with the usual privileges, 
S the Gonernor a d  Company of th waterwork and water-housfs ifl 
Shadwell, with the right of eleetillg a governor and twenty-four 
assistants3 In 1754 the supply was drawn from the Thames by mean5 
of two steam-engines and distributed by mains of 7 in. bore4. ~oward '  

1 &port# Hist. MSS. Corn., XI"., Pt.  6 ,  p. 33;  J o u d  of the House of ComnwW "' 
p. 679. 

2 State Papers, Domestic, Petition Entry Book, I .  p. 176; CUknda~, 1680-1' 
p. 407. 

Reports Hi.ut. A*lS8S. Corn., XI\,., Pt. 6 ,  p. 33. 
4 Maitland, History of london, p. 1272. 

the end of the eighteenth century, the same causes that had injured 
other undertakings, which drew water from the Thames, affected this 

and, besides, its business was injured by the West .Ham 
c~~npallY colnpany, ; that i t  became necessary to make a call on the proprietors1. 

For a number of years the undertaking was in an embarrassed condition 
and its busilless was finally taken over by the East London company. 

~~~l~~~ petition, offering to supply Southwark with water, shows 
that, at the beginning of the reign of William III., i t  was considered 
there was still room for a water company south of the Thames. A t  
the time the City authorities were disposing of the right to supply 

districts, an offer had been made by a group of partners for the 
of working in this district a t  a fine of g550  and a rent of 

g250 a year, but they failed to find water and retired from the enter- 
prize2. Thereupon ITilliam Gulston took a lease of the south arch of 
London Bridge and erected water-houses, besides laying great numbers 
of and trunks." In 1691 he was supplying the parishes of 
~t Olave and St Saviour, and he petitioned for powers authorizing him 
to open streets for the laying of pipes3. On August 28th a warrant 
was signed for the preparation of a bill, granting him these powers4. 
In 1770 a steam-engine was erected to improve the pumpings, and in 
1822 a portion of the goodwill of the London Bridge company was 
leased by the New River company to the proprietors of these workse. 

In 1708 the inventor Savory had a steam-engine a t  work, which 
supplied a part of Southwark7. 

A somewhat interesting undertaking was one founded in 1694 by 
Hllgh Marchant, Marchmont or Merchant, Craven Howard and a 
number of other persons, who had obtained the right of using all 
common sewers within the Bills of Mortality, excepting those in the 

to generate power for the pumping of water from the Thames. 
The rent payable was five nobles a gear for 99 years8. By January Sth, 
1696, the partners had erected pumping-houw near Tom's Coffee 

at  St Martin's Lane and Hartshorn Lane in the Strand" and they 
petitioned for the right to lay ~ ipes .  In 1754 the power derived from 
the 

was supplemented by a windmill a t  Tottenham Court Road 
and, a t  that date, the company owned three mains of 6 inches 

and 
and i t  was in a position to divide profits to the memberslO. 

l Ohaer~iona on the Eal&l&hmnt p/. ATeu, Water Wmka Cornpaniu (Guildhall 
Library ). 

2 Stow, Chronicle (ed.  Strype, 1754), p. 29. 
Papei-~, Domestic, W i l l .  and Mary, Petition Entry Book, I .  p. 178; 

1690-1, D. 409. 
4 ; I b id . ,  H. 0: warrant Book, "1. p. 165; Calendar, 1690-1, p. 503. 

q f h n d m  Bridge, p. 567. 
8upru, p. 30. 7 Hatton, A New View of london, p. 797. : State h p e r s ,  Domestic, Will. and Mary, Petition Entry Book, 

p. 97. Maitland, History of l a d o n ,  p. 1268. 
10  bid. 

Q 111. 3 
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SECTION V. WATER-SUPPLY UNDERTAKINGS IN 
PROVINCIAL TOWNS. 

CHESTER. P. Mainwaring and others (1634). 
NEWCASTLE. William Gray (1646). 

" Folly Waterworks " (1680). 
W. Soulesby (1694). 
W. Yarnold (1697). 

DERBY. G. Sorocold (1693). 
LIVERPOOL. Water Company (1695). 

Cleave Moore (1709). 

OUTSIDE London there was considerable activity in the supplying 
of towns with water. As early as 1634, there is a record that Philip 

Mainwaring (who had a scheme for a London undertaking') was 
intercsted, with others, in a water company a t  Chester2. 

There is also fairly complete inforn~ation as to the early supply of 
Newcastle-on-Tyne. In 1583 the town was supplied by three conduits, 
but by 1647 there was great scarcity, owing to one of these having 
been declared dangerous to health, and the springs that fed the others 

having been impaired by the sinking of coal shafts3. On July 26th, 

1657, the Corporation agreed to grant certain waste land, known as 
King's Dykes, to William Gray, in return for "his conveying water 
from his conduit in Psndon Bank to Sand-Gate4." Evidently this 

measure only provided a temporary relief, for in 1671 i t  was necessary 
for the magistrates to prohibit the use of taps in private houses. In 

1680 Cuthbelt Dikes proposed to s~ipply the whole town by means of 
an engine pumping water from the Tyne. This engine war erected 
outside the Sand-gate6. Cuthbert Dikes formed a company to carry 

1 Vide supra, p. 25. The Christian name of  the promoter o f  the London scheme 
is entered in the grant as " Edward," but there is reason to  believe that the person, 
referred to  in the text,  is intended. 

State Papers, Domestic, Charles I . ,  CCLXIII .  7 ; Calendar, 1633-4, p. 513. 
3 History of the Trade and Manufactures of the Tyxe, Wear and Tees, 1863, 

p. 190. 
The Hiotnry and Antiqzcitka of the Town of Newcmtle, by John Brand, 1 7 8 9 , ~ .  

p. 443. 
Ibid., p. 444. 

out his agreement with the magistrates and started operations, i t  is 
said, with a subscribed capital of 23,5001. The water supplied was 
not acceptable to the townspeople, and the undertaking was described 
as the "Folly Waterworks." The company transacted business for a 
nnmber of years, and then leased its works to William Yar~lold for 
g 4 0  a year. On the failure of Yarnold's venture, the company resumed 
possession and carried on the concern until the great frost of 1739, 
when the works suffered severely, and the prospects were not sufficiently 
encouraging to lead the proprietors to incur the expense of making the 
extensive repairs which were necessarya. In 1827 the minute books of 
the company were still in existence, but all attempts to trace them 
have faileds. 

In 1694 there were fresh complaints of the scarcity of water, and 
the Council treated with William Soulesby for conveying a supply 
from springs a t  Castle hazes4. In 1697 William Yarnold, who was 
known as the inventor of a pumping engine, brought a scheme before 
the Council, and on October 11th an agreement was made with him, 
which provided that, on his supplying the town with good wholesome 
drinking water, he should receive a lease for 300 years, a t  138. 4d. per 
annum, of all waste ground, outside the city walls but within the liberties 
of the town. The Corporation also granted him full powers of laying 
pipes, but subject to the rights of existing undertakings. Yarnold's 
scheme was to sink wells and raise the water by means of his engine, 
which was capable of raising 120 tons of water 300 feet in an hour6. 
The site, chosen for the wells, was a t  a place known as Waterworks 
Farm, about three miles from Newcastle ; and, as the land required was 
outside the jurisdictioil of the Corporation, i t  became necessary to apply 
for parliamentary powers, which were obtained in 1698-g6. Yarnold 
discovered good water and succeeded in conveying it to the City in 
elm-wood pipes. He found, however, that the supply failed in the 
summer, and he was forced to rent the Folly Works. Yarnold ulti- . - 

mately sold the undertaking, which was acquired by a new company 
formed in 1734'. 

Mention is made in 1693 of the enterprise of George Sorocold for 
supplying Derby with water and a t  that date niains and service pipes 
were being laid. Houghton says that i t  was probable "this supply 
would be much useds." 

H k t .  of the Trade of the Tyne, p. 190. !A Ibid., p. 191. 
Descriptive Account of Newcastle-on-Tyne, by  E. Mackenzie, 1827, p. 725. 
Brand, History, ut silpra, I .  p. 445. 

"don Gazette, No. 3581, March 4 ,  1700. 
Statutes, VII. p. 450. 7 Hist. of the Trade of the Tyne, p. 191. 
Colkctim, NO. 37, April 21, 1693. 
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The wave of industrial activity, that was so marked about London 
from 1690 to 1695, extended to Scotland and the provinces. In 1695 
a group of "men from London" undertook to supply Liverpool with 
drinking water, obtaining from the Corporation a lease empowering 
them to lay pipes for 100 years. They failed to accomplish the project, 
and in 1709 Sir Cleave Moore proposed to bring water from Bootle. 
An act was obtained authorizing the acquisition of lands, but Moore 
failed to float the company, which was to provide the necessary capital1. 
During the remainder of the eighteenth century, Liverpool was " scantily 
supplied " with water by the agency of water carriers2. 

1 Hhtory of the Comtnerce and Town of Liwrpool, by  Thomas Baines, 1862, pp. 
349, 360. 

a The History of Liwrpool, 1810, p. 208. 

DIVISION VII. 

POSTAL AND BTREET-LIGHTING COMPANIES. 



SECTION I. COMPANIE8 FOR THE CONVEYANCE 
OF LETTERS AND PARCELS. 

THE UNDERTAKERS FOR REDUCING THE POSTAGE OF LETTERS 
TO HALF THE FORMER RATES (1651-3). 

THE UNDERTAKING OF THE PENNY POST (1680-2). 

AFTER the Civil Wars, there was a considerable increase in the 
demand for postal facilities. Up to the end of the reign of Charles I., 
the service had not proved self-supporting ; but, when Edmund Prideaux, 
who had been appointed Post-master in 1644, had been in ofice for a 
few years, he claimed that not only had the posts been augmented but 
that they were maintained without a subsidy. Though improvements 
harl been eff'ected, the service was not sufficient for the needs of the 
time, and in 1649 the Common Council of the City of London estab- 
lished a postal service to Scotland. The reason given for this step 
was the infrequency of Prideaux' mails, which were only collected once 
a week'. A t  this period the control of private correspondence by the 
State was considered of great importance, in order that information 
might be obtained as to the state of feeling in the country; and, on 
the petition of Prideaux to the Council of State, the City post was 
suppressed2. 

In order to secure his monopoly, Prideaux had been compelled to 
produce a statement of the revenue he derived from the posts, with the 
result that the House of Comnlons exacted a rent of P5,000 a year from 
him. The imposition of this annual payment, on the farmer, meant the 
continuance of rates, which might otherwise have been reduced, had the 
State made the latter alternative a condition in the renewal of its contract 
with Prideaux. It appears, then, that the standard charge for a letter 
would have remained a t  6d. during the continuance of this farm. 
A new phase of the situation came into existence through the formation 
of a partnership, consisting at  first of Clement Oxenbridge, Richard 

The History of the Post Ogice, by Herbert Joyce, London, 1893, pp. 24, 25. 
The Post in Chant and Farm, by J. Wilson Hyde, London, 1894, p. 224. 
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Blackwell, Francis Thomson and William Malyn, with the avowed object 
of reducing the rate to 3d.l and ~roviding a more frequent service. The 
first four partners were soon joined by others, and they developed their 
postal system vigorously. It is remarkable that the new unauthorized 
service was not interdicted; especially, since as early as December 6 t h  
1652, i t  was proposed to borrow money, on the security of the rent 
payable by Prideaux? The probable reason of the inaction of the 
executive is to be found in the fact that the new undertakers were 
favoured by Cromwell and his party3. 

Thus Prideaux was left to face the competition, that had sprung 
up, as best he could. His agents circulated notices which stated that, 
the new undertaking being unauthorized, letters consigned to i t  were 
subject to detention, while "the old post will pass freely4." Efforts 

were made to stop messengers employed by the new undertakers, with 
the result that there were frequent collisions between the post-boys of 
the rival services, followed by actions a t  laws. The "new post" was 
still continued, and Prideaux was forced to reduce his rates and to provide 
a more frequent service. To meet this reduction, the new undertakers 
adopted the rBZe of the champions of free enterprize, contending that 
they were justified by " the light of nature in a free state," in opposition 
to a grasping and greedy monopoly" They appealed to the public, 

stating that, as the benefit had come by their action, so its continuance 
depended on the success of their enterprize7. 

The bitterness of the contest now extended to the servants of the 
rival posts. Every messenger had to protect the letters committed to 
his charge from the violence of his rivals. Even outsiders joined in the 

.fray. A son of one of the old postnlasters assaulted a messenger of the 
new undertakers with a sword, and soon afterwards one of their men was 
murdered when in charge of the mails. The campaign, as conducted by 
Prideaux, not only included violence against his competitors but also the 

l The former rate had been 6d. for a single letter for places 100 miles distant by 
post route from London, that o f  the new undertakers was 3d. for 80 miles and over, 
and 2d. for lesser distances. 

Journal8 of the H m e  of Commons, vrl. p. 226. 
3 State Papers, Domestic, Inter., LXVII .  6 5 ;  The Cue  of the First Undertakers f~ 

Reducing of Letters to half the Former Kates truly Stated 57 
To all Ingenious Peopk-A Second Intimation from the New Undertakero for 

conveyance o f  ktters at half the rates to Seaerall Parts o f  England and Scotland [l6531 p. Y u s .  '-1. 96 As far as can be discovered no copy o f  a 61s t  intimation is 

in existence. 
6 Ibid.; State Papers, Domestic, Inter., LXVII .  6 5 ;  Calendar, 1654, p. 23. 

State Papers, Domestic, Inter., LXV.  51 (1 )  ; Calendar, 165.7-4, p. 373. 
7 To all Ingenious People-ut sujwa, State Papers, Domestic, Inter., LXVII .  65. 
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forcing of their employees to observe the Sabbath, while the letters com- 
mitted to him were hurried forward on the "day of rest." In spite of 
all obstacles, the new undertakers continued to maintain their service 
and, on the dissolution of the Long Parliament, they received the State- 
despatches, both ordinary and extraordinary. Having met with this 
measure of success, they published their Second Intimation to all ingenwfu 
people, announcing that, on and after April 28th, 1653, letters mould be 
conveyed from London on Tuesdays, Thursdays and Saturdays. Prideaux 
now retired from the contest, and the undertaken took the old posthouse, 
provided packet-boats for the Irish service and laid plans for organizing 
a stage from London to Yarmouth. 

The success of the partnership was destined to prove the cause of its 
downfall. Though Prideaux received little support from the government, 
the Council of State was forced to take action, when the rental from the 
farm of the posts was in danger of being lost. I t  was decided that 
tenders should be invited for a new farm. The undertakers showed that 
their whole charge and losses had been 25,146. 10s. Sd., their returns 
were P1,907. 14s. 5d., leaving a balance of nett loss, a t  this date, of 
23,238. 16s. 3d.l They were called before the Committee of the Council 
of State, that had been appointed to consider the farming of the posts; 
and, according to their account of the interview, they were assured that 
they should have the refusal of the farm and that, if their offer was not 
accepted for any reason, they should be reimbursed their expenditure. 
Accordingly, the company agreed that one of the shareholders, named 
Benjamin Aadrews, should offer a rent of 29,100 a year, which i t  was 
stipulated was to be devoted to the relief of disabled soldiers. Owing to 
the financial necessities of the government2, this proviso was considered 
objectionable. A Captain John Manley was favoured by the Committee, 
but his tender was less than that of the undertakers. An arranpmeut 
was however made, under which Manley was permitted to raise his offer 
to the highest amount handed in. This was &10,000, and, after half-an- 
hour's deliberation on June 29th, 1653, the Committee accepted Manley, 
as farmer of the inland posts3. This was followed by an order to the 
undertakers, dated the following day, commanding then1 to hand over all 
1ettel-S to Manley a t  midnight4. The undertakers considered that they 
were aggrieved by this decision, since they contended that, if credit was 
given them for their outlay (as they said had been promised), their offer 
Was in reality better by 22,000 than that finally made by Manleyt In 

l Sh t e  Papers, Domestic, Inter., LXV. 51 ;  Calendar, 1653-4, p. 372. 
Vide supra, Part I . ,  C h a ~ t e r  xnr. 

. . ----- 
I State Papers, Domestic, Inter., X X X V I I .  152-8; Calendar, 1652-3, p. 450. 
* State Papers, Domestic, Order o f  Council o f  State, June 30, 1653; Cabmdr,  

1652-3, p. 456. Ibid., LXVII .  66-8; Cabndar, 1654, p. 25. 
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the brief space left them, before the order of the Council was to  take 
effect, they pleaded vainly for a postponement of the hour of transfer, 
but the most that they could gain was a grudging permission to deposit 
the moneys belonging to the post-office in the custody of an impartial 
person, pending the confirmation of the Order of the Council. While 
this arrangement was being made, other events were in progress, which 
made the evening of June 30th a stirring one. Manley had mustered 
and armed a following, consisting of his friends and servants of the "old 
post." This body marched on the head-quarters of the undertakers, 
made a forcible entry, seized the books and ejected the clerks who had 
been in possession. Sonie of the leading shareholders had assembled a t  
the house of one of their number in Wood Street, to  which some letters 
for the outgoing mail had been removed. Manley, hearing of this, broke 
into the house, secured the letters and pursued his rivals, who were com- 
pelled to barricade themselves in a room, to which they had retreated. 
It was by these drastic methods that the transfer of the posts was 
effected1. 

The undertakers, having been forced to resign possession, endeavoured 
first to  obtain redress, petitioning the Council of State on January 30th, 
1654, but without resultz. Afterwards, they attempted to  secure a 

reimbursement of their outlay, but the Committee of Posts reported 
adversely on March 13th3. Technically, Oxenbridge and his partners 
were interlopers, r h o  carried on an unauthorized service. Since Prideaux 
had been legally appointed farmer in consideration of his paying a sub- 
stantial rent, he should have been supported by the executive. Such 

support not being forthcoming, the undertakers were able to show that 
there was a reasonable probability that, in time, the reduction of rates, 
which they had inaugurated, would result in an increase of revenue. By 
establishing this principle, they had performed a public service ; and, after 
the Revolution, this was recognized in the case of one of the founders of 
the enterprize. Oxenbridge was then an old man in straitened circum- 
stances, and he was allowed f 60 a year from the profits of the post-office. 
After his death this pension was continued in favour of his widowd. 

For more than twenty-five years the history of the post-office consists 
first of efforts to improve the organization, and subsequently to increase 
the revenue obtainable (which had been settled on the Duke of York 

1 State Papers, Domestic, Inter., LXVII. 65; Calendar, 1654, p. 24. 
2 Thid.. LXV. 51 : Calendar, 1653-4, p. 372. > - 

3 Ibid., LXVII. 69; Calendar, 1654, p. 25. 
4 Treasury Papers, XLIII. 58; Cblendar, 1697-1702, p. 13. For a short time after 

the Restoration, Oxenbridge was employed in the post-ofice, but his name does not 
appear in a list of the oficials compiled about the end of 1661-Ths Post in &ant 
and Farm, DD. 257-9. A good account of the organization of the "New Under- . - -  
takers" is given in this work, pp. 226-33. 

DIV. VII. $ l ]  Undertaking of the Penny Post 1679 43 
after the Restoration) on the basis of maintaining the existing rates. 
The increave in the number of letters in EngIand during the reign of 
Charles 11. was described by a contemporary writer as being "so 
prodigiously great that the Post-Office was farmed a t  P50,000 a year1." 
As yet, however, London itself was poorly supplied with postal facilities. 
Letters, written in one part, had to be sent to another by means of a 

special messenger, either by a servant or by a porter. l 'he officials of 
the post-office were far from recognizing that a new class of business was 
waiting to be developed, and i t  remained for a private company to 
establish a local post for London. This scheme was under consideration 
in the closing months of 1679 and early in 16802. Many claims have 
been advanced on behalf of different persons as being the inventor" of 
the new post, which was eventually established a t  a penny rate. The 
names of three men, who subsequently becanie important promoters of 
new enterprizes, are frequently mentioned in connection with the incep- 
tion of "the Penny Post." These were Hugh Chamberlain, Robert 
Murray or M0ra.y and Williani I)ockwras. The adjudication between 
the claims, made on behalf of each, is complicated by the fact that most 
of the information relating to this enterprize is derived from statements 
furnished by Dockwra, and there were reasons which led him to give the 
maximum degree of weight to his own share in the founding of this post. 
On the other hand, the question is simplified to some extent when i t  is 
noted that the idea of a penny-post was riot a new one, having been 
formulated in 1659 by John Hill of York4. The idea having been in 
existence for a considerable time, i t  is by no means improbable that it 
may have occurred to several persons that the period from 1679 to 1680 
was a suitable one to put i t  into practice. From the connection of 
Chamberlain and Murray with various financial schemes i t  may be 
inferred that it was to these that the proposal for insuring the contents 
of letters up to a value of 6 1 0  was due" while Dockwra was responsible 

The Merchant's Dayly Companion, by J. P., London, 1684, p. 388; cf. Financial 
Statements L and M. 

Antholly A. Wood gives the date as "the latter end of 1679." 
