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PREFACE

HIS volume completes Part IL of the constitutional and financial
history of British joint-stock companies to 1720. In its subject-
matter it 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 at home.

Perhaps the addition of the concluding division, which treats of the
Crown finances at certain periods, 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 L., it was essential to allude frequently to these and similar
topics. It is unfortunate that there is no modern history of the
Revenue, and therefore it became necessary to provide certain illus-
trative statements of it, which, under the various qualifications 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. 1.) 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. 1In 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
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undertakings, no longer in existence, concerning which others have
helped me. In both these connections 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. Stutchbury,
Mr W. N. Whymper. I have also to acknowledge the courtesy of the
proprietors of the Accountants’ Magazine, the Journal of the Royal
Society of Antiguaries of Ireland and of the Scottish Historical Review
in permitting me to reprint articles which have appeared in these
publications. These portions of the work have been in some cases
largely rewritten and in others revised and extended. I am also
indebted to the Council of the Scottish History Society for allowing
me to reprint parts of my introduction in the Records of a Scottish
Cloth Manufactory at New Mills, Haddingtonshire, 1681-1703.

W. R. S.

Tue UN1vERsITY
St ANDREWS
April 1911
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PART II. (continued)

DIVISION VI
WATER-SUPPLY COMPANIES
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SECTION 1. THE HAMPSTEAD AQUEDUCTS.

(PARLIAMENTARY POWERS [GRANTED TO THE Crry] IN 1546—
TRANSFERRED TO A COMPANY OF ABOVE TITLE IN 1692
AND LEASED To NEW Rivir CoMpANY IN 1859.)

AvtHoucH 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 at the present
ddy. 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 1285, 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 1286 the city authorities found it necessary to lay a 6in. pipe to
bring water from Tyburn. By 1342, 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
thr<?ugh, which became a great grievance. An inquisition was held with
& view to restoring the ancient rights of way. The resulting increase,
In facilities for drawing water from the Thames, made the supply fairly
aJdeql.late during the next century, but by 1489 it 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
use of springs near Paddington. New conduits were made in several
Places from 1500 to 1528, and in 1535 a grant was executed by the

Common Couneil to provide for the laying of pipes to convey water
from Hackney.

! Stow, Survey of London, passim; Hydraulia, by W. Matthews, pp. 4-10,
1-2



4 The Hampstead Aqueducts to 1690 [DIv. VL §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 it became necessary to obtain water from a distance.
Springs had been discovered at Hampstead, and the City decided, about
1544, to seek parliamentary powers for the acquiring of land and laying
of pipes. The act was passed in 1546, and it is of considerable interest,
not only as the first private act giving compulsory powers, but also as
constituting the foundation of an undertaking which was afterwards
transferred to a company still in existence.

The act 35 Henry VIIL c. 10 states, in the preamble, that sweet
and wholesome 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 Council, 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 compensation
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 11b. 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.? .

It appears that, although the act was passed in 1546, it was not
until 1590 that the works were completed. There were originally four
reservoirs at Hampstead from which the supply for the north-west

" district was drawn® For over a hundred years, the history of this
conduit is obscure. During that period the completion of the New
River* and the various pumping-engines for raising Thames water solved
for the time the difficulty of the supply, and it is probable that the
Hampstead conduit shared the fate of other similar works after the
Great Fire and, while still in existence, was neglected.

It has been shown elsewhere how many undertakings had been

2 Statutes, 1. p. 967.

1 35 Henry VIIIL c. x.
4 Vide infre, Division v1., Section 3.

3 Matthews, Hydraulia, p. 13.

prv. V1. § 11 The Formation of a Company 1692 5

started from 1691 to 1695'. At that time the New River compan
had at length .]ustz.ﬁed the high hopes of its founder, and the shareys
commanded a considerable premium. In view of this fact, the i
m.vement. of the London water-supply was one of the scl;emes fr':)];
which capital was readily procurable, and amongst the companies, then
formed, was one intended to improve the Hampstead conduit ’ This
company was promoted by William Paterson, the founder of tl;e Bank