Athena Oxoniemis, London, 1817, 111. p 726. This may mean January to March 16&& 

As to Chamberlain-Mermriw Cibiw, No. 4, April 1, 1680, London Gazette, 
NO. 1514, May PO, 1680; as to Murray-Inquiry into Autluntinty of certain 
NGceUaneour Papers ... attributed to Shakespeare, by Edward Malone, 1796, p. 387; 
Anderson, An& of Conmerce, rrr. p. 88; U700d, Athence Oronimsis, 111. p. 720. 
In thelatter it is said that Dockwra lost the bellefit ' l  by a wrong name only," Anglia! 
~et~opolis,  p. 345: as to Dockwra "de subsequent references, and Daily Courant, 

229, Jan. 11, 1703; An Essay upon Projects [by D. Defoe], 1097, p. 27. 
A Penny Post, London, 1669 [Brit. MUS. 1391 . e . 251. 
Murray is said to have heen the fotnlder of the "Bank of Credit," while an 

. e ~ ~ u r ~ t  of Clmmbrrlain'8 Land Bank will Le found infm, Division X., Section 2. 
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for the actual organization of the system by which letters were collected 
and delivered1. 

Early in March 1680 the scheme was well advanced. A company was 
formed, and an elaborate constitution appears to have been under con- 
sideration, since i t  was at  one time proposed to have trustees in addition 
to a committee of management2, i t  being the duty of the former to hold 
certain property or security, vested in them, to ensure the payment of any 
clainls that might be made on account of letters or parcels lost in transit. 
Since the preliminary outlay was very small, i t  would not be necessary to 
subscribe capital a t  the beginning ; but, once operations had been begun, 
i t  was found that the receipts did not meet the expenses, and the deficiency 
had to be provided by the shareholders. Thus the initial cost of estab- 
lishing the enterprize, arrived a t  in this way, would constitute its capital. 

The scheme was conceived in a liberal spirit. The service was made 

available to the public on Lady-Day (March 25th), 1680. The sum of 

Id. would pay for the collection a t  any one of the receiving-houses (of 
which there were eventually 400) and for delivery at  an address within 
the Bills of Mortality. Further, this rate would secure transmission to  
the places of collection in Hackney, Islington, South Newington Butts 
and Lambeth, or, if the addressee desired his packet to be left at his 
residence, this further service could be obtained by the payment of an extra 
penny. Collections and deliveries were to be made frequently daily, 
except Sundays and the following holidays-three days a t  Christmas, 
two days each at  Easter and Whitsuntide and January 30th. Besides 
letters, parcels (not exceeding 1 lb. in weight and g10  in value) were 
taken a t  the rate of Id. each, and the undertakers engaged to compensate 
the owners of such packets as were lost in their post ; there being no extra 
charge for such insurance3. 

The company soon found itself confronted with numerous difficulties. 
Though the idea of a cheap local post had been long under consideration 
amongst men of enterprize, there were many who regarded the project as 

1 Thus Dockwra stated a previous scheme " was rejected as impracticable, as 
indeed were all the rest of their notions, nor ever was by any of them [i.e. Foxley, 
Henry Neville, Payne, Murray, Chamberlain] or any other person whatsoever, put 
into any method to make it  practicable." Daily Courant, Jan. 11, 1703. 

2 Hugh Chamberlain was to have been one of the Trustees. This is said to have 

been his only actual connection with the founding of the undertaking. London 
. - 

Gazette, May 20, 1680. 
3 A full account of the organization of the penny post is given by Harry J. Maguire 

in William Dockwra and the London Penny Post of 1680 (Gibbon'e 3fonthly Journal, 
XVIII. pp. 16: 17, 67-9, 89, 90). I am much indebted to Mr Maguire for his 
furnishing me with valuable information in addition to that contained in this article, 
also for reading this account in MS. and making several suggestions. Many of the 
sources of information referred to below have been printed in the Stump Lover, NO. 1, - -  - 

et seq. Cf. Joyce, History of the Post OBce, pp. 33-42. 
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chimerical-like "those others we have formerly heard of, sailing against 
the wind or paying debts without money1." The chief obstacles consisted 
in the want of numbers on the houses (which made accurate and quick 
delivery troublesome) and the hostility of the porters, who had formerly 
derived employment from the carrying of letters. Sympathizers spoke of 
the "ruine of the poor porters2," who revenged thenlselves by tearing 
down the signs, used to distinguish the receiving-offices, until they were 
deterred by prosecutions at  the Sessions3. The delay, occasioned by the 
want of a precise system of street-numbers, became a frequent source of 
complaint, and the company had to publish advertisements asking the 
indulgence of the public until the service was fully organized and its 
letter-carriers became more expert4. 

In one important respect, the company found itself in a dilemma. To 
attract custom, i t  was necessary to advertize, and accordingly notices were 
inserted in +he papers before the offices were opened; while, during the 
first months of the history of the post, every excuse was taken of drawing 
public attention to i t  in the press6, while a broadside was printed for 
gratuitous distribution6. The danger of publicity, however, was that i t  
was likely to bring the venture under the notice of the Duke of York, 
since i t  might be contended that his monopoly was infringed. This 
monopoly, too, was not so much important on its financial, as on its 
political side. The control of the public correspondence was regarded 
as an important asset in maintaining the position of any party or 
interest in the State, and, since the Penny Post began its career a t  a 
time when public opinion was excited by rumours of Popish Plots, i t  
was perhaps not unnatural that the opponents of the company should 
point to the encouragement its service gave to correspondence regarded 
as treasonable7, nor that the Duke of York might be tempted to seize 
the undertaking in order to obtain control of the local correspondence of 
London. Whatever may have been the cause, an action was brought 

1 Smith's Currant Intelligence, No. 15, March 30, 1680. For the first project cf. 
The Centuy of Inventions, by the Marquis of Worcester, 1663, No. 15, in The Life 
of the Second Marquie of Worcester, by Henry Dircks, 1865, pp. 407-8 ; Anderson, 
AnnaGe of Commerce, 1x1. p. 73. The second project may be that of M. Lewis. Cf. 
A'oposals. ..for a large Model of a Bank, 1678, Brit. Mus. 1139. f .19. 

-. 
a The True Newe or Mercurius Anglieue, No. 37, March 24,1G80 ; Smith'e Cuwant 

Intelligence, No. 16, March 30, 1680. 
Smith's Currant ~ntelli~ence, No. 14; Mermriua Civicus, No. 12, April 27, 1680. 
Nercurius Civicus, Nos. 6, 12, April 6, 27, 1680. 
Ibid., Nos. 1, 2, March 22, 24, 1680. 
A Penny Well-Bestowed, or a Brief Account of the new Design, Contrived for the 

great Increase of Trade and Correspondence, 1680, Guildhall Library. 
' The True Domestick Intelligence, No. 79, April 2, 1680; Smith'e Currant Intelli- 

gence, No. 15, March 30; Mercurius Cieicw, Nos. 3, 4, March 29, April 1, 1680; 
Heraciitus Ridens, March 1, Dec. 27, 1681. 
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against the company as infringing the rights of the General Post office. 
It is probable that very soon after the scheme was advertized legal proceed- 
ings were threatened and one suit was heard before the end of March 1681 1, 

The combined effects of the dread of a powerful opponent and the 
continual drain of the payments necessary, on the part of the shareholders, 
to  meet the weekly bill for wages had frightened many, who abandoned 
their shares and withdrew from the company. Murray, though not 
deterred by these causes (since he set up a rival post-office in Wood 
&.)a, also retired from the partnerships, and Dockwra alone remaind. 
The date of the dissolution of the first penny-post company can be fix& 
within certain limits as follows. The history of the first year of the 
enterprize is described very fully by De Laune on the authority of one 
of a the gentlemen concerned " (who was certainly Dockwra). In this 
account i t  is said that the undertaking was " little more than a year old." 
Since i t  began on March 25th, 1680, De Laune's account must have been 
written about April 16814. A t  this time a second company had come 
into existence which  roba ably began business on Lady-Day, 1681. 
Dockwra, according to De Laune, had carried on the post a t  his sole 
charge "for above half a year." Taking Dockwra's period of sole- 
proprietorship a t  seven or eight months, this leaves four or five months 
as the duration of the first company, which would thus have been 
dissolved in July or August 1680. There are no very definite particulars 
of the loss made by the first company. The charge for the first year is 
given in general terms as being "some thousarlds of pounds5," and the 
bulk of this would fall within the earlier months, a t  which time i t  seems 
probable that the receipts were, on an average, less than half the out- 
goings. On the basis of the results achieved by Dockwra in the next 
seven or eight months, i t  may be estimated that the loss of the first 
company would be close on &R,0006. 

The Present stale' oflondon, by Thomas De Laune, 1681, p. 350. 
Maguire, William Dockwra, ut mpra-Gibbon'g Monthly Journul, XVIII. p. 6% 
Dockwra stated publicly that certain articles of co-partnership between himself 

and Murray (presumably those for the undertaking of the penny post) had been 
"sacredly kept on his part, but never performed by Murray." Daily Cwrant, No. 
229, Jan. 11, 1703. 

* This date is confirmed by the fact that De Laune speaks of the future appesr- 
ance of a small tract. This was evidently The Practical Method qf the Penny poet, 
the MS. of which possibly formed the basis of his account. Now on March 2Oth1 
1681, it  was announced that this pamphlet would appear 'l in a few days1'-" Advice 
from the Undertakers of the Penny Post," in The Protestant Domestir: ~ n t e l l i g e ~ ~ '  
No. 109. 

6 The Prmtiml Method of the Penny Post, 1681, Brit. Mus. 8245. g .  6 (reprind 
in The Stamp Collector, IX. pp. 47, 98, 99, 113-16). 

6 Taking the duration of the company at  20 weeks, the expens* a t  6160 a w@k 
and the average receipts a t  8 of the expenses: vide infra, p. 47. 
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Dockwra, being left to carry on the enterprize a t  his own risk, 
devoted his whole time to it1. He complained of the rival scheme of 

being a great discouragenlent of his invention2. While, even 

at 
later date, he found some houses " SO sottish as not to take letters in 

even gratis,* and he recommends a correspondent " to cast no more of 
our pearls before such swine3." Some, if not all, of the expense of the 

:ostly jrw-suit with the Duke of York had to be borne by Dockwra, but 
ainst this outlay i t  was thought in 1681 that the legal position of 

as the ag post had been established4. The revenue was increasing, though, 

after the undertaking had been six months in Dockwra's hands, i t  did 
not as yet suffice to answer three-quarters of the expenses. I t  is possible 
to some attempt to reconstruct the financial position of the post a t  
this time, on the basis of a number of statements made a t  a later date by 
Dockwra? While these apparently differ in the total sum, which he 
alleges he lost by the undertaking6, they all agree in stating that the 
money he found, together with interest at  6 per cent. to 1690, amounted 
to 64,400. I t  follows that the capital sunk by him would be &R,500. 
BY far the greater part of this outlay would have been incurred during 
the ~eriod he was sole proprietor, and therefore, i t  may be inferred, that 
as rnuch as &2,000 is to be assigned to this period. Further, i t  is 
recorded that, a t  the end of that time, the revenue was barely three- 
quarters of the charges7; and, if it be assumed that Dockwra was sole 
owner for 33 weeks, i t  is probable that at  the beginning of this interval 

the proportion would be about one-half. It follows then that the ratio 
of income to expenditure 1na.y be averaged a t  five-eighths from the nliddle 
0fA~gust  1680 to Lady-Day 1681, and therefore the total expenses per 
week have been approximately 2166% To a certain extent this 
calculation can be verified from other sources. I t  has been estimated 
that the staff employed by the Penny Post numbered 300 personso. 
About this time the wages, paid by the General Post, varied from 10~. 

l A 'hue State of the Hard Case of Wm Dockwra that set up the Penny Post in 
leso and which the late King James ravisht from him : Treasury Papers, XLIV. 56. : De Laulle, The Present State qflondon, p. 350. 

Letter of William Dockwra, Author of the Penny Post," to John Houghton, 25tt 'pri1, 1698 ; [Brit. Mus.], Stowe MS., 147. f .  93. 
"e laune, The Present State of London, p. 350. 

papers, X L ~ .  56, LXXX. 55 ; Journals of the Haue  of Commonr, X. 
pp. 226, 384 . 

h ' To this a m o ~ s ~ t  Dockwra adds £4,000, as representing the salary lie should 
, ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ d  and, in petitions after 1690, interest to date. He deducts "the present 

pensioll and the salary he received as comptroller. 
laune, The P~e8ent State ojLondon, p. 350. , I". 

£5,330, Receipts £3,330(5): L o s  £Z,OOO()). 
Maguire, wiuiam o o ~ k ~ o - c i a a m ~ ,  x r n t h ~  JOU-I, wax. p. 17. 
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to 6s. a week'. If Dockwra paid his people on an average 8s. a week, his 
wages bill would be &l20 a week, in addition to which he would have 
to pay something to the tenants of the receiving-houses, provide for 
compensation for lost parcels, as well as for law-costs and for the 
remaining incidental expenses. Thus i t  is not improbable that hi, 
whole weekly outlay would have been between 8150 and 2175. 

In March 1681 Dockwra had sunk more than £2,000 in the posts, 
and he had brought i t  to  a point at which i t  was likely a profit 
would soon be earned. His circu~nstances were such that he could not 
continue to provide the deficiency, that still had to be found, as he was 
already largely in debt3. Since the prospects for the future were pro. 
mising, he was able to form a new company, being joined by several 
partners who were all natives and free citizens of London4.'' There is 
no information as to the arrangement made between Dockwra and those 
who united with him. Having spent so much on the venture, i t  would 
be disadvantageous for him to share the prospective profits with others, 
unless the new members on their part paid him a sufficient amount to 
cover a portion of the cost of establishing the business. This method 
was adopted in other cases ; but, at the same time, i t  is to be remembered 
that Dockwra was in difficulties, and he may have been forced to admit 
the new shareholders, on condition that they would each provide a pro- 
portionate share of the weekly deficit but without paying anything 
towards such goodwill as had been established. 

The new company described itself as IVilliam Dockwa and t h  red 
of the Undertakers of the Penng Post, and, judging by the efforts made 
to effect improvements and to draw public attention to their service, the 
date of the transfer may be fixed as having been on or about the first 
anniversary of the establishing of the post, namely March 25th, 1681. 
The deliveries were augmented and quickened. It was now announ& 
that the average time occupied by a letter in transit, within the Bills Of 

Mortality, should have been three hours. T o  meet the complaints Of 

delay, a system of post-marks was invented, which showed the hour at 
which a letter had been received at some one of the S ~ r t i n g - d ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' '  
Evidently there had been both bogus and excessive claims on account 
of lost parcels, and it was now stipulated that compensation Was 

The Poat in &ant and Fawn, by J .  Wilson Hyde, London, 1894, pp. 
I.e. E2,WO during the time he was sole proprietor and his proportion, 

shareholder, o f  the previous loss which was altogether of about an equal amount. 
3 Jourtmls of the House of Commons, X. p. 384. 

De Iaune, The iRcaou State of London, p. 350; The Practical  eth hod 
'lb 

Penny Post, ut supra. 
These are reproduced in Joyce, History of the Post O&e, p. 

38;  G&&' 

Monthly Journal, XVIII .  p. 67. 

DIV. VII. ,j 11 Attactled by the General PO& 1682 

,erable, unless the packet was securely sealed and the nature of the 
reco mntentS on it'. 

signs are not wanting that, as both the public and the letter-carriers 

bca,ne with the conditions of an expeditious service, the 
post became increasingly popular. It is probable that, before 

the end of the year, some small profit was being made. It was soon 
found that the new postal facilities had made possible new methods of 
business. Thus, when in April 1682 i t  was proposed to float a new 
subscription of East India stock of 3 millions, i t  is noticed that the 

P 
was used to reach persons who were thought likely to become 

,dventurers2. 
1682 the undertaking was yielding a profit, and the farmers of 

the Qeneral Post again took action against the London enterprize. 
proceedings were begun by Lord Arlington, and the case was heard 
in Michaelmas term a t  the King's Bench in 1682. It was claimed that 
the Penny Post was an invasion of the monopoly of the conveyance of 
letters, settled on the Duke of York, and 22,500 was sought as 
damages, besides 6100 per week as the receipts of the undertaking in 
the Westminster district. It was argued on behalf of the company that, 
in cases where in any town no local post had been established, the 
monopoly did not apply and such enterprize might be lawfully carried 
011 by private i~idividuals. On behalf of the Postmaster-General it was 
pleaded that such possible exception only held good in placcs, which 
were not reached by the routes of the General Post, and that, since this 
was admittedly not so in London, the company had invaded the mono- 
poly. By the verdict of the Court the company was exempted from the 
damages claimed but was fined 2100 for contempt of court3. 

, lhe . decision of the King's Bench was announced in the last days of 

November 1682 and the company was in an exceedingly difficult position. 
At this time, i t  is related that the post L' had been brought to good per- 
fection and began to bring i l ~  a small profit " towards the reimbursement 
Of former losses '' with hopes of future recompense4." It is possible that 
those "areholders, who had joined the second company, may have been 
IeWiving an income on their investment, but i t  is clear that Dockwra 

I The protestant (Dowstick) InteUige(~m or News Both f ~ o m  City and COUNTY, No. 
l"' "awh 29, 1681 ; Smith's Protestant Idefigence, No. 19, March 31, 1681; Th 
h:ti~al ~ e t h d  ofthe P e n ~ y  fist, ut .wpm 

&don Mercury, No. 4, April 20, 1682. W i t h  reference to this proposed issue 
Of F India stock, clide Bupra, rr .  p. 143. 

Stete papers, King's Bench, coram Rege, Roll 2023, mern. 24-Hulk.. V. 
pockwra. 

JOurnala ojthe H o w  of Conam-, X. p. 226. It may be noted that in this case 
when Dockwra aags the Post was "set  up at his sole charge") be 

that the whole low was his. 
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himself could not, as yet, have obtained enough to  make any great 
reduction in his loss as sole proprietor and as a partner in the first 
company. 

The members of the undertaking doubtless feared that such profits, 
as were being made, might be swallowed up in law costs and damages. 
By November 27th the General Post Ofice, in advertizing the decision 
of the King's Bench, gave notice that it would " forthwith " establish a 
penny post and would employ those " lately " in the service of the com- 
pany', whence i t  is to  be inferred that a t  this date Dockwra's organization 
had suspended its service. The revived delivery of letters a t  a charge of 
Id., within the specified area, was announced to begin on December l l t h ?  
and this event involved the frustration of the last hopes of the 
company. 

Since the enterprize was taken over by the General Post Office without 
any compensation being paid to the shareholders, i t  is likely that the 
second company, like the first, sustained some loss. For a time after the 
shareholders in this body had joined it, they had to meet the losses on 
the service, but towards the end of its existence a profit was being 
made. But, in so far as the whole nett revenue of the Penny Post 
from March 25th, 1686, to March 25th, 1687, was under £800, i t  is 
obvious that any balance of profit in 1682 over the losses from March 
1681 can only have been very small. Further, from this must be 
deducted the expense of the law-suit in 1682, so that on the whole 
the second penny post company was probably not profitable as an 
investment. Such however was not the judgment of some of those 
living a t  the time. In 1698 this undertaking was one of those men- 
tioned, in.conjunction with the New River and Hudson's Bay enterprizes, 
in which the adventurers had made large profits3. In so far as there is 
any foundation for this statement i t  may be based on the pension granted 
to Dockwra personally of 2500 annually for ten years, in addition to 
which he received a salary as comptroller of the Penny Post, and, after 
he was dismissed from this office, the promise of other employment under 
the State. His own account of the financial results of his connection 
with the Penny Post up to 1697 was that his loss and interest thereon a t  
6 per cent. up to 1690 was &4,400 ; to this he added 24,000 to cover the 
time he had devoted to planning and managing the undertaking for 
three years from the end of 1679 to 1682 and also the expense of 

DIV. VII. 5 l] Pinancial Results 5 1 

re-establishing his business connection for a year afterwards. This made 
~28,400, from which he deducted the capitalized value of his pension, 

which he placed a t  £2,400, making his loss, to  1690, £6,000. There 
was still to be added interest on the balance from 1690 to 1697, which 
was placed at  £2,500, giving a total nett loss, according to this mode of 
statement, of P8,5001. 

Treasury Papers, XLIV. 66. 

1 M m  Gazette, No. 1776, Nov. 27, 1682. 
2 Ibid., No. 1779, Dec. 7, 1682. 
3 A True Copy of Several Asdavits  and other Proofs of the Largeneaa ccnd Richneas 

#the Mina  of the Zu.te Sir Urrbery Price [Brit. Mos. 726' ' 25]. 
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SECTION 11. STREET-LIGHTING COMPANIES. 

THE PROPRTETORS OF THE CONVEX LIGHTS OR THE PARTNERS 
IN THE CONVEX LIGHTS (1684-1744). 

THE PROPRIETORS OF THE LIGHT ROYAL (1687-94). 
THE PROPRIETORS OF THE GLASS GLOBE LIGHTS (1692-3). 

THE civic authorities in London had made efforts from time to time 
to secure the lighting of the streets. As early as 1599 an order was 
made by the Common Council that householders should hang from their 
dwellings " a good substantial lanthorn and candle " between October 1st 
and March 1st'. After the rebuilding of London in the reign of 
Charles II., there was a tendency to improve the state of the thorough- 
fares, chiefly with a view to the prevention of murders and robberies. 
Means to give effect to this improvement were found in the enterprize of 
individuals, who were willing to contract with householders to light and 
extinguish the lanteri~s required by the City Council. Thus in 1682 a 
group of persons, who described themselves as the Proprietors for the 
Lights, advertized that they were prepared to perform this service2. As 
yet, however, nothing of the nature of a street-lamp had been invented. 
Samuel Hutchinson claimed the distinction of having discovered a method 
for "the great and durable increase of light by extraordinary glasses and 
lamps, very useful for.. .ship's lanterns, lighthouses and dispersing of light 
in mines and other necessary and like profitable uses3." Hutchinson was 
in pecuniary difficulties, and he arranged that a patent should be applied 
for by Edward Windus. This grant, which was signed on February 37th, 
1684, conferred the sole right of using this invention, in England and 
Wales for the ensuing fourteen years, on the patentee, his assigns and 
those duly authorized by him. 

Hutchinson's method of increasing the efficiency of light consisted in 
the use of convex reflectors, which were probably of glass, and therefore 
his system was known as the " convex lights " or " convex glasses." It 

l Minutes of the Common Council, Guildhall Library, xxv. f. 98. 
Domestic InteUigence, No. 132, Aug. 24 to 28, 1682. 
Patent Roll, 36 Charles II., Pt. 6, No. 23. 

soon appeared that there was scope for the improved scheme of street- 
lighting, and there were ample indications that many householders would 
be willing to pay a small sum annually to Hutchinson, provided he 
undertook to supply and maintain lamps of the new type, besides lighting 
and extinguishing them. A t  this stage the enterprize entered on a new 
phase, for which some capital was required to provide the necessary 
materials, as well as a system for organizing the work of the lamp- 
lighters. Hutchinson himself was without resources and he was joined 
by others, who furnished the necessary funds. At first the undertaking 
was divided into four parts, and one of the original partners, John Reeve, 
found it incumbent on him to take proceedings in Chancery to obtain a 
title to his share in the business. It was not long before sales of sub- 
divisions of the original quarter-interests were made, and eventually an 

was effected, by which the benefit of the patent was regarded 
as divided into 32 shares1. Of these Hutchinson owned 13 up to 1693, 
when he was forced to raise money by mortgaging two of them, leaving 
him with power of disposition over 10 shares2. The average amount, that 
he had received for the 33 shares which had passed out of his possession, 
was P39 per share? I t  seems   rob able that the whole calls ordered, 
until some time after the Revolution, were 2160 per share, which would 
make the paid up capital a t  that time over 25,000. There is one element 
of uncertainty in this calculation. I t  is based on the fact that the total 
amount called up on each share in 1695 was 2800. Through certain 
circumstances to be detailed below4, Roman Russell became possessed of 
a share early in 1694, and he complained that the amount he had to 
" reimburse " the company, as calls, came to  2640. This share had been 
transferred by Hutchinson out of the two he had mortgaged, and i t  may 
have been that some of the calls, due on i t  a t  the time i t  was handed over, 
had not been paid. If this were so the capital called up by 1690-1 would 
be proportionately larger than 25,000. 

Just when the company was beginning to succeed, i t  found itself faced 
by the competition of Edmund Hemming, who had invented another type 
of street-lantern, which he named the " Light Royal." This scheme is 
said to have been in operation in 16876, and Hemming applied to the 

Hist. MS#. Corn.-The Manugcripts of the House afLord8, 1693-5, I. p. 373. 
Ch:incery Proceedings, Atitford siy.-The Several1 Answers of Samuel 

H~tchinson Gent, one of the defendants to the bill of Arthur Moore Esq. and 
Roman Russell Gent. 

The Manuscripts of the I fawe  of Lords, 1693-5, I. p. 544. It thus appears that 
the figure 22 in the MS. is correct and the suggested emendation to 32 in the Calendur 
is not required. 

Vide injia, p. 58. 
G London and the h-ingdom, by Reginald H. Sharpe, London, 1894, 11. p. 582 

(note). 
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City Council for encouragement on October 15th, 1689'. A t  this time 
the position of what was known as the Orphans' Fund had become most 
unsatisfactory, and the situation, which had arisen, eventually affected 
the finances of both street-lighting and water-supply undertakings2. This 
fund had been established for the supervision and administration of estates, 
bequeathed to minors. A t  the Revolution i t  had been found impossible 
to pay the claims of the beneficiaries, and, as the result of an investiga- 
tion, made in 1689, i t  was discovered that the deficiency was about 
2500,00OS. The default was assigned to the loss of interest on monies 
lent to the Crown a t  the time of the stop of the Exchequer in 1672, but 
the full explanation depended on other events both of an earlier and also 
of a later date. As early as l642 the Orphans' Fund had been drawn 
upon not only to provide a part of the contributions demanded from the 
City a t  that time, but also, i t  was alleged, in the case of Major-General 
Skipton, to furnish a pension of 2300 a year4. It was said that payments, 
from the fund to one applicant, were made out of the resources lodged 
on behalf of others, who could not claim their principal until a later date, 
and no doubt the insecurity of the fund was accentuated by the financial 
expedients adopted by Charles 11. in 167%. The last shock to the credit 
of the Chamber came from its excursion into banking in 1681 and the 
large withdrawals made in 1683, during the crisis of that year6. The 
result of these successive adverse influences was that, in 1689, neither 
principal nor interest could be paid to the OrphansB. Defoe describes 
how the treasury of a great city "was shut up and forty thousand 
orphans turned adrift in the world, some with no cloaths, some no 
shoes, some no money ; and still the city magistrates calling upon other 
orphans .to pay their money in. These things put me in mind of the 
prophet Ezekiel and methoughts I heard the same voice that spoke to 
him calling me and telling me, 'Come hither and I will show you greater 
abominations than these7.'" I t  remained for the City to  obtain the 
assishnce of Parliament, in working out a scheme, which would meet 
some of the liabilities that had matured. The fact that there was 
competition in street-lighting suggested that a part of the revenue 

1 Minutes o f  Common Council, LI. f. 12 b. 
Cf .  wpra ,  pp. 12,33. 

3 Sharpe, London and the Kingdom, I:. p. 545. 
A Letter from Mercuriw. Civicus to Mercuriua Ruaticua: Or London's Confeoeien, 

but not Repentance, by Samuel Butler, 1643 (Somers' Tracts, 1750, v .  p. 411). 
6 A Dialogue between Franciso and Aurelia, two unfortunate Orphan8 of the City of 

London, 1690 (Harleian MisceIIany, 1745, :v. p. 556). 
6 England's Calamities LXscovered, by James Whiston, 1696, in Harleian MCcelhny, 

v:. p. 339. 
The Consolidator or Memoirs of Sundry Transactim from the World in the Moon, 

London, 1705, p. 75. 
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required might be obtained, by letting out the contract for this service 
a t  a rent which could be devoted towards satisfying the claims of the 
Orphans. In 1690 the Corporation repeated its former orders, requiring 
householders to hang out lamps after dark from Michaelmas to Lady-Day 
up till midnight1. Henimiiig had assumed partners for the development 
of his invention and the company described itself as the Proprietors qfthe 
Light Royal. This syndicate claimed that its lantern was superior to 
that supplied by the Convex Lights company, in so far as i t  cast fewer 
dark shadows. The terms made with householders were that, in con- 
sideration of a fine of 5s. and an annual payment of a like amount, the 
lighting company undertook to discharge the obligation, imposed by the 
by-law of the Corporation, during the lighting-hours specified. As lamps 
need not be lit on moonlight nights, the contract applied to 120 nights, 
the charge for which, according to the proposals of the Light Royal, was 
Id.  per night for the first year, and &d. per night for each of the four 
subsequent years2. 

On September 6th, 1692, the proprietors of the Light Royal had 
submitted proposals to the Common Council, stating that they were 
prepared to supply lights a t  the current rates, consisting " of one entire 
body of glass, giving light all round about and underneath, without any 
darks or shades." The proposed lanterns were to have an inscription on 
them of the word " Orphans," and the promoters were prepared to pay 
one-half of the clear profit to the Orphans' Fund. The company professed 
itself so convinced of the advantages of its light that i t  asked no modifi- 
cation of the existing regulations, only requiring that the Mayor and 
Common Council should encourage the use of the lamp in London and 
they were asked to aid in its adoption in the provinces, where i t  was 
proposed the lights should be lettered "Disabled Seamen," a "great 
part" of the provincial profits being intended to be devoted towards 
the erecting of a naval hospitals. 

Another offer came from the Glass Globe Lights. These lamps were 
to be set on posts, 10 feet above the ground, so that there should be "no 
dark shadows whatsoever but that the light shall be always clear and 

l A History ofInwntions, by  John Beckmann, 1846, 11. pp. 178, 179. 

Anglim Metropolis, 1690, p. 365. In January 1693 the Proprietors o f  the Light 
Royal advertized that " t h e y  had set up lights pursuant on the order o f  the Lord 
Mayor on the Erchar~ge and Cornhill," and, "whereas several o f  them had been 
shot by bullets," a reward of  $5 was offered for ir~formation which would lead t o  
the discovery o f  those who had fired the shots. London Gazette, No. 2839, Jan. 
23, 1693. 

Minutes o f  Common Council, L:. f .  188 ; Proposals humbly oflered for the better 
li9l1ting of  all the Streets, Lanes, Allies and Public Courto within the City of London and 

8 1 6 .  m .  9 the Liberties thewunto l,eIo?&ging Brit. Mus. g . l 
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equally dispersed.. .delightful and useful to passengers, without glaring 
or dazzling the eye." The illuminant was to be rape-oil, with a cotton 
wick, and i t  was provided that the glasses should be cleaned every night, 
and the wicks snuffed as often as required. The charge for street-lamps 
was to be 6s. per annum, for those in schools, churches, halls, 89. The 
rent of 2800 a year was offered, provided that the City prohibited the 
use of any other lights during the currency of the proposed grant1. The 
latter condition could not be complied with, since the patent for the 
Convex Lights was not due to determine till 1698, and nothing more is 
heard of the Glass Globe company in these negotiations. The struggle 
lay between the Light Royal and the Convex Light companies, and it 
was announced on November 6th, 1693, that "new and advantageous 
proposals had been received2." The Convex Lights company had been 
somewhat slower than its opponents in tendering. Hutchinson, the 
inventor, who was still a large shareholder, took the attitude that he was 
entitled to enjoy the benefit of his patent for the residue of the term and 
that the imposition of a rent was, in effect, to deprive him and his fellow- 
shareholders of a portion of that benefit3. There was however a difference 
of opinion within the company. During the boon1 in the stock and share 
market, there had been fairly numerous sales of shares in this undertaking, 
which had changed hands at  prices between 21,000 and 21,500, repre- 
senting a substantial premium on the sums called up, possibly as much 
as 100 per cent." Persons who had bought at  a high price were only 
exercising ordinary prudence, in endeavouring to effect some arrangement 
which would secure the good will of the Corporation, before the patent 
had determined. Moved by these considerations, i t  was decided by a 
majority to offer a rent of 2600 a year for a contract of 21 years. This 
offer was considered by the Common Council on November 24th, 16935, 
while, on December 13th, the Light Royal presented an amended pro- 
posal which now took the form of a rent of 21,000 a year, provided that 
an act of Parliament or of Common Council was obtained " for raising 
the yearly sum of 23,000 from the inhabitants" of places which were 
improved by the lighting6. The proposition from the Convex Lights 
company was clearly the more favourable, and i t  had the advantage of 
the personal advocacy of thirteen prominent merchants (including mem- 
bers of the Houblon family), who appeared before the Committee. On 
a division, therefore, the contract was assigned to the Convex Lights 

1 Proposals about Lights jbr this City 

Minutes o f  Common Council, LI.  f. 281. 
81G: .131 .  

JournaL ofthe Ilouse of Commons, X I .  p. 116. 
The Manuscripts of the Hmse of Lords, 1693-5, I .  pp. 541-5. 
Minutes o f  Common Council, LI.  f. 282 b. 
Ibid., LI.  f .  284. 
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company, subject to the assent of Parliament. The obtaining of such 
assent was subject to two special difficulties-the one affecting the bill as 
a whole, the other relating to the lighting clause only. The City had 
promoted an Orphans' Bill in each session since 1691, only to discover 
that " the cart was bewitched" ; because, " hitherto, they had sneakingly 
with-holden the wonder-working guineas." There was a consensus of 
opinion that the adverse spell must be lifted during the proceedings of 
1694, and the Corporation on January 24th had authorized the Chainber- 
lain to make such payments, as were required, in soliciting Parliament ; 
while the Orphans, on their part, undertook to pay certain agents 5 per 
cent. of the monies they received, on the bill being passed. A sum of 
1,000 guineas was subsequently traced to Sir John Trevor, the Speaker, 
and he was expelled from the House1. The main difficulty having been 
surmounted, there remained a minor one, which i t  was feared a t  one time 
would wreck the bill. Hutchinson, together with Arthur Moore who was 
the mortgagor of two shares belonging to the former, had refused to 
assent to the agreement with the City. As dissentient shareholders, 
they prepared a petition, which was drawn up in the name of Hutchinson, 
asking for a saving clause in favour of the inventor and requiring certain 
concessions from the other partnersa. This petition was presented on 
March 3rd, 1694, but the House was not satisfied as to the bonaJides of 
Hutchinson and Moore, and i t  was resolved on March 8th, by 1138 votes 
to 59, that his name should not be included amongst those mentioned in 
the bill, as partners in the Convex Lights. The claim of Moore was dealt 
with similarly3. The Light Royal company also opposed this clause, 
contending that the claim made on behalf of the Convex Lights, that 
many thousands of pounds had been spent in developing the enterprize, 
was misleading, in so far as the greater part of such outlay had been 
partly on stock-jobbing the shares, partly on buying up competitive 
lighting undertakings. It was also alleged that the Light Royal was 
superior, inasmuch as it would be cheaper to the people and did not 
drop oil to the annoyance of any-body4." It was possibly in connection 
with the former con~plaint that, on March 25th, the secretary was ordered 
to attend with the books; but, the bill being hurried forward, there is 
no record of the investigation having beell made5. Hutchinson's opposi- 

A Collection ofthe Debates and Proceedings in Parliament in  1694 and 1695 upon 
the Inquiry into t l ~  Late Briberies and Corrupt Pwctices, London, 1695, pp. 11, 12, 1G ; 
A Supplement to the Collectim of Debates ... upon the Inquiry into the Late Briberies, 
London, 1695, p. 93. 

Jou~naIs of the Hawe of Commons, XI. p. 11 6 .  3 Ibid., p. 122. 
Reasons humbly ofered against the Bill for the sole use of Conuex Lights or Glasses 

[Brit .  M U S .  
47 

Journals of the House of Commons, XI .  p. 281. 
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tion was not yet a t  an end. He was advised that i t  was necessary to 
gratify some person, having influence, so that his case should be considered 
in the House of Lords'. Accordingly, on March 15th he executed an 
assignment, authorizing Moore to dispose of one of his shares, with a 
view to promoting his interest in Parliamentz. This share was transferred 
to Roman Hussell, who had influence with the Marquis of Normanby. 
Hutchinson's petition was presented on the 17th, and his counsel was 
heard on the 2Oths. Suddenly the clause relating to the Convex Lights 
acquired such importance that i t  was thought the fate of the whole 
measure depended on it. If the opposition was continued, i t  could be 
represented that the company was not unanimous and, therefore, the 
rent might not be secure. There was an excited body of persons, in the 
vicinity of the House, consisting of the orphans, their agents, some of the 
shareholders in the company and Hutchinson's friends. Normanby came 
to them and declared that, unless the other shareholders came to terms 
with Hutchinson, the whole bill would be lost. This statement increased 
the perturbation of the orphans, who brought great pressure to bear on 
the members of the company who were present. These deposed after- 
wards that a reluctant consent was wrung from them by the fear of 
violence. One of them, John Lilley, said that he was constrained to 
sign owing to the orphans "pulling him and threatening him." Sir 

Thomas Millington was "tossed about" by the crowd, till he, too, 
assented4. Immediately this settlement had been made, the bill pro- 
ceeded swiftly, and i t  received the Royal Assent on March 23rd5. The 
clause, in its final form, was a confirmation of the lease made bp the City 
to the company for 21 years from June 24th, 1694, a t  the agreed upon 
rent of g600 a year" This measure was defined by an act of Common 
Council, dated October 25th, 1695, which recapitulates the agreement 
already reached and confirmed by Parliament in the previous year. This 
covered the sole use "of all public lights in public places, within the City 
and liberties" for the term of 21 years. Further, the former orders com- 
pelling householders, whose dwellings fronted on any public thoroughfare, 
to light the roadway, were repeated. The ~ena l ty  of Is. for each default 
was to be exacted, unless those liable had agreed with the proprietors of 
the Convex Lights to install and tend the necessary lamps'. 

This act was the last step required to secure the legal position of the 
company; and, in anticipation of obtaining such authorization, steps had 

1 The Manuscripts of the H w e  of lords ,  1693-5, I. p. 541. 
2 Journals qfthe House of Lords, xv. p. 547. 
3 The Manuscripts of the I h s e  ~ Lords, 1693-5, I. pp. 372, 373. 
4 Ibid., pp. 544-5. Ibid., p. 372. 
8 6 aud G Will. and Pulary, c. X. ,  S 4 ;  Statutes, vr. pp. 461, 465. 

Lam Mayor-C'omrnune Cortcil' tent' i i ~  C'amera Guildhuld' C'iwitat' London' ... An 
Act of. Common Council jiw Lighting the Streets [Brit. Mus. 1881 . b .  3 (g) ] .  

DIV. MI.  § 21 Peers, Orphans and the Company 1695 59 

been taken to make the resources of the undertaking adequate to the en- 
larged field of its operations. Early in 1695,2800 per share had been 
called up. Thus the nominal capital was 225,600 and this large sum 
(in relation to the nature of the business carried on) lends some colour to 
the allegations of the Light Royal that money was spent in buying up 
competing concerns. About the same time the number of shares was 
doubled and these, in the new denomination, sold a t  24001. This price 
was equivalent to par ; so that, as stated by the writer of Anglia Tutarnen, 
several shareholders had lost considerably2. 

It was scarcely to be expected that the majority of the company 
would abstain from attempting to exact retribution from Hutchinson, 
Moore and Russell. Possibly the excuse for retaliation was to be found 
in the inability of some of them to pay the recent calls on their shares. 
According to Russell's own testimony, as much as 2640 was due from 
hiin for calls on the single share he had acquired. However this may 
have been, the company refused to recognize these three as members. 
They were not consulted a t  the time of the doubling of the shares, nor 
were the accounts or documents submitted to their ~ e r u s a l ~ .  It was 
found necessary to institute proceedings in Chancery early in 1695. 
When the bilh, answers and cross-bills came to be filed, i t  was dis- 
covered that the important fact had been divulged that Russell acquired 
his share without giving any valuable consideration for it. Indeed 
it was deposed that this share had been transferred in order that 
"Hutchinson's interest in Parliament should be advanced4." On this 
statement being communicated to the House of Lords, the Peers decided 
on March 25th, 1695, to institute an inquiry5. Numerous witnesses 
were called and examined on March 29th, April lst, 8th and 9th. It 
soon became apparent that Normanby was the peer whom Russell had 
been induced to influence, and the investigation was merged in another, 
which was examining the alleged too favourable terms, on which the 
former had obtained the lease of a piece of ground from the City6. On 
April 18th i t  was carried by a majority that "there was no just cause of 
censure on the Marquis of Normanby," but a t  the same time there was 
a powerful minority which entered a protest, contending that i t  was "an 
extraordinary offence for a peer to deliver an opinion without doors," as 
to the fate of a measure which was then pending7. There is no evidence 
to show whether the dispute within the company proceeded further. 

l The Manuscripts of the House of Lords, 1693-5, I .  pp. 543-5. p. 31. 
Chancery Proceedings, Mitford W ,  June 11, 1695.-rc The Several1 Answers 

Of Samuel Hutchinson." 
Ibid. ; JournaCs of t k  Home of Lords, xv. p. 547. 
Journals of the House of Lords, xv. p. 527. Ibid., p. 546. 
Ibid., p. 557. The protesting Lords record that they believed the share, assigned 

to Russell, to have been worth S2,000. This appears to be due to a misinterpreta- 
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After some conclusion had been reached, as between Hutchinson and 
his supporters on the one side and the remaining members of the company 
on the other, attention was given to the development of the business. 
It is not iniprobable that this company bought out the owners of 
the Light Royal, since Samuel Garret, who had been a snpporter of 
Hemming's invention as one of the proprietors in 1693, appeared a t  a 
later date as a shareholder in the Convex Lights1. 

Contemporary writers, at the beginning of the eighteenth century, 
spoke of the light with a considerable amount of satisfaction. Guy 
Miege described London as "being singular in the use of the Convex 
Lights, commonly called lamps. Which give a great and extensive light 
and are very convenient to prevent murders and other outrages, so 
frequent in great and populous cities beyond sea2." About this time 
the office of the company was situated a t  the White-Hart on the East 
side of Bread Street3, and the charge for a single lamp, outside a private 
house, was 6s. a year4. By 1713 the rent had fallen into arrears, and on 
June 19th, 1716, i t  was agreed that a new lease should be executed a t  
P400 a year, to  date from Midsummer 17156. On December 15th of 
the same year i t  was determined that the acts, governing the lighting of 
the streets, should be printed and circulated at the cost of the company7. 
In view of the determination of the lease in 1736, a committee was 
appointed on July !29th, 1731, to make enquiries and report as to the 
best manner and method of street-lightings. The result of this investi- 
gation was adverse to the Convex Lights company, whose methods were 
then described as being subject " to great defects." The company replied 
that householders had lately contracted with diverse tin-men for the 
lighting-of their premises, and that this practice had not only diminished 
the revenue of the undertaking but had also impaired the quality of the 
lighting! n o u g h  proposals were submitted by this body, as well as by 
a number of other undertakers, the corporation determined to change its 
contractors, and in 1744 i t  was remitted to the aldermen and council of 
each ward to let out the lighting, snuffing, cleansing, supplying, main- 
taining and repairing of the public lamps ; but the annual rate was now 
advanced to 38s."' 

tion of the evidence. Moore said he had been offered S2,000 for his holding (The 
Manwcripts of the House of Lords, 1693-5, I. p. 545), but it will be remembered 
Moore had two shares mortgaged to him, only one of which he transferred to 
Russell. 

1 Minutes of Common Council, LI. f. 284, LVII. f. 236. 
2 The Premt %ate of Great B~ilain, 1707, I. p. 138. 
3 11 New View of London, by Edward Hatton, 1708, p. 785. 
4 Minutes of Common Council, LVI. f. 35. 

Ibid. G Ibid., f. 226. 7 Ibid., f. 2.59. 
Ibid., ~vrr. f. 236. Ibid., f. 348. lU Ibid.,  LVIII. f. 363. 

DIVISION VIII. 

MANUFACTURING AND MISCELLANEOUS COM- 
PANIES IN ENGLAND AND IRELAND. 



SECTION I. THE GOVERNOR AND COMPANY OF 
THE WHITE PAPER MAKERS IN ENGLAND. 

THE manufacture of paper had been established in England as early 
as the reign of Elizabeth, if not before that time1. The industry increased, 
and a century later there were upwards of a hundred mills a t  work2. Their 
output however was confined to the coarser kinds, such as brown paper, 
and i t  was necessary to import the finer qualities from abroad. In 
1673-4 the quantity of paper brought from France was 160,000 reams 
which, a t  the valuation of 59. per ream, amounted to 840,000 annually3 ; 
while, later in the century, i t  was stated that the imports of this com- 
modity cost as much as 2100,000 a year4. It is said that the first 
attempt to produce the better kinds in England was due to E. Burnaby 
in 1678, but his enterprize resulted in failure6. In 168% a further effort 
was made to achieve success by George Hagar, who obtained a patent for 
the sole production of white writing and printing paper for 14 years by 
the method of " sizeing i t  in a mortar6." A company was formed to work 
the invention, and 26,000 was paid by a number of persons for shares7. 
A mill was erected a t  Ensham and others were leased elsewhere8. For 
some time a considerable trade was carried on, but Hagar's success came 
to the notice of those persons who had made him bankrupt in 1677 and 
these now attempted to make the funds of the company liable for his 
by-gone debts. The shareholders were indignant and accused Hagar of 
having obtained their money by means of fraud. I t  appears however that 

111 A Spark of Friendship (1588), in Harleian Miscellany, 1x1. p. 249, i t  is noted 
that a paper-mill had been erected at Dartford by Spilman, the Queen's Jeweller, 
cf. Paper and Paper-making Chronology, London, 1875, p. 20. 

&ports Hist. MSS. Corn.-The Manuscripts of the Home of lords,  1690-1, XXII., 

Pt. v., p. 76. 
A Scheme of the Trade as it is at present carried on between England and France, 

by Patience Ward ,  Thomas Papillon and others, 1674, in Somers' Traets (1748), IV.  

p. 537*. 
* Anderson, Annals of Commerce, 1x1. p. 131. 

Paper and Paper-making Chronology, p. 20. 
Reports Hist. MS#. Corn., XII I . ,  Pt. v . ,  p. 436. 
Ibid., p. 497. Ibid., p. 496. 
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he had some knowledge of paper-making, since he was, a t  a later date, a 
frequent petitioner for encouragement1. There were several suits for the 
possession of the patent, which eventually remained in the hands of 
William Sutton, who made paper a t  the King's Mills, Byfleetz. 

While matters were in this condition, John Briscoe had obtained 
the assistance of some Frenchmen, who instructed him in the secrets of 
the trade; and, on April 15th, 1685, he applied for a patent for 
"making, sizeing and whitening writing, printing and other papers." 
Having obtained his grant, a company was formed, including John 
Dunston, Nicholas Dupin, Adam de Cardonell, Henry Longueville and 
a number of others. On June 13th, 1686, a petition was presented, 
which stated that "a vast expense" was necessary to carry on the manu- 
facture to advantage. It was pleaded that a capital outlay of A?100,000 
was required, "which sum, being so great, cannot be raised but by a 
considerable number of persons, incorporated and joining in a joint- 
stock." It was also urged that, in spite of the patent, the company 
" laboured under great inconveniences, met with insupportable diffjculties 
and ran great hazards" ; and, for these and other reasons, a charter of 
incorporation was asked? Accordingly, a grant was signed on July 3rd, 
1686, creating a "body politick" to be known as the Governor and 
Company of the White Paper Makers in England with powers to elect 
a governor, deputy-governor and assistants-the latter not to exceed 
23 in number. The governor and deputy-governor were to be present 
at  all meetings for the making of orders. The shareholders were entitled 
to one vote for each share held. This charter confers on the co~npany 
the sole right of making white writing and printing paper for the space 
of fourteen years froin July 3rd, 1686, and its officials were entitled to 
break open doors of premises where they suspected paper, made in 
contravention of the patent, was stored, and to call on constables to 
assist them. The King promised to grant such further powers and 
privileges as should be necessary for the carrying on and improvement 
of the manufacture, and, in particular, to  assent to any bill promoted by 
the company5. Recourse was soon made to the royal protection ; and, 
on June lRth, 1687, the company ~et i t ioned that a fine of 2500, imposed 
on Theodore Janssen a t  its prosecution, should be granted to it6. The 
same year a proclamation was issued " for establishing the manufacture 
of white paper," which was designed to assist the company in discovering 

1 State Papers, Domestic, Petition Entry Book, XII. pp. 161, 451. 
Reports Hist. MSS. Corn., XIII., Pt. v., p. 436. 

3 State Papers, Domestic, Petition Entry Book, LXXI. p. 127. 
4 Ibid., Petition Entry Book, LXXI. p. 268; Ibid., James II., 111. 97. 
5 Ibid., James II., 111. 98 ; Ibid., H. 0. Warrant Book, IV. p. 67. 
6 Ibid., Petition Entry Book, LXXI. p. 361. 
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those who were copying its processes1. Obviously there was an incon- 
4istency between the privileges,of this body and those previously granted 
to Hagar and which had been exercised by Sutton. The legal position 
of the latter was not strong, and the company succeeded in preventing 
him from making white paper2. 

On the signature of the patent, great energy was shown in developing 
the business. The capital was divided into 400 shares which were taken 
up, and 2 5 0  per share was subscribed, making the whole sum paid (or 
credited as paid) .&R0,0003. No less than five mills were leased or 
purchased, arid considerable quantities of paper made" On the 
outbreak of war with France after the Revolution, the importation of 
French paper was prohibited, and the company was in a position to take 
advantage of the wide field open to its enterprize. I t  soon found that 
more capital was needed, but there were doubts as to the validity of its 
charter. The governor and assistants decided that the boldest course 
was the most safe, and an appeal was made to Parlian~ent for an act 
confirming the charter and autho~.izjng an increase of capital. There 
was considerable opposition. William Sutton, the Dean and Chapter of 
Windsor and " the ancient paper-makers of the kingdom " all petitioned 
against the bill. On a conference between the parties, Sutton withdrew 
his petition, on condition that four of the original shares should be 
assigned him free of expense on the passing of the bill, and that further, 
whether it passed or not, the company was to rent his paper-mill, paying 
a fine of 2100 and such rent as was fixed by arbitration6. 

The bill was considered by a committee of the House of Lords on 
May 15th, 1'7th and lgth, 1690. The I)ean of Windsor contended that 
the proposed legislation would lessen the value of the paper-mills belong- 
ing to the chapter. The ancient paper-makers were supported by the 
Mayor and aldermen of Chipping Wycombe. Counsel on their behalf 
argued that the confirmation of the conlpany's charter by Parliament 
would be prejudicial to other paper-makers, G who could make good 
white printing paper,'. and it was asserted that many of these would be 
ruined, thereby becoming chargeable on the rates. The privileges asked 
for by the company were described as plain monopoly;" under cover 

which the whole supply of rags would be engrossed. 
these arguments, m e n d  for the company replied by showing 

that those opposing the bill were unable to produce fine white paper. 

Paper and Paper-making Chronology, p. 20. 
Reports ZTist. MM. Corn., XIII., Pt. v., p. 436. 
MS. Act to encourage the nlanufmture of White Paper, 2 Will. and Mary, 

No. 25, House of Lords MSS. 
&port8 Hist. MSS. Corn., XIII., Pt. v., p. 76. 
Ibid., p. 436. 
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Attention was directed to the clause in the bill, which stated that the 
confirmation of the nlonopoly of the company only applied to such paper 
as was commonly sold a t  a price, exceeding 4s. per ream, and that the 
chartered undertaking was precluded from manufacturing any that 
realized that price or less. Th~ l s  the monopoly was confined to a 
class of paper which was not made by the owners of mills who were 
opposing the bill, and therefore nothing in i t  could take from them any 
trade they had had previously. Further, the company offered to lay 
open lists for further subscriptions of capital to  any who chose to adven- 
ture, while security would be given for the rent of the additional mills 
which i t  was proposed to lease. This concession met the case of the 
Dean of Windsor, and i t  was agreed that a clause should be inserted, 
under which the company bound itself to take the mills belonging to the 
chapter, if required to do so'. 

The argument was against the ancient paper-makers, and i t  war stated 
that the opposition was aided by French agents. It is remarkable that 
this statement was accepted by the Committee and was incorporated in 
the preamble of the bill (which received the royal assent on May 2Oth), 
where i t  is said the members of the company had "at  great charges 
purchased and erected diverse mills, with great hazards of their persons 
and estates, the said attempt being highly opposed by agents of the 
French King2." The act also sets out that, in spite of these and other 
hindrances, the manufacture had been set up and great quantities of 
paper were produced. In order to encourage the undertaking, so that 
the demand for white paper should be supplied from home manufacture, 
i t  is enacted that the charter should be confirmed for a period of fourteen 
years to be computed from the end of the session. Further, '' for the 
better carrying on and improving the said manufacture and to the intent 
that the stock may be so increased as to establish the same in all parts 
of the kingdom and that all and every their Majesties' subjects, who shall 
be desirous to become members of the said company, may have liberty to 
do so; i t  is provided that the original capital of &20,000 was to be 
increased by a new snbscription, the books for which were to lie open in 
Abchurch Lane and in some other public place till September 2Oth, 1690, 
"when any person may subscribe as many shares as he pleases at P50 
each " t h a t  is a t  the par value. This clause is of considerable interest 
as possibly the earliest case of parliamentary control of the capitalization 
of a company. The act ~roceeds by ~rohibiting the export of rags, 
under pain of forfeiture, and i t  also ratifies the agreement reached for 

Reports H a .  HSS. Corn., xrII., Pt. v., pp. 74-6. 
There is evidence of such intrigues in the case of the Royal Lustring company, 

vide infra, p. 74. 
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the protection of other paper-makers by forbidding the company to 
make paper, usually sold a t  4s. per ream or less1. 

There is no evidence to show whether the subscription of additional 
capital in 1690 was large or not. The earliest quotation of the shares 
was on March 30th, 1692, when the price was 60, or a premium of 
80 per cent. This was followed by a relapse until 41 was touched on 
May 5th. A recovery then set in and 49 was quoted a t  the end of June. 
There is no record of the movements of prices for the remainder of the 
year, but in January 1693 the shares stood from 65 to 67. Up to the end 
of April they were over 70. Towards the close of May there was a fall 
to 69 which was continued till 59 was recorded on July 19th. From this 
date there was a steady advance-70 being quoted on September 13th, 
80 on the 28th, and 90 on October l l t h ,  while on December 29th the 
 rice was 94. A t  this time the company seems to have been doing a 
large business. Sales were frequently advertized as to be held a t  its 
house in Queen St.2, while Houghton describes i t  "as a great manufac- 
tures.'' Even the person of quality, who wrote the jeremiad which he 
entitled Anglia Tzitanten, is forced to confess that, though the perfection 
of the finer French papers had  lot been wholly attained, the English 
makers " had then come pretty near i t"  and their work had " wonderfully 
improved." The rag-pickers, all over the country, were kept busy in 
supplying the raw material, and the industry, as a whole, was described 
as being in a flourishing conditiond. 

These favourable estimates of the future of the company are reflected 
in the quotations of its shares, during the early part of the year 1694. 
Up to January 17th the price remained a t  94. From the 24th (when i t  
was 97) i t  steadily advanced. The rapidity of the rise is shown by the 
following summary of fluctuations, during the ensuing three months : 

1694 (week ending Friday) February 2nd, 9th ... ... 98 
>Y 9 ,  ,, 16th ... ... ... 105 
7, 7, ,, 23rd, March 2nd ... 120 
9 , J J  March 9th, 16th, 23rd ... 150 
9 ,  month of April ... ... ... ... 140 

For some reason, Houghton ceases to ~ r i n t  quotations of these shares 
after April 1694. It is probable that there was a considerable reaction 
in the price. In 1696 the Corn~nissionen of Trade reported that the 

MS. Act to ellcourage the manufacture of White Paper, 2 Will. and Mary, 
No. 25, House of Lords MSS. 

hndon. Gazette, No. 2959, March 19,1694 ; No. 3000, Aug. 9,1694 ; No. 3053, 
Feb. 11, 1695 ; No. 3129, Nov. 4, 1095. 

Collection for Improvement of Husbandry and Trade, by John Houghton, NO. 103, 
20. 1694. 
published 1695, p. 25. 
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company G was not in so thriving condition as i t  might haw been," and 
they attributed its decline to the evils of stock-.jobbing management. 
Just at  this time a number of companies, founded during the recent 
boom, had come to grief in the subsequent crisis, and the charge of 
stock-jobbing became the facile explanation of the failurelust as the 
diagnosis of a fever; by the medical practitionen of the period, covered 
a multitude of disorders'. 

At this time the paper-making industry was experiencing the erects 
of the prevailing depression, and a further adverse influence arose out of 
the financial riecessities of the government. The House of Commons 
decided early in 1697 to impose a duty of 20 per cent. ad oalorem on 
all paper made in England and one of 25 per w t .  on that imported. 
The company joined with the other inaiiufacturers in petitioning against 
the fornier tax which was intended to last for two years and which was to 
be levied on vellum, parchment and pasteboard. The line of argument 

adopted, against the impositioll of the tax on home-made paper, was the 
contention that great injury would be done to the trade, while the pro- 
duce of the tax, if consumptiol~ remained the same as in the previous 
year, would be only &17,600. The whole amount of paper, used in 
England, was estimated to be worth 268,000, of which 240,000 was 
imported. TLiere were 100 mills making coarse papers with an average 
annual production of $200 each, or 220,000 in all. The company had 
eight mills the output of which was valued at  &8,0002. I11 spite of 

this protest, the duties were imposed by the act 8 and 9 Will. 111. c. 7'. 
It is probable that the paper-makers had considerably underestimated 

th,eir output. This was certainly the case with the company, since 
according to a report of the Commissioners of Trade dated December !23rd, 
1697, that is after the duties had been imposed for six months, its annual 
production was 100,000 reams of white paper. Now, under its act, the 

company was forbidden to make paper, which sold a t  4s. per ream or less, 
therefore, instead of its annual production being only &8,000 a year, i t  
must have been a t  least 220,000 and may have been worth double that 
sun). This report assigns, as causes of recent hindrances to the progress 
of the trade, the charge of stock-jobbing and also that there had been a 
scarcity of white rags4. The fact, that the supply of rags was deficient, 
is indirect evidence that the production of all kinds of paper was con- 
siderably greater than i t  was stated to have been in the petition of the 

1 Journals of the IIouse of C!otnmons, X I .  p. 595. 
2 The Case of the Paper-Traders, Ifumbly 0fer'd to the Honourable House of Commons 

* l 6  ' m ' 1 2 .  The  proposed duties at the specified rates would [?1697l, Brit. Mus. - 45 

amount t o  515,600. The  remai~lillg 22,000 arose from the tax on parchment, &c. 
3 Ratutes, V I I .  p. 190. Journals of the House of C o m m ,  XII. p. 435. 

DIV. v r n .  5 l] Consequences of Taxes on Paper 1697-9 69 

manufacturers, while the complete absence of any quotations of the shares 
for more than three and a half years shows that there can have been no 
active speculation in that period. A t  the same time, there is independent 
testimony that the industry soon became depressed and i t  was described 
as being " almost quite sunk under the weight of the present tax1." The 
company appears to have been particularly affected by the check to the 
demand, which followed the rise in prices, and i t  is recorded that many 
mills were compelled to abandon the making of white paper and to con- 
fine themselves to the production of the commoner and cheaper varietiesz. 
Such a change would have ineant the winding up of the company, since 
the act, i t  had obtained, precluded it from adopting this course, and i t  
is significant that when in 1699, the duties of 1697 having expired, there 
was a warn1 debate for and against the increase of the protection of 
English-made paper, there is no niention of this company3. I t  was 
eventually resolved by the House of Commons that the duty on home- 
made paper should remain at  20 per cent. while that on foreign was to 
be increased to 30 per cent.4 On the bill being sent to the Lords, an 
amendment was inberted by thc latter House resulting in considerable 
friction. Neither side would recede froin the positioi~ i t  had taken up, 
and the bill did not become laws. Therefore the paper-makers lost the 
protection of 10 per cent., in addition to that affbrded them by "the 
book of rates." There is no evidence to show a t  what time the compaoy 
retired from business. The English paper-making trade, on the whole, 
progressed. About 1710 there were 150 mills, producing 60,000 reams 
annually while three gears later all " the lower sorts," used in England, 
were made a t  home, and i t  was estimated that the production of white 
paper then arilounted to between &30,000 and 290,000 a year7. On the 

A Proposnlfofbr Building a Royal Library and establishing it by Act qf Parliament 

816. m .  12 [by Richard Bentley], London, 1697 Brit. Y u s .  
- 32-]. 

816 .  n 1 . 1 2  Remonsjbfbr further addilional Duties on Paper [? 1698-01, Brit. Mus. -- - . 
r)J 

An Abstract or Short Bccout~t qf the Duty laid upon Paper; lieusons Humbly 
Ofered..for Laying a farther d ~ t y  on all foreign paper; &a.~on.~ humhly offer'd ... mjainst 
z a ~ i u ~  a farther duty upon Paper ; Reasons again~~t fhrthw additional Duties wn Paper 
[Brit .  MUS. 816.  m .  12, Nos. 10, 41, 42, 431 ; Journals ofthe Home of Comwmm, XII. 
P. 661. 

J~urnaIa 0f the House ox (:ommons, XII. u. 648. 
Ibid., p. 683 ; Jou-ls qfthe ~ f o i s e  qf iords,  xvl. pp. 461-3 ; The M a n w c ~ p t s  
House o f l o rds ,  1697-9, 111. pp. 424-35. 

' The Cme ofthe iVerchnnt8 iirnporti.y Genoa Puprr...in relutiofk to the Duty on Curds 

[Bdt. MUS. RQ 
8 1 6 .  m .  l 2 l .  

V" ' The Btlritish ~ e r c h a i t  or Commerce Pnserdd,  by Charles King,  London, 1721, I .  
P. 14. 
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other hand i t  was contended, at  this time, that the paper trade was one 
which had suffered from the remission of the previous high import duties1. 

Sunzmay of Capital and Prices of the Shares. 

Capital. 

Up to May 1690, 400 original shares of g50 each ... ... 220,000 

A new subscription was taken from June to September 20th, 1690. 

Prices of Shares. 

Pear Date of highest price Prices Date of lowest price 

1692 March 28 60-41 
May 5 

1693 December 27 94--59 
July 19 

1694 Feb. 28, March 7, 14, 21 150-94 Jan. 5, 10 

1 Eztracts from Several Mercators, being conaiderations on the State of British Trade, 
1713 [Brit. Mus. 8246. b .  91, p. 7. 

SECTION 11. OTHER COMPANIES FOR THE . 
MANUFACTURE OF PAPER. 

BESIDES the company of White Paper Makers and the Scots Paper 
Manufacture', there were several other paper companies. One of these 
was also founded by Nicholas Dupin, and arose out of a patent granted 
to him in 1690 for the manufacture of white paper in Ireland for 14 years2. 
On August 7th of the following year a warrant was issued to incorporate 
a paper and linen company for Jersey and Guernsey, which was to have 
a governor, deputy-governor and eighteen assistants. The qualification 
for office consisted in the holding of shares, and seven members of the 
court constituted a quorum. Power was also given to elect a sub-committee 
to manage the affairs of the company in the Channel Islands3. In Anglice 
Tutamen mention is made of a Brown Paper Company4, which probably 
originated out of an invention by Thomas Neale and another for making 
brown and coloured papers, without using coarse or fine rags or linen 
cloth," out of a material of which store may be had in England and 
Ireland 6. 

The most interesting of these minor paper companies was the one 
that went by the name of t h  B l ~ s  Paper Company. As in many similar 

Vide infra, Division rx., Section 6. 
State Papers, Domestic, Signet Office, xrI .  p. 354 ; Patent Rolls (Four Courts, 

Dublin), April 7, 3 Will. and Mary. 
State Papers, Domestic, H. 0 .  Warrant Book, "I. p. 142. p. 25. 
State Papers, Domestic, Petition Entry Book, I. p. 400. 



72 h i s /& ,  Brown avid Blue Paper Cos. [DIY. VIII. $ 2 

cases, where there was no charter of incorporation, the title is uncertain, 
the corripany having arisen out of the sale of shares in the benefit of a 
patent, and the rights and responsibilities of membelshi~ were defined 
by an agreement. The particular patent, on which this ~lndertakirlg was 
based, was one granted to William Bayly in November 1691 for printing 
paper with all sorts of figures and colours by several engines made of 
brass, without paint or stain, which will be useful for hanging in rooms1." 
An advertisement of the company gives a clearer idea of the nature of its 
product, which is described " as Japan and Indian figured hangings and 
another sort, consisting of large Japanese subjects and forest work also 
imitation of wainscot2." The shares of this company were quoted in 1692 
from 11 to 10 and in the following year from 12 to 9, while in 1694 the 
price fell to, and remained at, S. But despite the depression in the 
stock-market, the business seems to have been flourishing. During the 
year l694 the accommodation a t  the company's office-the Blue Paper 
Warehouse in Aldermanbury-was insuficient, and sales were conducted 
a t  the "large Japan Warehouse" in Henrietta St., Covent Garden (i.e. the 
premises of the " company for lacqueril~g after the manner of Japan3"), 
while in addition a number of agencies were opened. Evidently the new 

wall-paper had becollie popular, for imitations began to be put on the 
ma~sket on a thinner paper and coloured " with a slight and superficial 
paint4" ; and, besides wall-papers, in the same year "blue sugar loaf and 
royal purple papers " were advertized for sale6. During the next ten ?-ears 
siinilar advertisements were frequent, so that i t  tnay be concluded that 
the business continued to flourish throughout the fourteen years for 
which the original patent had been granted6. 

.In l709 there was a partnership for the production of white paper 
in Ireland under the iiianagement of Col. John Perry. In that year this 
undertaking appears to have met with some success, since i t  petitioned 
the House of Commons for legislation which would prevent the clestruc- 
tion of white rags which were required for the manufacturei. 

1 State Papers, Domestic, H. 0. Warrant Book, VI. p. 225. 
"oughto~i,  Cfo1lection8, No. 114. 
3 Vidr! infra. Sectioll 9 .  Houghton, Collections, NO. 114. 

.l > 

London Guzette, No. 2956, Mar. 12,  1694. 
6 E.g. London Gazette, No. 3117 ; Postntan, July 8 ,  1703. 

Petitions to the Irish House o f  Commons, Four Courts, Dublin ; Petition o f  
Col. John Perry arid Partners, June 2, 1709 ; The Jourlrals of the House of' Cbnrmous 
of the Kingdom i f  heland (1796), 11. p. 206. 

SECTION 111. THE ROYAL LUSTRING COMPANY 
OF ENGLAND (1688-1 720). 

DURING the controversy which raged in the reigns of Charles 11. 
and James 11. over the commerce between England and France, much 

was directed to the trade in silks. In 1674 the value of the 
impor.ts of these goods was estimated to have been P300,0001; while in 
1686 the amount, recorded as havihg passed the Custonis, was slightly 
more, though it was calculated that so much was smuggled that the 

total annual consuillption could not have been less than 2500,000a. By 
the later date a inaterial known as alamodes, lustrings, lutestrings, lutes 
or renforcez had become fashionable. It was "a fine, light, glossy, black 
silk3," the peculiarity in the production of which consisted in the ' 

secret of the "lustrating," i.e. in the imparting of the lustre or gloss. 
A Frenchman, Pierre de Cloux, was acquainted with the art;  and, having 
obtained the support of a number of persons who were prepared to 
provide the requisite funds, a petition was presented on behalf of the 
syndicate on November 28th, 1687, asking for a patent for the industry 
as one new to England4. That the manufacture had not been hitherto 
practised in the country seems to have been admitted a t  the time, though 
later very circumstantial accounts were given of the early production of 
considerable quantities of lustrings. The Weavers' company asserted that 
in 1663 several pieces had been mades. In 1696 a number of persons 
testified that between 1681 and 1686 they had seen many pieces that had 
been made in Spitalfields, indeed one of these asserted that the English 

A Scheme of the Trade at P r e m  carried rm between England and France (in 
SOmers' Tracts, IV. p. 536%). 

Charles King, The British Nerchant or C o m t m  Plraeru'd, 1721, I. pp. 320,328. 
' lvurrq's  Di,bnary-'iAlamodes." It is interesting t o  notice that in 1622 

M a l ~ " e ~  mentioned " lu t e s t r i~~gs"  as a luxury, vliieh lie considered might reason- 
ably be made a monopoly. C o w t u d o ,  p. 213. 

State Papers, Domestic, James II., Petition Entry Book, u x ~ .  p. 394. 
The Weanrs' Answer to Nce Objectionr mu& by the Lwtrings' Company (1696) 



74 The Royal Lustring Company [DIV. VIII. 8 3 

production a t  that time was 4,000 or 5,000 pieces a year1. These 
statements can be shown to be false. The writer of a political 
pamphlet wishing to find a metaphor which characterized arbitrary 
government, as a recent importation from abroad, speaks of i t  as 
<<this Allamode de France2." Moreover, about 1683, Stephen Seignoret, 
a silk merchant then living a t  Lyons, having consigned a consider- 
able quantity of lustrings to London, which had been damaged on 
the voyage, could not obtain a dresser in England who was able to 
restore the gloss. It is highly significant of the jealousy with which 
the weavers of Lyons guarded their trade-secrets, that  the municipality 
would only consent t o  a Rench dresser leaving for London to under- 
take the work on condition that Seignoret himself should be kept in 
custody till the man returned3. Later in 1687 another French lustring 
dresser, who had come to England, was paid g 7 5  by the French 
Ambassador to return home again, and, on his attempting to set out 
for London, he was imprisoned, while in 1698 i t  was supposed he was 
still in confinement. 

It will thus be clear that, at the date of the petition of De Cloux, the 
production of lustrings had not been regularly carried on in England. 
A t  the same time there were difficulties to be surmounted before a 
patent could be obtained. The law officers of the Crown reported in 
favour of the petitionen, in so far as the trade they to  start 

was new, but they recommended that reference should be made to  the 
Commissioners of Customs to ascertain whether the revenue would suffer 
by the lustring industry being established4. The result of this enquiry 
was not unfavourable to the hopes of Ile Cloux and his supporters. 
On March 9th, 1688, a warrant for a patent was made out, though 
the grant itself was not sealed till November 23rd. This document 
conferred on a number of persons named in it, together with any 
others they might subsequently assume as partners, the sole right 
of exercising the invention of making, dressing and "lustrating" those 
silks, known as plain black h 1s modes, renforcez and lustrings, subject 
to the following conditions. The patent extended only to  such blwk 
silks, of the species described, as were used for scarves and hoods, the 
work was to  be carried on under the inspection of the Weavers' company 

1 The Manuscripts of the House of Lorale, 1695-7, 11. p. 139. 
2 The Growth of Popery and Arbitrary 6 ? o m m t ,  by Phi10 Veritss, Cologne, 

1682, p. 161. 
3 The Rrprt  of the Committee of the Houn of Commom to whom 1h.e Petition pf t b  

RqaJ Lwtring Company of England was r m r e d ,  Landon, 1698 

'B8], 62 
reprinted in Jounrrls ofthe House qf C o m m ,  XII. p 213. 

4 State Papers, Domestic, Petition Entry Book, m x r .  p. 402. 
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of London, and monthly accounts were to be furnished by the members 
both of pieces made and of the looms employed1. 

The patent establishing the undertaking was completed just when 
the country was in the throes of the Revolution, and i t  was unfortunate 
that De Cloux, who was the only person possessing the requisite techni- 
cal knowledge, happened to be a Roman Catholic and left England in 
the train of James 11. The company, which was in process of forma- 
tion, was thus brought to a standstill through want of expert advice; 
but, as the French refugees began to arrive in increasing numbers, i t  
became possible to obtain a certain amount of suitable labour, and two 
looms were started and kept at  work. On the prohibition of commerce 
with France, arising out of the declaration of war against that country, 
the patentees were not slow to recognize that a wide field had been 
opened up for their enterprize. Towards the end of 1691 or in the first 
months of 1692, sustained efXorts were made to greatly extend the 
operations of the company. The financing of the undertaking was 
arranged by a Mr Gervaise who fixed the capital a t  260,000, divided 
into 2,400 shares of &R5 each2. The earliest transaction recorded was 
on April 14th, 1698, when the price realized was 32. In May the 
assistants decided that sales should be made to the public a t  30, and 
many purchases were arranged a t  this price during the remainder of 
the year. In the accounts of the company the capital was always 
regarded as being 260,000 and therefore i t  may be inferred that, out of 
the issue price of 230, 25 consisted of a reimbursement to the owners 
of the patent of their outlay together with promoters' profits, while the 

remaining 6 2 5  per share was used in carrying on the business. On 
May 14th, 1692, a petition was presented which stated that lustrings 
were being ~roduced and asking that, since there were now 134 persons 
interested in the patent, a charter of incorporation should be granted to 
them3. The Solicitor-General reported on May 30th that great per- 
fection had been attained in this manufacture, and he recommended 
that the company should be incorporated\ On July 28th a warrant 

issued for the preparation of a charter5. Some delay arose fronl 
the intervention of the Weavers' company, but at  a full court of this 
body, held 011 October loth, a clause was read, which i t  was propwed 
Should be included in the grant, and which stated that this document 

l State Papers, Domestic, H .  0. Warrant Book, IV. p. 400; Journal8 ofthe Home 
Of Coamonr, XI*. p. 221 ; The Cage of the Weauers who are Petitioners to be reliewd 

816 m 13 a99'mt a Clawe in the Coale A d  [l6951 r ~ r i t .  Mus. -1. 
1 '>D 

L l U U  _( ' Journak ofthe House of Commons, xrI. p. 221. 
s k t e  Papers, Domestic, Petition Entry Book, I .  p. 292. 

Ibid., p. 307. {&d., H .  0. Warrar~t Book, VI. p. 383. 
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was to be interpreted as containing nothing prejudicial to the Weavers' 
company, whereupon i t  was agreed that all opposition should be with- 
drawn'. When at  length the charter was sealed, i t  incorporated those 
interested in the patent of James 11. as the Royal Lustrirrg Company of 
En&md with the usual powers, which however were to be subject to all 
the conditions embodied in the grant of 1688. The government of the 

company was committed to a governor, deputy-governor and twelve 
assistants. The minimum qualification for a vote was the ownership of 
10 shares, and no holding entitled the proprietor to more than a single 
vote2. In addition to the royal charter, there came encouragemellt 
from Parliament, since i t  was enacted that, after March 45th' 1693, no 
foreign lustrings might be imported except under license3. 

The company received influe~ltial support. The Stephen Seignoret, 
already mentioned, purchased 382 shares4. A " Lustring House" was 
opened a t  Austin Friars, where large sales of alamodes were made from 
time to time for many years5. Ofice-hours, except before and after 
sales, were from 8 till l 4  o'clock, and froni 2 to 6 o'clock daily, except 
Sundays and holidays" Business proved good, and a t  one sale alone, 
in October 1693, the lustriilgr, auctioned by "inch of candle," realized 
f 14,0007. The company was able to increase the number of looms, but 
i t  was not long before friction arose with the English silk weavers. 
At  first, as was indeed necessary, French artisans had been employed. 
These worked at  a cheaper rate than had previously obtained in London. 
As the English apprentices had begun to acquire skill, pressure was put 
on the governor and assistants to discharge their foreign hands. The 
company was accused "of taking bread out of the uiouths of the native 
weavers," and the men thenlselres were not slow to take forcible means 
of persuadillg the governing body. They followed the assistants to 
their homes in a riotous manner, making threat5 and breaking windows! 
Compulsion in the same direction was exerted by the powers of 
inspection granted to the Weavers' company; and, eventually, the 
governor had to give way and many of the French workmen were dis- 
missed. This action had a double result which manifested itself in the 
future. On the one hand, the piece-work wages were higher, though in 
all probability not to the extent recorded by Charles King, who gives 
the English rate in this trade as more than double the Frenchu. On 

Court Books o f  the Weavers' Corndally (1602-4), X I I . ,  Oct.  10, 1602. 
2 The Charter ofthe Royal h t r i n g  ('orr'pany [Brit. Mus. 8223. e . 69 ] .  
3 4 Will. and Mary, c.  5, S 5 ,  Statutes, V I .  p. 384. 
4 J O ~ T R ( I / S  of the H o ~ ~ s e  qfC9mm0lz.Y, XII. p. 222. 
6 London Gazette, No. 2853, Mar. 30, 1693. 

"bid., Feb. 11, 1696. 

7 Houghtoll, C'o1Iectim.s, NO. 65, Oct.  27, 1693. 
8 Treasury Papers, cxxxrx. 19 ; Calendar, 1708-14, p. 327. 
9 Charles K i l ~ g ,  The Britislr iwerchant, I .  p. 8. 
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the other side, i t  is to  be feared that the change was accompanied by 
R deterioration in the quality of the ~ rodue t ;  for if, as was frequently 
stated, the secret of "lustrating" silks was unknown to English weavers 
up till 1690, i t  would necessarily take a considerable period for the art 
to be thoroughly mastered by them. 

It needed time for these disadrai~tageous elements in the organization 
of the company to manifest thenlselves, and in 1694, 1695 and 1696 i t  
enjoyed great prosperity. Houghton spoke of this trade in 1694 as 
one which England had "wanted much," and he considered that the 
Royal Lustring company was likely to outdo all the others that had 
been recently established', Even the pessinlistir writer of the tract, 
87~gZie Tutamen, finds himself compelled to admit that this under- 
taking was thriving, and he believed i t  would continue to do so, "whilst 
i t  kept stock-jobbers froni breaking in upon it2." Publicity was given 
to the quarterly sales, and from time to time paragraphs appeared in the 
press, which were designed to draw attention to the enterprize, as for 
instance when i t  was recorded in 1695 that the King had been pleased 
to assure the company of his protection, that he had lately granted 
further encouragement, to which the practical note was added that the 
assistants were willing to employ weavers free of the Weavers' company8. 
By the act 6 and 7 IVill. 111. c. 18 i t  rvab provided that lustrings, 
imported under license, must be sealed a t  the Custom House, those 
produced a t  home were to be sealed by the Lustring company. Any of 
these fabrics, found without either of these seals, were subject to for- 
feiture, and the goods seized according to this section might, after being 
condenined a t  the Curton1 House, be purchased solely for exportation. 
In 1696 a bill was promoted in the interests of the Jfreavers' company, 
giving that body equal rights in the sealing of lustrings made in 
England, but the measure did not become law4. This legislation was 
important, not only in aiding in suppressing smuggling, but also in 
giving the Lustring company some supervision over the Weaven' 
company, so that both organizations met on more equal terms. 

In another respect too the conlpany had strengthened its position. 
The Duke of Savoy, like the re,t of the allies, had prohibited the 
entrance of French goods into his territories. The people, however, 

in want of cloth; and, unless the prohibition was relaxed with 
regard to this commodity, they imust obtain i t  from Ellgland. Since 
the Lustring company brought silk in large guaritities froln Aedmont, 

I Collections, NO. 103, J U ~ V  20. 1694. 
' p. 30. It is sigllifioaat ioo ;hat Defoe (Essay upon Projects, 1697, p. 13) does 

"0' mention this cornpally as one o f  the failures through stock-jobbing. 
Houghton, Collections, No. 169, Oct.  25, 1695. 
The Manwcript8 ojthe Houn of Lordr, 1695-7, 11. p. 138. 
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i t  was suggested that i t  should export cloth there; and accordingly in 
1696 an experimental shipment valued at  81,500 was made1. 

Testimony to the progress, already made by the company and to its 
future prospects, is borne by the quotations of the shares. From the 
issue-price of 30 there had been a fall till 20 was touched at the end of 
1694. From that date, contrary to the general course of industrial 
securities, the shares rose till 33 (for cash) or 38 (in bank-notes) was 
recorded in 1696. Such a price, in view of the   rev ailing depression 
during the crisis, shows that the company was considered to be doing 
well. 

It is possible to some extent to reconstruct the state of its finances 
in 1696. I t  had, at  that time, 670 looms at  work in London and 98 at  
Ipswich, making a total of 768, which gave employment to about 6,000 
personsa. A loom was capable of making 10 to l 2  pieces of lustrings 
in the year, each of which contained on an average 4 lbs. of silk and con- 
sisted of some 60 ells in length3. Since the total demand of England for 
lustrings, while this trade with France was open, was estimated a t  10,000 
pieces annually, it will be seen that the company had brought its capacity 
up to a point which approximated to the amount required just before the 
Revolution. Whatever might have happened in the future, as yet the 
maximum output was not being produced. It was said by the Weavers' 
company, which at  that time was hostile to the Lustring company, that 
the latter during the first four years of its existence had only made 
9,000 pieces< Doubtless this is an ~nderetimate, but, if any reliance 
can be placed on it, the output in 1696 is unlikely to have been 7,680 
pieces. Taking the circumstances into account, i t  may be estimated 
that the actual production in that year was 5,000 pieces. The prices at  
which bidding started at  the sales were from P12 to P16 per piece. 
Taking the average of these, the output for the year may be valued at  
55'0,000. From this must be deducted the cost of production, which 
consisted of two main elements. There was first the value of the 
silk consumed. This was returned at  a later date as 30.9. per lb.6 Since 

a piece contained on an average 4 lbs. of silk, the cost of the raw 
material came to P6. The other important element of outlay was 
the payment of labour, which was made on a piece-work basis. I t  is 

1 Journuk of the Howe of Commm, XII. p. 230. 
Ibid., XII. pp. 224, 225. 

8 Ibid., xu. pp. 219, 226, 226. 

4 The Weavers' Alzswer to the Objections made by the Lzlstvingu' Company 

123 A '  
6 Treasury Papers, cxxxlx. 19 ; Cdendar, 1708-14, p. 327. 
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recorded that the expense under this head came to 1s. per ell1; that is, 
for the piece averaging 60 ells, to 23. So that altogether the manu- 
facturing costs came to P 9  for the piece, leaving a profit of 25 .  It 
may be noticed in passing that the wages appear unduly low in respect 
to the numbers of persons employed. I t  is true that a loom could 
earn 2 3 0  to 2 3 6  a year, but this was divisible amongst seven or eight 
persons. Allowing that some of these were apprentices, the earnings 
of the master-weavers would seem to have been small even for the time. 
The explanation of the apparent anon~aly is to be found in the fact 
that one weaver frequently superintended the working of several looms. 
Thus, as against 670 looms a t  London, there were only X29 master- 
weavers, several of whom had charge of 16, 17, 18, and 19 looms eacha. 
This phenomenon would apply also to the dyers and to some of the other 
occupations, so that i t  becomes necessary to this extent to revise the 
figures furnished by the company that 768 loon~s would maintain 
6,000 hands. These results give the manufacturing profit on the basis 
of an output of 5,000 pieces, which may be summarized as follows: 

Manufncturing ProJit of the RqyaZ Lustring Company in 1695-6. 

£ £ The estimated annual output of 5,000 pieces was valued 
on an average a t  3214 per piece ... ... ... 70,000 

5,000 pieces required 20,000 Ibs. of silk at  308. per lb. 30,000 
5,000 pieces, containing on an average 60 ells, cost for 

labour at  1s. per ell ... ... ... . ... 15,000 46,000 
Balance being manufacturing profit = to nearly 35 "lo on 

the issue-price of the shares ... ... ... ... 25,000 

This statement is confirmed by the account given of the liquid 
assets of the company at  the end of 1696. It had finished goods on 
hand worth 230,000, its stock of raw silk was valued at  220,0003. In 
all probability the debts, due to the company, exceeded those owed 
by it. To this total was to be added that of buildings and looms. 

, Since Lewis Crommelin obtained between 2 3 0  and P50 each for those, 
used by him in making linen4, it is likely that the value of the 768 looms 
may have been as much as P25,000, so that altogether it is clear that 
the whole assets of the company were calculated to be worth con- 
siderably more than the nominal capital, or even than the total sum 
represented by the aggregate issue-price of the shares. 

Charles King, The British Merchant, I. p. 8. 
a Journals of the Howe of Commons, XII. pp. 224, 225. It was, however, stated 

by the governor in 1711 that the weavers, employed in 1695, numbered 507. 
Treasury Pa~ers ,  cxxx~x. 19. 

JOU-6 ofthe ~ o u s e  of~ommons, x r ~ .  p. 210. 
Treasury Papers, LXXXIII. 101 ; Ccakndar, 1702-7, p. 96. 
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These results represent the summit of prosperity attained by the 
company during the early years of its history. Towards the end of 
1696 its trade began to fall off, and the next year witnessed a sudden 
and dramatic change in its fortunes. In spite of the increased measure 
of protection, conferred by Parliament, which raised the valuation of 
foreign lustrings, on which Customs were to be paid, from 40s. per lb. to  
80s. per lb.l, and which was tantamount to prohibition, the sales of the 
company continued to decline. By the summer of that year, although 
the production had been diminished, the stock of lustrings had increased, 
and over 650,000 was locked up in it. It became increasingly difficult 
to  make sales, even at reduced prices; and, by the beginning of 1698, 
the number of looms in operation had been reduced from 768 to 40 
or 502. No doubt the recent crisis would account for a considerable 
falling off in the demand, but it was apparent that the complete 
explanation must be sought elsewhere. Under the monopoly of the 
charter, the company was the sole producer of lustrings in England, 
these fabrics could not be legally imported from Prance, while the duty, 
recently imposed, should have protected i t  against the competition of 
other foreign countries. The only solution was that there had been 
a remarkable increase in the quantity smuggled. The agents of the 
company began to feel the opposition of some powerful and secret 
competition, which had created an organization immensely more skilful 
than the sturdy "free-traders " of the coasts. For some time all efforts 
to unmask this combination of adverse influences were fruitless. A t  
length a clue was found in the seizure of a passport, issued by the King 
of France, granting safe-conduct to an English ship to load silks. 
This document, which was dated July 7th, 1695, was enclosed in a 
letter to a banker at Paris, signed by G and B, which asked for a 
renewal of the safe-conducts. The problem then arose to discover the 
identity of the persons, described by these initials. By April 1697 
it was found that these were two partners, Frenchmen resident in 
London, named John Goudet and David Barrau. A search-warrant 
was obtained in June, and Goudet's books and papers were seized. 
Most of the important letters were in cipher, but, as these were inter- 
preted, evidence began to accumulate, which pointed to transactions of 
more than commercial importance. The company was now in a position 
to approach Parliament; and, on February 18th, 1698, its petitioll wa, 
corisidered and referred to a Committee4. 

The investigation, which ensued, was a very thorough one, and the 

Statutes, VII. p. 401. 
2 Journals of the House of Commm, XII. p. 210. 
3 Ibid., XII. pp. 210, 223. 
4 Ibid., XII. p. 118. 
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report resulting from it, presented on April 16th, is a document of 
extraordinary interest. It contains, in the bald official precis of the 
evidence, the records of eye-witnesses of all those stirring episodes that 
are now chiefly remembered as a part of the mechanism of the tale of 
adventure. The escaping Jacobite stealing secretly on board the lugger, 
sailing from Romney Marsh, where "there was not one in a hundred 
but is concerned in the owling-traden which they would follow in spite 
of all risks, "even if there were gallows erected a t  every quarter-mile 
along the coast": the system of   as swords, ciphers and secret signals: 
men passing under false names and disguises: the informer screwing up 
his courage to risk his life for the sake of the reward-all these figures 
constituted the dramntis person@ of the enquiry. But behind and 
beyond such picturesque episodes lies the greatest value of the report, 
in so far as i t  reveals the prime movers, by whom the subordinates were 
set in motion. Thus the complete organization of a highly developed 
system of contraband trade is unmasked. Its ingenuity consisted in the 
success with which the furtive character of the sale of goods, illicitly 
imported, was overcome. As a general rule the danger, involved in the 
marketing of commodities that had been smuggled, meant lower prices 
with a consequent reduction in the profit which might otherwise have been 
obtained. It was comparatively rare for large wholesale merchants to 
deal in contraband goods, and i t  was by the adhesion of a number of 
menibers of this class that i t  became possible to devise a comprehensive 
scheme for the open sale in England of lustrings that had been made 
at  Lyons. Though Goudet was first detected, the leading personage, 
amongst the infringers of the Customs laws, was Seignoret, who had 
been an assistant of the Lustring company and who owned shares in i t  
as late as 1698. He was a man of great wealth, having by himself or 
with the aid of his friends lent the government no less than 2400,000. 
In July 1697 he held as much as 6105,000 in public securities1. The 
other participants in the scheme, though their fortunes were not so 
great, were all men of considerable means and good credit, most of 
whom were of French extraction, but carrying on business in London. 
Seignoret was himself a native of Lyons, and he kept in touch with the 
silk trade there. He knew that there was a great antagonism to the 
Lustring company amongst the weavers of France, who had been 
informed that "the patent could be broke by the expenditure of 
100,000 crownsa." It was firmly believed by the assistants that a 
"public stock had been raised a t  Lyons to destroy the trade3." Certainly 
the French makers quoted very low prices to anyone who would take 

Journal8 of the Howe of Commonu, xrr. p. 222. Ibid., XII. p. 211. 
Treasury Papers, cxxx~x. 19 ; Cakndar, 1708-14, p. 327. 

S. C .  111. 6 



The Royal Lustrifig C0mpan.y 

the hazard of running their goods into England1. The French mer- 

chants in London, who joined with Seignoret and Goudet, formed 
themselves into a secret company and made calls on the membersa. 
Lustrings were run in the usual manner and were stored in concealed 
receptacles in the lighthouses or other secure hiding-places, until they 
could be safely removed$. The seals and debentures, used at  the 
Custom House, were copied with the most minute fidelity, and some of 
the genuine ones of the Lustring company were obtained by fraud. 
Nothing then remained but to fix these marks to the French goods, 
when the! could be sold openly. After this plan had been in operation 
for some time, a further refinement was devised, by which the lustrings, 
made in Lyons, were conveyed to Rotterdam by Lisle and Antwerp4. 
On the arrival of the packages, the French seals were replaced by Dutch 
ones, and the goods were shipped to England in the ordinary way. 
This method was safer than the former one, though less profitable, but 
the gain was increased when the silks were run in the usual manner and 
brought to London, where they were again marked as having passed the 
Customs. The contraband trade, that sprung up suddenly, assumed 
vast proportions-a single cargo, that was successfully landed, was 
valued a t  &7,0006. A common shipment of lustrings was one worth 
about half that amount6. Necessarily the loss of revenue was con- 
siderable, while the Lustring company suffered greatly. But a more 

serious aspect of the case was the element of treasonable correspondence 
suggested by the discovery of a French safe-conduct, of the most ample 
kind, for an English vessel, while the countries were a t  war. Necessarily 
some consideration must have been given for a protection of this nature; 
antl,.in the opinion of the House of Commons, information was sent 
to France, disclosing particulars of the state of the courltry and of 
naval and military preparations'. Since none of the original corre- 
spondence was seized, there was no direct proof of this charge, but it 
is significant that Goudet was sufficiently indiscreet to keep copies of 
his letters to Baudran, a banker a t  Paris, which show that he and his 
associates were worl<ing energetically against the conclusion of the treaty 
which England was then negotiating with Savoys. 

Journals of the House of C'ornnlons, xrr. p. 213. Ibid., x l r .  p. 214. 

"bid., XII. p. 213. 
* Complaints were frequent that the Dutch gairied, by being able to pursue a 

direct trade with France, whereas Britain could only obtain French goods " a t  
seco~~cl-hand," through the Dutch-Great Britain's Union, and the Security of t l r~  
flanocer Succession considered, 1705, in Somers' Tracts (1751), xv. p. 108; Sonre 
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the reign oJ' Williarn III. ,  11. p. 323. 

6 Journals of the Hotme of Cbn~mms, XII. p. 212. 
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7 Ibid., xlr. p. 272. S Ibid., XII. p. 218. 

A Smuggling Conzpany detected 1698 

The allegations of fraudulent impokation had been fully established, 
and i t  was decided to impeach Goudet, Barrau, Longueville, Seignoret, 
Baudowin, Santini and D i h a m  as the chief offenders. A large number 
of others, who were implicated as abettors of smuggling or as receivers 
of the goods, were ordered to be prosecuted1. As a result of the 
impeachment, the persons accused were fined &19,500, of which &10,000 
was borne by Seignoret2. It is significant of the acrimony with which 
the dispute between the Old and the New East India companies was 
being conducted that Shepherd-the promoter of the latter which was 
at  this time obtaining capital-told Seignoret that he might better his 
case before Parliament if he subscribeds. 

Necessarily the Report of the Commons' Committee represents the 
English point of view, and, in order to ascertain whether i t  was 

distorted by prejudice or feelings of national animosity against the 
French, i t  is worth interrupting the main thread of the narrative to 
enquire to what extent confirmation of the evidence a t  the Parliamentary 
Enquiry can be obtained from information discoverable a t  Lyons. There 
are several petitions of the silk-weavers there which show that, after the 
prohibition of commerce by England, the industry was in a state of 
very great depression. They complained, for instance, that many were 
without work and were in great misery4. Their employers, being them- 
selves without an outlet for their production, could only employ a few 
hands6. Application had frequently been made to the King, with a 
view of obtaining some alleviation of this "profonde mis&re6." As early 
as July 5th, 1695, a representation had been made that the exclusion of 
French silks from England was so complete that some new method must 
be devised to overcome the prohibition. It was then announced that 
the manufacturers of Lyons had resolved, in concert with certain London 
merchants, to  purchase a small English vessel which i t  was intended to 
load a t  Calais, and a passport for this ship was asked from the King, 
with a view "of concealing the design from the English and Dutch'." 
Doubtless i t  was the passport, granted in response to this petition, 
which was seized in England in 1697 and which constituted the clue to 

' JournaIs of the House of Commons, XII. p. 241. 
Journals of the House of Lords, XVI. p. 340. The whole o f  this fine went t o  
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l899, p. 254. 
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the discovery of the ingenious evasion of the ~rohibition, for which, 
as has been shown, Seignoret and his abettors had been fined. 

I t  remained to reward those who had been instrumental in detecting 
the culprits. Hilary Hanue, who afterwards became governor of the 
company, received an act of naturalization, gratis1. Payment was made 
to the governor, on behalf of the shareholders, of 22,400 out of the 
forfeitures of smuggled goods=, and a continuance of this grallt was 
promised for the next six years. Yet another act was ~assed  with the 
double object of discouraging smuggling and of strengthening the 
company. The charter was explicitly recognized by Parliament, and 
the term of the monopoly was prolonged so as to cover the period for 
the ensuing fourteen years from June 24th, 1698. The prohibition of 
French lustrings was re-enacted, and the various previous regulations, 
as to the licensing and sealing of those from other foreign countries, 
were confirmed. To meet the disclosures made a t  the enquiry, some 
further stipulations were added, as for instance that all lustrings from 
abroad must be landed a t  London, that the penalty for the counter- 
feiting of seals involved the pillory and a fine of &500 for each off'ence3. 

The Lustring company, having succeeded in defeating the combi- 
nation formed to wreck it, proceeded to make the most of its victory. 
Publicity was given to the recent act in its favour, and energetic steps 
were taken to co-operate with the Customs officials in the detection of 
the smuggling of silks4. It was not long before this policy resulted in 
some friction with the Weavers' company. Six pieces of black silks had 
been seized as lustrings; and, a t  a full court, held on September 29th' 
1701, the Weavers protested that these fabrics were not of such a nature 
as to come within the scope of the act5. 

As might be expected, the effect of the great contraband trade had 
been to reduce the price of the shares, which fell from 38 in 1696 to 18 
in 1697. This quotation was maintained during the parliamentary 
investigation in 1698, but i t  is unfortunate that, after April !2Oth, the 
Lustring company disappears from Houghton's list. 

Altogether, apart from the loss by smuggling, the company suffered 
from the crisis of 1696-7 in being unable to collect money due to it, 
and a loan of &!22,000 had to be obtaineda. A return towards pros- 
perity is shown by the proceeds of the sale held on &larch 3rd, 1698, 
when between 210,000 and £11,000 was realized. On this occasion, 

Journals of the House of Commons, xrr. p. 241. 
Treasury Papers, LI. 51 ; Calendar, 1697-1701, p. 109. 

3 9 Will. III., c .  4 3 ;  Statutes, VII. pp. 426-8. 
London Gazette, No. 3463, Jan. 16, 1699. 

6 Court Books o f  the Weavers' Company, XIII. f. 8. 
6 J o u d  of the House of Commm,  XII. p. 222. 
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prices were considered good, 6s. per ell being obtained or 818 per 
piece1. The absence of any record of the proceedings a t  meetings of 
the company makes i t  impossible to determine its financial position in 
1698. -4s its stock was realized and debts due to i t  collected, there 

have been a considerable surplus. There are various indications 
that point towards the conclusion that there was not a sufficient market 
to employ all the looms that had been established in 1695. In accord- 
ance with contemporary practice, if there were such surplus funds, not 
required in the business, a dividend or division would have been made 
to the shareholders, which would have consisted of a return of capital, 
though not described as such. Had a division of this character been 
made, i t  would have had an important bearing on any quotations of the 
shares after 1700; since the price, then paid, would compare, not with 
the original sum of 830,  but with that amount less the capital returned. 
Though i t  would appear that the company was in a position to make 
a distribution of the kind indicated, there is one important consideration 
which has to  be taken into account. The weavers, employed by the 
company, stated that they had been supported a t  the expense of their 
employers during "the calamitous times," when only a few looms were 
at  work and when they would otherwise have starveda. Such outlay 
may have consumed a large sum, which, under other conditions, would 
have been divisible amongst the shareholders, and i t  may have been 
that i t  was not found possible to make any large distribution. 

It was not long before i t  was seen that the repressive measures of 
1698 had not been effective in suppressing the smuggling of lustrings 
and silks. In 1703 the Weavers' and Lustring companies constituted 
a joint-committee to promote further legislations. It was proposed 
that an act should be obtained to compel the sealing, not only of 
lustrings, but of all black silks, made in England. A t  a "Common 
Halln of the Weavers this scheme was rejected "as destructive to the 
trade4." Just about this time the Lustring company began to ex- 
perience a new difficulty. On the renewal of the war between England 
and France, the products of the latter country were again formally 
prohibited. By an oversight in the drafting of the act, i t  was not 
expressly stated that goods, seized as contravening it, must be sold only 
for exportation. Hence French lustrings were being sold and worn in 
England. These facts were set forth in a petition of the company to 
the House of Commons, which was considered on January 15th, 17066; 
and i t  was resolved that, since English lustrings equalled, if they did not 

JoumLale of the H m e  of Commons, xr1. p. 210. 
Treasury Papers, cxxx. 96 ; Calendar, 1708-14, p. 273. 

S Court Books o f  the Weavers' Company, XIII. f. 16. ' Ibid., f. 17. 
"ournab of the House of Commons, xv. p. 236. 
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excel, those of French manufacture, the company should be placed in as 
favourable a position as i t  occupied before the late act1. Accordingly, 
a short measure was passed, giving effect to this resolution; and, in 
particular, prohibiting the wearing of French lustrings in Englanda. 
This legislation appears to have been effective for a short space; but, 
on the Union with Scotland, a fresh and somewhat ingenious attack 
was launched against the monopoly of the company. Under the Scottish 
act of 16813, though lustrings should have been mentioned (as these 
fabrics fell within the scope of the goods intended to be excluded from 
the country) they were not enumerated'. The act of Union established 
freedom of trade between England and Scotland, and therefore some 
merchants imported French lustrings into Scotland before this act came 
into operation; and, on its being put in force, they brought the goods 
to England, as having been "lawfully imported into Scotland." When 
the Lustring company effected a seizure, its legal advisers were met by 
the following argument-"the commodities in question cannot be liable 
to be exported, unless they be first forfeited; nor can they be forfeited, 
unless they were illegally imported, which undoubtedly they were not5." 
About the same time, i t  was afterwards alleged, the company had 
covered the importation of silk by private traders, thereby obtaining for 
the latter certain advantages in passing the Customs6. 

By the year 1710-11 some indications are again obtainable of the 
financial condition of the company. In 1706 the shares changed hands 
a t  154 to 167. In view of the possibility that considerable returns of 
capital may have been made, the depreciation was perhaps more apparent 
than real. I t  is true that Ranue, the governor, stated in l711 that the 
losses, up to that date, had been 840,0008; but, since he was agitating 
to obtain payment of six years of the grant of 82,400 (which had 
only been received once by the company), i t  is probable this version of 
the situation requires some modification. A truer view of the position 
can be gained by piecing together a number of statements which give 

1 Journals of the House of Commons, xv. p. 249. 
2 Statutes, V I I I .  p. 649. Vide infra, Division rx., Section 1. 

Acts of the Parliaments of Scotland, V I I I .  pp.  348, 349. 
Obser~ations on the Acts made for the ~ i c o u r a ~ e m e n t  of the Lustring Company, 

which relate to the Expmtation of French Alanrodes and Lustrings; humbly ofered by 
Walter Stewart and William Murray, Petitioners [? 17081. Similar practices were 
adopted in the  case o f  wine and brandy-The T r d  of Britain stated, being the 
substance of two Papers published i n  London m occasion of the Importation of Wine 
and Brandy from North Britain [1708]. 

Treasury Papers, cc. 32 ; Calendar, 1714-19, p. 235. 
A General Treatise of Money and Exchanges, by Alexander Justice, London, 

1707, p. 33. 
8 Treasury Papers, cxxxrx. 19. 
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the profit from manufacturing. There were 200 looms a t  work, the 
output being 2,000 pieces annually. The cost of production remained 
about the same as i t  may be estimated to have been in 1695-6, that is 
2 9  per piece. The price realized, however, was higher, being now as 
much as 8 1 6  per piece. In this way the following result is obtained: 

Proj t  on Manufacture, 1710-1 1. 

2,000 pieces at S16 per piece ... ... ... £32,000 
Cost o f  production at $39 per piece ... ... £18,000 

Manufacturing profit ... ... ... £14,000 

That the looms were fully employed appears highly probable from 
the fact that the return of the purchases of raw silk from August lst, 
1710, to January 19th, 1712, happens to be in existence1. I t  amounted 
to 10,207 lbs. for that period. This would give an annual consumption 
of 7,500 lbs., which agrees fairly closely with that estimated inde- 
pendently in the foregoing calculation which would have been 8,000 lbs. 
Such a result, even after providing for the expenses of selling the goods, 
for the payment of officials to detect smuggling, for bad debts and other 
incidental outlay, ought to have left a balance sufficient to provide a 
respectable return on the capital. While the actual present position of 
the company in 1711 appears to have been satisfactory, the approaching 
determination of its monopoly ~nade the outlook uncertain. The 
governor approached the government with a view to obtaining a pro- 
longation of the special privileges. I t  was urged that the company could 
employ 14,000 or 15,000 persons, "if i t  were suitably encouraged"; while 
new shareholders were promised admission, on their buying an interest, 
"at the intrinsic value of the stock2." The weavers, working for the 
company, also petitioned in favour of its continuance, asserting that, if 
it were dissolved, they were faced with the prospect of starvation3. 
When the treaty of peace with France was under negotiation, the 
company found that, should i t  be ratified in the form proposed, French 
lustrings would again be imported. It was believed by all the oppo- 
nents of the clauses, relating to commerce, that the lustring trade would 
not be able to survive the new competition4. Moreover, were this 

Chancery Proceedings (1714-68), Bundle 2366, Triquett v. Royal Lustring CO. 
Treasury Papers, cxxxrx. 19. T h e  reason for the  latter offer is ~oss ibly  as a 

reply to  the objection that the  shares had not been sold freely o f  late. In  this respect 
the joint-stock colnpanies o f  the period were faced by a dilemma; i f  sales were 
numerous they were accused o f  stock-jobbing ; i f  few, o f  the  stock being monopolized. 

Ibid., cxxx. 96 ; Calendar, 1708-14, p. 273. 
The Trade with Fra~ce ,  Italy, Spain and Pmtugul cotwidered: With some Obserca- 

t i o ~  on the Treaty of C'ommerce between Grent Britain and France (Somers' Tracts, IV. 

P. 655 ; Charles King, British Merchant, I .  p. 8). 
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part of the measure rejected, i t  had to be recognized that the Weavers' 
company would oppose the renewal of the monopoly-indeed, on 
June 99th, 1713, the former body expressed the intention of entering 
on the making of lustrings, as soon as the privileges of the company 
were determined, or came to an end by the effluxion of time'. Under 
these circumstances the company decided to cease manufacturing; and, 
in an advertisement dated October 3rd, 1713, it was announced that this 
step had then been taken. After a final sale on the 15th, business was 
to be discontinued2. d general court was held on November 6th a t  
which a dividend was to be declared3; and, on December 17th, a further 
meeting was summoned for special affairs4. 

Although business, in the production of lustrings, was no longer 
carried on, the company continued to exist as a corporation. Doubtless 
there were numerous claims which required time to adjust. As late as 
September R4th, 1716, a former servant of the company made charges 
against the assistants, chiefly of small irregularities at  the Custom 
House6. The investigation of these complaints, together with other 
matters of detail, delayed the dissolution of the undertaking. There 
were still some assets remaining a t  the end of 1719; and, when the 
boom of 1720 began, steps were taken to make a fresh start or else 
to dispose of the charter. There seem to have been negotiations with 
one of the marine insurance undertakings before February, with a view 
to  the latter course. Eventually i t  was resolved to raise more capital 
for manufacturing, and 10,000 shares were created. When a call of 
P1 per share on each of these was announced, as payable on May Rnd, 
those who were proprietors of the 9,400 old shares were informed that 
a t  the same time warrants for a dividend of 8s. per share were payable 
to thema. Subsequently there were reports of negotiations with the 
Sun Fire Office', and the Prince of Wales became interested in the 
companys, with the result that the shares advanced rapidly. In the 
summer they were said to have been paid up to the extent of P5 or 
P 5 . 9 ~ .  6d., and they touched lROg.  The joint effect of having trafficked 
in its charter and also abandoned the trade, for which it had been 

1 Journals of the House of Commons, xvrr. p. 444. 
2 London Gazette, No. 6161, Oct. 3, 1713. 
3 f id . ,  No. 5167, Oct. 24, 1713. Ibid., No. 5180, Dec. 8, 1713. 
6 Treasury Papers, cc. 32 ; Calendar, 1714-19, p. 235. 
6 Post-Boy, April 14-16, 1720 ; Applebee's Joum1, September 17,1720, reprinted 

in Daniel Defoe: his lve and recently discovered writings, by W. Lee, 1869, 11. p. 279. 
1 Vide infra, Division XI., Section 2c. 
8 "The Prince and I'rincess descended to desire subscriptions in all ye bubbles, 

Copper, Lustring and I know not what and boasted of their gains," MS. "Second 
and Last Advice to ye Freeholders of England," 1721. 

0 Anderson, Annals of Cbmmerce, 111. p. 339. 
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incorporated, for a t  least six years, caused the Lustring company to be 
one of those against which the celebrated writ of sciw ,flzcias was issued 
in August 17301. With the declaration of the invalidity of its charter 
in respect to its proceedings a t  this time, its title disappears finally. 

Summay of Capital and Prices of the Sharea. 

Capit al. 

360,000, divided into 2,400 shares of £26 each, issued at  £30. 

Prices of Shares. 

Date of highest price 
- 

April 14, 21 
Jan. to June 
Jan. 4, 10, 17 
Oct. 4, Dec. 11 to end of 

year 
Feb. 5, l 2  
Jan. to ,June 
Till April 

Prices 

32-30 
30-27 
29-20 
30-20 

332-25 
25-18 

18 
16--15$ 

Date of lomest price 

May, June 
Sept. 1.3, 20, 27 
Dec. 5-26 
Jan. 2, 0, 23, Feb., March, 

April and May till 23rd 
Dec. 
Aug. 28 to Dec. 

1 Cf. Part I., Chapter xx~.  
2 Or 38 if purchased by bank-notes. 
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SECTION IV. THE GOVERNOR AND ASSISTANTS 
OF THE KING'S AND QUEEN'S CORPORATION 
FOR THE LINEN MANUFACTURE IN ENGLAND 
(1690). 

THOUGH linen had been produced a t  an early period in England, 
all the finer qualities were imported until the Restoration. In 1669 
some French weavers, settled a t  Ipswich, had made linens which sold 
a t  15s. per ell1. As yet, however, the industry had not taken firm 
root, and a patent was granted to Charles Howard, encouraging him to 
manufacture fine linens2. Many years elapsed before he set to work. 
After the removal of the prohibition of the importation of French 
manufactures in 1685, there was a great demand for the products of 
that country. This was especially so in the case of fine linens. The 
quantity entered in the books of the Custom House in 1686 was valued 
a t  P398,611, and the average of the next three years is said to have 
been as much as 2700,000? The arrival of the Huguenots supplied 
the technical skill that had hitherto been lacking, and i t  was clear that 
there appeared to be an opportunity for a man of enterprize, who could 
command capital and was able to secure competent workers. Eustace 
Burnaby-who claimed to have an invention for white paper-making- 
came forward, and, on February l l t h ,  1687, he petitioned for a patent 
"for working and weaving superfine white thread and fine linen, commonly 
called bag-hollands, diapers, dainasks.. .and all other sorts which had not 
hitherto been made in England4." 

After the Kevolution Nicholas Dupin, in association with Henry 
Million and a number of others, undertook to introduce the French 
method of bleaching and manufacturing fine white linen, and on May 
27th, 1690, they obtained incorporation as the Governor and Assistants 
of the King's and Qtuen's Corporation for the Linen Manz~fucture in 
EngZartd. The charter recites that the founders of the enterprize had 

1 The Happy Future State of England, 1688 [Brit. Mus. 599. k . 181, p. 267. 
2 MS. Rawl. A. 336, f. 40. 
3 The British Merchant or Commerce Preserv'd, by Charles King, 1721, I. p. 319. 
4 State Papers, Domestic, Petition Entry Book, Lxxr, p. 317. With reference to 

Burnaby's co~lnectiou with the paper trade, vide supra, p. 63. 

at their own charges, both in foreign parts and a t  home, found out 
several profitable arts and mysteries, such as the art of preparing flax 
and hemp for making and weaving all sorts of cambrics, lawns, diapers, 
&masks, bag-hollands and other sorts of cloth, and the making of looms, 
heckles and other engines, not hitherto used in this kingdom, which are 
necessary for preparing the threads and weaving, working and bleaching 
the said manufactures. To encourage the corporation the sole privilege 
of exercising these inventions was granted to it. The governing body 
was to consist of a governor, deputy-governor and 15 or more assistants. 
The two former officials were "to be chosen out of the assistants and 
the latter out of the freemen of the company" by plurality of votes. 
One vote was allowed for each share or " charge a member had in the 
joint-stock1." 

The undertaking was divided into 340 shares, and these were sub- 
scribed by the members and their friends a t  2 1 0  each2. I t  would seem 
that P3,400 should have been available as capital, but this was not so, 
since there was some outlay of the nature of preliminary expenses. Just 
at the time that Dupin and his associates were applying for a charter, 
Howard had begun "to set up the linen manufacture in the north" 
under the patent he had obtained. According to his own account, he 
was approached by the two " mystery-men "-Dupin and Million-with 
a view to his taking shares in the proposed corporation. Howard, 
" altogether disliking " the idea, refused to join the projected company, 
whereupon Dupin off'ered him 20 shares, "acknowledged to be worth 
2200," if he would appear before the Attorney-General to support the 
petition for the charter. On this basis the opposition was withdrawn, 
and the grant of incorporation was sealed3. No doubt, as in other cases, 
the promoters of the company received some consideration, either in the 
form of shares, issued to them without payment, or else out of the funds 
subscribed by the public. I t  follows that the corporation started business 
with very small resources, in spite of which energetic steps were taken to 
initiate manufacturing. Workhouses and warehouses were built4, while 

State Papers, L)omestic, Signet Office, XII. p. 355 ; Ibid., Patent Roll, No. 3337 ; 
fi'oporals of' the Qouv and Asste oj' the King's and Queen's Corporation for the Linen 

Man?+fiture in England 
- ' Proposals, ut stcpra ; MS. Rawl. A. 336, f. 40. 

Statement of Charles Howard of his part in carrying on the Linen Company 
Wit11 Nich. Dupin and Hen. Million, 1691, April 18 ; MS. Rawl. A. 336, f. 40. 
According to this account of Howard's, he refused to transfer his patent to the 

but it is recorded, in a petition of the governor and assistants (State 
Domestic, Will. and Rlary, Petition Entry Book, I. p. 146), that a former 

Patent had been purchased. 
' State Papers, Domestic, \Irill. arid Mary, Petition Entry Book, I. p. 146. 
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Howard provided flax tools, engines, mills and looms, besides super- 
intending the sorting and spinning, also presenting the corporation with 
" his conveniency, friends and interest in the north'." The progress of 
the work and its prospects soon began to attract attention, and Narcissus 
Luttrell, writing on December 18th, 1690, says that "the new Linen 
corporation is much increased2." Such " increase " related partly to the 
output of linens, partly also to the formation of an Irish linen company, 
on terms which were believed to be exceedingly beneficial to the English 
organization. Dupin was sufficiently astute to see that both Scotland 
and Ireland possessed considerable advantages for the linen industry, 
and he took steps to establish companies in each country. There is 
some doubt as to the original form of the scheme with regard to the 
relation of the three undertakings to each other. Inasmuch as they 
were finally organized as associated companies, with the English corpora- 
tion in the most important position, and since the governing body of the 
latter accused Dupin of " many unfaire practises$" a t  the inception of 
the Irish venture, i t  may be inferred that the intention of the inventor 
in 1690 was that the companies in each country should be mutually 
distinct and independent. The position a t  the end of the year was 
that the Scottish project had been temporarily withdrawn owing to the 
opposition of the Royal Burghs4, but that a charter had been signed on 
December 13th, 1690, for an Irish linen corporation, constituted in a 
similar manner to the body already established in England. The latter 
took the view that Dupin, besides being its deputy-governor, was bound 
by his agreements with i t  to supervise the process of manufacture accord- 
ing to his own secrets, and that therefore he could not fairly act in 
a similar capacity to another, and a rival company. The difficulty was 
overcome, for the time being, by an arrangement which was designed to 
protect the interests of the English corporation. Dupin, as promoter 
of the Irish undertaking, was to receive 100 shares of 2 5  each without 
being required to pay calls on them. On December 29th, 1690, the 
governor and assistants of the English company required that these 
vendor shares should be handed over by Dupin to them to be divided 
pro ruta amongst the adventurers. This claim rested on the fact that 
Dupin was an official of the company and therefore the fruits of his 
work, in developing the linen trade, belonged to the corporation. The 
surrender of the vendor shares was agreed to by Dupin on April 4 t h  
1691, subject to the qualification that he should be required to transfer 
only 85 of these, as he had already parted with 15  to "two gentlemen 

l MS. Rawl. A. 336, f. 40. 
a A Brief Historical Relation of State 4ffair8, 11. p. 147. 
3 Add. MS. (Brit. Mus.) 28877, f. 109. 

Vide infra, Division IX., Section 4 c. 
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who had designed to take out a linen patent for Ireland." The scrip- 
bonus, procured by this arrangement, was very valuable. Each 
rnelllber of the English corporation, who held four shares, became 
entitled to one share of the Irish company. These latter a t  one time 
sold at  from &40 to 250, so that, a t  that price, the bonus was one 

risions were valued at  about 100 per cent.' Moreover a number of pro\ ' ' 
made which arected the output of the Irish corporation. The English 
organization was to act as its agent, receiving a commission for factorage 
and storage2. I t  was alleged that the erect of these agreements was 
that the Irish company could only sell its linens in England, and that 
through the English corporation3. A further agreement was made 011 

the basis of certain proposals of Dupin's, the latter being dated April 
loth, 1691. These related chiefly to the devising of means by which the 
colltrol of the Irish corporation should be divided equally between the 
English company and persons resident in Ireland who subscribed for 
shares in the former. Under this scheme the English body undertook 
to pay for one-half of any shares issued, while the Irish undertaking 
agreed to allot the moiety of such shares to the nominees of the English 
corporation 4. 

The benefit of this scrip-bonus, together with "the expectation 
of great profit," caused the shares to rise to a great premium5. "The 
actions," in the words of a contemporary writer, " mounted apace," and 
the corporation, finding that i t  required further capital to  carry on its 
operations in England and to take up its quota of the shares of the 
Irish company, offered to receive a new subscription a t  2 5 0  per shareR. 
A considerable amount of this issue had been taken up by April 16917, 
and the funds, so obtained, were employed in increasing the output 
of the company. Public sales were held by inch of candle a t  the " Old 
African House." A t  the third of these, on November 22nd, 1692, 
10,000 pieces were offered, divided into 600 lots, consisting of a consider- 
able quantity of white linen ("none having ever before been so well 

' Vide irifia, p. 100. It is r~ot clear whether this scrip-dividend was distributed 
before or after the issue of further shares at 50. It seems  roba able that the latter 
Was the course adopted; if this was so, the value of the bonus per share would 
necessarily he less. 

hlinutes of proceedir~gs respecting articles to be inserted in the Charter of the 
Linen Corporation for Ireland, with the agreement thereto of the projectors, Dupin 
allcl hlilliorl, 1690-1 ; MS. lbw]. A. 336, ff. 44-6. 

The Linen and Woolen Manufactory Di)iscoursed, with the ~Vature of Cbnzpanies 
and Trade in general, London, 1691, pp. 11, 12 (Advocates' Library). 

Proposals made by Nicholas Dupin to the Linen Co., April loth, 1691 ; MS. 
%.W]. A. 336, f. 42.  

Anglie Tutun~en, 1695, p. 24. Vroposals, ut supra. 
In MS. Rawl. A. 336, f. 42, in the course of a statement dated April 10, 1691, 

there is a reference to the " second subscribers." 
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whitened in this kingdom "), many locrums " and " dowlas " and other 
white and brown linens. Purchasers, paying cash, were to receive 5 per 
cent. discount, those settling within a month 4 per cent.' 

Beneath this appearance of great prosperity, the corporation was 
exposed to a number of difficulties and dangers. In 1691 there was 
a quarrel between Dupin and Howard. The former had asked Howard 
to communicate his method of preparing flax, as the court had required 
that the secrets of manufacture should be explained to two of the 
assistants. This request was refilsed, and Howard conlplained that, after 
the ensuing quarrel, his life was " f~iriously sought." He also alleged 
that Dupin and Million had confessed to him that they had no new 
inventions and that they feared they would be discovered to be " grand 
cheats." The other side of the tale represents Howard's conduct in a 
less favourable light. Dupin accused him of betraying the interests 
of the corporation, more especially in having endeavoured "to debauch 
them [i.e. Dupin and Million] from the service of the corporation to 
serve his own estate in the north2." The blame seems to rest with Howard, 
since fine linen was produced after he had retired from the company, and 
Dupin remained faithful to i t  all through its career. 

Only a few moilths afterwards friction arose with the Irish company 
which had bound itself to allot one-half of any shares issued to the 
English undertaking. On the floatation of the former, application was 
duly made by the court of the latter, and the specified deposit was 
tendered. But the governing body of the Irish company repudiated the 
agreement, declaring i t  "void and unreasonable." The English corpora- 
tion wrote a letter of remonstrance on September 18th, 1691, pointing 
out that if i t  became necessary to appeal " to the rigour of the law 
against the violators of the contract," "such a breach is like to happen 
as will turne to the damage, if not the utter ruin of the manufacture in 
Ireland S." 

Further, the jealousy of the woollen industry had to be faced. It 
was alleged that the linen trade was "a  despicable one," and that i t  
required so much labour that i t  would withdraw workers from cloth- 
making. Gloomy pictures were drawn of the danger of the decay of the 
English staple trade through this cause, with a consequent reduction in 
agricultural rents. In l691 a bitter attack was made on the corporation 
on these and other grounds. It was said that the formation of a com- 

London Gazette, KO. 2810, Oct. 13-17, 169'2. 
Statement of Charles Howard of his part in carrying on the Linen Co. with 

Nich. Dupin and Henry  million; MS. Rawl. A. 336, f'. 42. 
3 Letter of the King's and Queen's Corporatiorl for the Linen Manufacture in 

England to the Governor of the King's and Queen's Corporation for the Linen 
Manufacture in Ireland; Add. MS. (Brit. Mus.) 28877, f. 109. 
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pany was not a proper way to set up and increase manufactures. The 
very name of an incorporation was described as " a spell to drive away.. . 
all men of industry," especially those with a capital of 4500 or less. 
'6 Traders," t,he writer continues, "are like armies in the field, small 
parties, tho' numerous, give way to a united force1." 

The court soon found itself in want of capital. Not only were large 
sums required to purchase flax and pay wages, but also operations were 
being prosecuted vigorously in Scotland, although as yet no legal 
authorization had been obtained there. As early as June 1691 the 
governor petitioned the Crown for the ~rivilege of raising wrecks off the 
south coast of England, "so that the linen industry should not sink for 
want of support during its minority2 "-a homoeopathic remedy of up- 
holding a .;inking industry by the raising of foundered ships ! 

The of the shares in the spring and summer of 1692 shows 
that the coinbination of friction within and attacks from without had 
resulted in a fall from the high price reached in 1691. During the 
earlier part of April they were over 40 and, for a fortnight, as high as 
42. Till June 10th there was a gradual relapse, R9 being touched on 
that days, after which there was a recovery, and 38 was recorded on 
June 24th. During the remainder of the year the shares continued to 
advance, and in January 1693 they stood a t  45. Thereafter the quota- 
tion was not below 40 until May. The development of the industry in 
Scotland was believed to be promising, and by this time Dupin had 
matured very ambitious plans for its further growth4. During the 
remainder of the year the price fell steadily until i t  was only 18 in 
December. This represented a premium of 80 per cent. on the original 
issue-price, and, in comparison with the high level reached in 1691, the 
quotation two years later suffered from the former being inflated by the 
share-bonus of that time. In 1694 there was some improvement and, 
for the n~onths of February and April, the price stood a t  22, relapsing 
however to 12 in June. A t  this time Houghton thought well of the 
Pr()"ects of the corporation "which," he wrote, "had caused many 
thousands of 4 s  to be spent in this country." It was expected that, 
with proper niethods, its business would much increise5. I11 spite of 
this favourable verdict, the fall continued till 8 was touched a t  the end 
of September. I t  is most significant that this great depreciation in the 
price of the shares was conteinporaneom with the progress of the 
fOrmatioll and floatation of the Scottish company in the forn~ that 
this s~heille had assuined in 1694. The shareholders in the Ellglish 

The Linest and CVoobn Manuficcto~y Ukvcours~d, ?rt rupro, 1'1,. 5-9. 
' State l'apcrs, Uolnestic, Will. arid Alary, Petition Entry Book, I. p. 140. 

It is possible this quotatio~r may be a misprint, in which case the lowest price 
be 30, recortlerl 011  bray 1.'. 

' vide infra, Division IX., Sectio~l 4 c .  ("ollections, No. 99, June 24, 1694. 
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undertaking had bound themselves to subscribe one-half of the capital 
required for the Scottish enterprize up to &15,000. Had this sum been 

demanded, i t  would have proved a crushing burden, involving the pro- 
vision of a larger capital for a subsidiary company than the parent one, 
in all probability, had been able to obtain. Indeed, had the proposed 
stock in the Scottish corporation been fully subscribed, i t  would have 
had a t  its command much larger resources than the English organization. 
This aspect of the scheme was interpreted as evidence that Dupin and 
the other prominent members of the company were less hopeful than 
they had been a few years earlier, and the shares remained between &7 
and $8 until the summer of 1697 when they fell to &5. 

A t  the end of 1695 the prospects of the corporation were not con- 
sidered promising. The author of A n g l i ~  Tutama says that " by 
degrees the reputation of this mighty man~lfacture sunk here and, I 
understand, is in a bad condition and will hardly hold up its head, 
much less advance any furtherl." About the same time the writer of 
an Esaay upon Projects instances the linen company as one the shares of 
which were almost unsaleable, and which was likely to "come to 
nothing'." In a Report of the "Commissioners appointed to look 
after the trade of England," dated November 25th, 1696, i t  was stated 
that the condition of the company "was not so thriving as i t  might have 
been3." These different statements display a striking unanimity in 
attributing the decline in the position of the corporation to stock- 
jobbing. "All of a sudden: i t  is said, "some mean spirits fell to  
stock-jobbing and scared the easy and timorous and brought the 
actions down, and abundance sold off their shares, contented with 
their first profits, which were considerable, rather than attend the 
hazard of making greater in a little time, or losing some of the 
present4." It is obvious however that sales of shares by timid 
members would not be sufficient in itself to injure the credit of the 
company permanently, and, as a matter of fact, even when the sham 
were below par, a very extensive business was being done. Thus in 
1696 a single payment of 8500 was ordered by the court to a merchant 
at  Darlington for linen bought by the corporation5. 

The steadiness of the market in the shares during 1695 and 1696 
shows that, though the great expectations, formed soon after the founda- 
tion of the company, had not been realized, i t  was carrying on a moderate 
business. Two new factors were now coming into operation which 
affected its fortunes very adversely. From 1696 the government had 

l p. 24. p. 13. Journals of the H w e  of Commons, XI. p. 595. 
Anglire Tutamen, p. 24. 
1 am indebted to Miss Maud Sellars for copies of three bills of exchange, dated 

28 Feb., 26 June, 17 October, which she discovered at Darlington. These relate to 
transactions of this company, the amounts being 32300, S500, £500. 
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decided to encourage the Irish linen industry, and such action would 
tend to weaken the position of the English corporation. Moreover, after 
the peace of 1697, French linens could be imported, and it is clear that 
the company was unable to compete with the fine fabrics which were 
now coming into the country. In 1698 i t  is recorded that, while the 
corporation was still subsisting, it had no longer any looms a t  work, but 
contented itself with selling linens purchased from the weavers in Durham, 
Lancashire and Yorkshire1. I t  follows that the undertaking had ceased 
to be a manufacturing enterprize, and that i t  had become a mere dis- 
tributing agency. Thus there was no justification for its special 
privileges, nor indeed was any benefit now obtainable from them, 
since these all related to the making of fine linens, which had been 
abandoned. I t  is significant too that, in a statement drawn up by 
Dupin about this time in which he urges the advantages of this in- 
dustry, he does not propose that the measures, he recommends for its 
encouragement, should be exercised through the corporationz. 

There is no further mention of the business of the company after 1698. 
I t  is to be expected that, though i t  may have struggled on for a few years, 
it was soon compelled to wind up its affairs. In 1720, however, when 
application had been made for a patent for the production of linen, 
some of those who had been shareholders in this corporation appeared 
before the Attorney-General in order to oppose the proposed grant, but 
they were unable to show that the company had continued to exists. 

Sunzmary of Capital and Prices cf the Shares. 

Capital: 
In 1690, 340 shares were issued at S 1 0  each ... ... $3,400 
In 1091 a further issue of shares was made at g50  each. 

Prices of Shares. 

I Year I Date of highest price I ~rieoa I =ate of lowest price I 

1 -J - J 
Report from Commissioners for Trade in Journals of the Home of Commons, 

X'I. P. 435. 

1692 
1603 
1694 
1695 
1696 
1697 

Proposals of Nicholaa Dupin, First Deputy-Govemr of the Linen and White- 
Corporations in England, Scotland and Ireland [Brit. Mus. 8223. d .  171. 

cabdonian Mercury, July 25, 1720. 
Houghton gives a quotation of 103 on May 10, 1693, but, as the price in the 

week before and after is only 39, it is probably a misprint. 

8. C. 111. 7 

-- -- .- 

April 6 
Jan., Feb. 8, March 16 
Feb. 7, April 11 
Jan. to July 6 

Jam. 6, March 30, April 28 

.-W- 

42-29 
454-18 
22-8 
8-7 
7-7 
7-5 

June 10 
Dec. 20, 27 
Se t. 26 to Dec. ,.Py B to DOC. 

Jan. 13, Sept. 1 
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SECTION V. TEXTILE INDUSTRIES IN IRELAND. 

THE GOVERNOR AND ASSISTANTS OF THE KING'S AND (&JEEN7S 
CORPORATION FOR THE LINEN MANUFACTURE IN IRELAND 
(1691). 

THE DROGHEDA LINEN COMPANY (ABOUT 1691). 
THE CALICO-PRINTING PATENT OF JOHN PONS AND OTHERS 

(1693). 
THE FLAX AND HEMP COMPANY OF IRELAND (1696). 
LINEN COMPANY FOUNDED BY LOUIS CROMMELIN (1699-1700). 
THE GOVERNOR AND COMPANY OF THE CAMBRIC  HAN NU FACTORY 

AT DUNDALK. 

THE manufacturing of linens, as distinguished from the spinning of 
yarns, had not made much progress in Ireland by the middle of the 
seventeenth century. In 1641 the export of yarns amounted to 

4,921 cwt., valued at  214,605 out of a total of 9393,811, and a t  
that time there was no record of any finished linens being shipped. 
In 1665 the latter amounted to 522 pieces of 40 ells each worth 
2590, while the yarn came to 3,477 cwt., rated a t  817,3851. The 

Marquis of Orrnonde made an effort to develop the trade t)y im- 
porting foreign workmen, but this scheme, like his proposed shipping 
company and woollen enterprize, met with small success, owing to the 
poverty of the country rendering i t  impossible to raise sufficient capital2. 
The first tendency towards an improvement however began to show 
itself-by 1669 the export of linen had grown from 2590 to Pl,O44 
and to 96,000 in 168gS. 

The fact that so much yarn was exported, coupled with the presence 
of a supply of skilled labour after the Revolution, suggested the 

A iiote on the Ezporl Trade of Ireland in 1641,1665 and 1669, by R. Dunlop in 
English Historical Review, xxxr. p. 755. 

V i f e  of tht: Duke of Orrnon.de, by Thomas Carte, 1736, 11. pp. 341-3. 
Eng. Hist. &v., ut supra ; The L i m  Trade, Ancient and Modern, by Alex. J. 

Warden, London, 1864, p. 397 ; New E88ay8 cn, TT&, by Sir Francis Brewater, 
London, 1702, pp. 91-105. 

desirability of raising suffjcient capital to utilize Irish yarn for the 
production of linen. In 1690, there were a t  least three schemes 
which aimed at  effecting this object. Two of these-those of 
Nicholas Dupin and an independent group of promoters-sought to 
obtain a patent, while the remaining project was quietly matured, and 
those supporting it did not attempt to procure any exclusive privilege, 
but contented themselves with securing the necessary funds and making 
arrangements for conlmencing work a t  Droghedal. Meanwhile, as has 
already been shown, the rival petitioners for a patent had come to  
terms, by Dupin undertaking to hand over 15 shares to the other 
group on their withdrawing in his favour2. Accordingly, a warrant 
was issued for the incorporation of the Governor and Assistants cf the 
Kil~g's and Qzteen's Corpo~.ation f o r  the Linen Ma?~zfacture in Ireland on 
December 13th, 1691. The English company, finding that Dupin was 
to obtain 100 shares in the Irish undertaking, compelled him to hand 
over the balance he had intended to retain for himself, after transferring 
the 15 shares he had agreed to give the persons who had withdrawn their 
petition for a patent in his favour. Further, after a considerable amount 
of negotiation, agreements were made by both corporations, which gave 
to the English body the right of subscribing for one-half of any shares 
issued by the Irish undertaking and of exercising a certain amount of 
control over its business3. 

The Irish corporation was organized on the model of the body 
already incorporated in England, and it was endued with similar 
privileges. The scheme was taken up with considerable enthusiasm in 
Ireland, and " many of the nobility and gentry were admitted, more for 
their countenance and favour to the project than for any great help that 
could be expected, either from their purses or their heads4." The 
difficulty of obtaining capital was such that i t  was decided to make the 
shares of the denomination of 2 5  each. There were to be 1,000 of 
these, so that, when all had been taken up, the nominal capital would 
have been 25,000. There was a cossiderable amount of difficulty in 
deciding the number of shares to be issued in the first instance. The 
matter was debated a t  the court of the English corporation in April 
1691. I t  was first proposed that the quantity of shares, offered for 
subscription, should be the same as that a t  the inception of the English 
company, namely 340. It was feared by some that, in view of the 
circun~stanees of the case, the whole number off'ered might not be taken 

l Letter of Wm. Molyneux to John Locke, September 26, 1696; Locke, Works 
(1727), 111. D. 552. 

'vide supra, p. 92. 
"bid., p. 93. 

Loclre, Works, ut supra, 1x1. p. 562. 
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up, and i t  was eventually agreed that the issue should consist of 
300 shares1. To these are to be added 100 shares &>signed to llupiu, 
so that the nomillal capital a t  this date consisted of 400 shares, oil 
which i t  was proposed to call up 2 5  per share. This subscription, 
which was taken in the spring of 1691, was characterized in a private 
letter of the period as much too meagre to attain satisfactory results. 
The industry was said to "go but slow, having but a small stock. It 
was nonsense from the beginning to give away 400 shares out of 1,000 
a t  8 5  a piece, who would put their money in such a stockg?" With 
many persons, the fact of the small issued capital, coupled with the 
views that had been formed of the wide field that lay open for 
exploitation, created an urgent demand for the shares. It is recorded 
that " a great bustle was made about the business, many meetings were 
held, and considerable sums advanced to forward the work, and the 
members promised themselves prodigious gains, and this expectation 
prevailed so far (by what artifices I cannot tell) as to raise the value of 
each share to 40 or 50 pounds, though but five pounds was paid by each 
member a t  first for every share he had3." Workmen were employed 
and linen was being produced, when the corporation became involved in 
two disputes, the one with the parent body in England, already 
mentioned4, and the other with the company which had started manu- 
facturing a t  Drogheda. The latter had been established on "more 
equal terms" than had been obtainable in the case of the chartered 
undertaking, and "i t  throve very well a t  firsts." The corporation, on 
hearing of this, took steps to enforce its monopoly, and evelltually i t  
compelled its rival to amalgamate with it. Meanwhile, in September 
1691 the dispute with the English body had come to a head ; and, as i t  
progressed, the shareholders became discouraged, while " the work began 
to flag and the price of the shares to lower mightily6." By the end of 
1691, or early in 1692, there was little hope that the corporation could 
be made a success, and i t  is  roba able that the attempt to manufacture 
was abandoned not long afterwards. 

For a few years there is no record of further developments in the 
Irish textile industries, except for the grant of a patent for 31 years 
to John l'ons and his partners for a new invention of staining and 
stamping calicoes, linens and other fabrics, which was dated July 3rd, 

Proposals made by Nicholas Dupin to the Linen Co., April 10, 1691; MS. 
Rawl. A. 336, f. 42. 

V o b i e  Borl~lell to James Bonnell, ~rinted irl Ulster Journal fl drchreology, 11. 
p. 197. 

3 Molyrleux to Locke, Sept. 26, 1696 ; Locke, Worka, 111. p. 552. 
Vide supm, p. 94. 
Tobie Bonnell in Ulster J o u r d  of Archaoiogy, 11. P. 197. 

fi ,tloly~leux to Locke, ut mpra. 
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1693'. In 1696, however, an ambitious scheme was under consideration, 
which proposed the incorporation of a joint-stock bod?;, under the title 
of the Fla,c nnd Hemp Compnny o f  Irelapad, the capital of which was to 
be ,&?300,0002. A contemporary critic of the Irish governlnent wrote 
that all its other measures were "but trifles in comparison with the 
darling bill of the session, which was for the improvemeilt of the Hempen 
and Flaxen manufacture, and this after H-n of T-re's proeject 
for engrossing that trade into a few hands by a former bill was rejected 
and exploded. This was such a coup dk'tcit as would have infallibly 
ruined you a t  a stroke and have given the ministry a power of raising 
the whole money of the nation whenever they pleased, under the specious 
pretence of promoting a manufacture3." 

There is a conflict of evidence as to the s h t e  of the fine linen trade 
in Ireland during the closing years of the seventeenth century. William 
Molyneux wrote in 1696, " I have as good diaper, made by some of my 
tenants nigh Armagh, as can come to a table and all other cloth for 
household use4." Louis Crommelin, who was afterwards "overseer" of 
this trade, stated that a t  this time the best linens produced in Ireland 
only realized 12d. to 15d. per yard5. With the declaration of the 
House of Lords in 1698 (in which i t  was laid down as an axiom that the 
wealth of England depended on the woollen trade, whence i t  followed 
that this intlustry should be discouraged in Ireland) there came a change 
in the situation. I t  has been said that such action was mainly political 
-"Protestant linens were upheld and encouraged, whereas Popish 
woollens were suppressed6." This dictum, however, assumes that the 
woollen industry was almost wholly Roman Catholic, whereas there was 
a considerable body of Protestants engaged in the trade, who petitioned 
the Irish House of Co~nmons as such7. Further, the production of linens 
was not then, as i t  is now, localized in the north but was carried on in 
the south and west also. 

The advancement of the cloth trade had long been accepted as the 
main feature of English comnlercial policy. This was the " heir," while 
all other industries were younger brethren or foster-childrens. Therefore 

Irish Patent Rolls, 6 Will. and Msry, No. 3. 
Add. MS. (Brit. Mus.) 27382, f. 8. 

S A Short View ofthe Present State qf Trrland written in 1700, by Dr Burridge [Lib. 
Trin. Coll. Dub.], p. 7. Locke, Works, 111. p. 662. 

Treasury Papers, X ~ V I I .  51 ; Calenda~, 1702-7, pp. 411, 412. 
The Linen Trude, Andent and Modern, by Alex. J.  Warden, 1864, p. 392. 
State Papers, Four Courts, Dublin-Petitions to the House of Commons-Case 

the Protestant Woollen Marlufacturers, Oct. 12, 1690. This petition asked that 
I'apirts should be "disabled " from working at the cloth trade. 

Extracts from Severul Mereators, heing considerations on the State of British Trade, 
1713, p. 9. 
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i t  seemed natural to most of the statesmen of the period that "they, 
like their fathers, should be very jealous" of the establishment of rival 
woollen inanufactories. But, though Irish cloth-making was to be dis- 
couraged, there was not to be an absolute loss to the country, since it 
was to receive compensation in the development of the linen trade. The 
arrangement made was in eff'ect an anticipation of the commercial 
clauses in the treaty of union with Scotland, and, in the language of the 
latter, the linen industry was to be "the equivalent1 " to Ireland for the 
check iil~posed on its making of woollens. From one point of view there 
was an exchange of a certainty for a possibility, from another the schen~e 
aimed a t  " a  territorial division of labour," in concentrating the labour 
of Ireland on a trade for which the country possessed great natural 
advantages. A further aspect of this equivalent was the assistance 
which England gave towards the improvement of the linens, produced 
in Ireland. This took the form of a bounty provided by England to 
encourage expert producers, who would settle in the country and com- 
municate their secrets to native apprentices. Many of these instructors 
were Huguenots, one of the most prominent of whom was Louis 
Crommelin. He settled near Lisburn, and others of his compatriots 
established themselves at  Waterford and elsewhere in the south. 
Crommelin was admitted to participate in the bounty on the following 
basis. I t  was calculated that the capital value of the machinery and 
stock, he proposed to establish, was .&'10,000-his looms being valued at  
8 3 0  to 2 5 0  each. I t  was further provided that any additions to the 
plant should be valued on the same basis. Then, on the total so arrived 
at, 8 per cent. interest was to be paid as if the capital had been lent to 
the State, in addition to which g380 a year was assigned to him to 
provide salaries for his assistants and for ministersa. Crommelin ex- 
pressed himself as being averse to trading companies-" I have always 
observed," he wrote, "in France, Holland and Flanders that corporations 
set up to regulate trade and commerce do more harm than good3." 
Possibly this remark refers to a large and unwieldy body like the King's 
and Queen's corporation, for Crommelin's own colony had many points 
of contact with a joint-stock conipany. In the form in which the 
proposition was under consideration in 1700, the stock was to be 

This term was in common use ih the time o f  Charles II., dde The Anatomy of 
an Equicalent, reprinted in State Tracts being a Collection of Several Treatises Relating 
to the Gozernment prirately printed in the Reign of Charles ZZ., 1693, 11. p. 300. 

2 Treasury Papers, L X X X I I I .  104; C'alendar, 170.2-7, p. 96 ; Precedentsand Abstracts 
. j i .on~ the Journab of the Trustees of the Linen and Hempen I)fanufactures of Ireland to 
the 25th qf March 17.'77, hy James Corry, 1784 [Linen Hall Library, Belfast], p .  4 .  

3 An Essay towards intproring the Hempen and Flaxen Manufacttcres in the Kingdoll? 
oflreland, by Louis Crommelin, 1705, p. 24. 
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p v i d e d  by Crommelin "and his friends'." In some cases i t  appears 
that the emigrants, who came with him, provided looms or other 
property, and thus they ranked as shareholders in respect to the sub- 
sidy of .&'t)OO, paid by the English government. Further, since many 
of them were also engaged in the actual process of manufacture, there 
was a co-operative element in the management of the business. This 
weaving industry was one of the most successful of those established 
in Ireland by the Huguenots. Crommelin claimed in 1706, that the 
quality of Irish linen had been so much improved that i t  realized 8s. to  
9s. a yard, as compared with only 12d. or 15d. before his enterprize had 
been started. H e  nientions too that overtures had been niade to him 
to remove to Kilkenny, with a view of egecting a similar improvement in 
the methods obtaining there2. On the establishment of the trustees for 
the linen manufacture, the bounty of &800 a year was transferred to 
this body, as part of its revenue, and in 1711 Cron~melin stated that his 
share of i t  had been reduced to g400 annually, which produced "not 
3 per cent. interest instead of 8 per cent?" He had already bee11 
appointed overseer of the Royal linen manufacture " with a salary of 
&C3800 a year, and in 1717 the trustees recommended that he should be 
"encouraged," whereupon he was granted a pension of 8400 a year4. 
He died in 1787. 

There was a considerable amount of opposition to the encourage- 
ment of the linen industry. Archbishop King, writing in 1705 of one 
of the many bills to aid this trade, says that " the clergy's party is most 
shamefully invaded, and half their tythes given away without sense or 
reason.. .sacrilege is an ill way of improving manufactures Swift, for 
political reasons, became a bitter opponent of the linen industry and a 
supporter of Irish woollen manufactures. Under cover of an allegory, 
Ireland was compared to Arachne, condemned " to  spin and weave for 
ever out of her own bowels and in a very narrow compass6." In the 
$tor9 of an injured Lady similar charges are made in a somewhat 
scurrilous form7. Swift himself was forced to admit (and indeed devotes 
collsiderable ingenuity in endeavouring to explain away) the phenomenon 
of a pronounced rise in rents through land being converted from tillage 

Journal8 of the House of Commons, X I X I .  p. 299. 
Treasury Papers, XCVIII .  61 ; Calendar, 1702-7, pp. 411, 412. \ 

hecedents and Abetracts, ut supra, p. 4. Ibid., p. 23. 
M S .  Letters o f  Archbishop King, Library, Trinity College, Dublin (under 

April 28, 1705). 
A Proposal for the Universal Use of Irish Manufacture, written in 1720 in Swift, 

h r k s  (ed.  1762), rv. p. 24. A reply appeared, entitled An Alaswer to the Propsal 
for the Universal Use of Irish Manujizctures, Dublin, 1720. 

Works, rv. p. 265. 
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to  sheep farming1. One cause, which may have aided this prosperity of 
the grazing industry, was the prevalence of smuggling wool both to 
France and Scotland2. Meanwhile the linen trade was progressing 
rapidly. It was said by Swift, though doubtless with some exaggeration, 
that, by what he describes as " the detestable fraud of the merchants or 
northern linen-weavers or both," trade to the value of .&300,000 a 
year in this commodity with Spain alone had been lost'. Further 
evidence towards the progress of the industry is to be found in the 
establishment of an undertaking described as t h  Governor and Company 
carrying on the Cumbric Manttfactwe at DuluJalk in the second quarter 
of the eighteenth century4. Such statistics as are available show that, 
while there was a very slight decrease in the exports of wool and 
woollen yaln as between 1697 and 1726, there had been an immense 
increase in those of linens, as will be seen from the following sum- 
mary : 

1697 1726 
Exports of linens and linen yarn ... ... 259,391 2342,296 

,, wool and woollen yarn ... ... E117,lbb 2107,669 

1 An Answer to a Paper calkd a Memorial of the Pow  Inhabitanto ...of Ireland, 1728, 
Works, IV. pp. 289, 291. 

2 Thornas Knox to Secretary Southwell, Feb. 3, 1704, Southwell Papere, Four 
Courts, Dublin. 

3 A Letter to the Archbishop of Dublin concerning the Weavers, Worka, XII. p. 209. 
4 Petitio~~s to the Irish House of Commons, Four COUI-ts, Duhlin, Petition of 

Dundalk Cambric Manufacture, Kov. 7, 1739. There are references to this enter- 

prize in The Journals of the Iloyal fZistorica1 and Archaological Association of Iveland, 
Third Series, I. pp. 7-20, Fourth Series, rv. pp. 13941. 

6 hTew Essays on Trade, by Sir Francis Brewster, London, 1702, pp. 102-3 ; An 
Essay m the Trade and Improvement of I r e lad ,  by Arthur Dobbs, Dublin, 1729, 
pp. 18, 19. 

SECTION V I .  COMPANIES ENGAGED IN RIANU- 
FACTURES DEALING WITH M E T A L S .  

THE COMPANY INTERESTED IN THE MANUFACTURE AND IN- 
VENTION OF MILLED-LEAD ( 1 6 7 0 ) .  

THE DIPPING' COMPANY (1 691 -2). 

THE COMPANY FORMED TO WORK THE PATENT OF JOHN 
STAPLETON FOR MAKING BRASS FOR ORDNANCE ( 1 6 9 1 ) .  

IT has already been shown that one of the early objections to the 
East India and other distant trades, especially to tropical countries, 
was "the spoil of shipping1." The timber of the ships suffered 
from the ravages of certain marine organisms, and efl'orts were made to 
lengthen the life of the vessels, by "paying the hulls from t,he water's 
edge, downwards, with stuff and laying the inside of a sheathing-boarcl 
(from inch and a quarter to three-quarters thick) all over with tarr 
and hair, to be brought over the fore-mentioned stuff; and being well 
nailed, graving or paying the outside of the said hoard all over with 
another composition of brimstone, oil and other ingredients2." The 
objections to this method were the cost of the frequent renewals in- 
volved and also the diminution in the speed of the ships that had been 
sheathed in this manner. Not long after the first Dutch war in the 
reign of Charles II., a new ir~verition was discovered which, i t  was 
thought, would be free from these inconveniences. For some time lead, 
reduced by casting to a suitable degree of thinness, had been used for 

Vide supra, 11. pp. 101-2. 
A U e d w l i m  of the whole matter reluting to the Lead-dreathing @'his Majesty's Ship& 

An Account of Secwral New Inaentiona and lmprolmtcnts now necessary for England ; 
ATew Intention of MUd-Lead fm Sheathing of Ships against the Worm, better fbr 

and cheaper above cent.per cent. than the old Way with Board8 [hy T .  H . ] ,  London, 
lcol, p. 36. 
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































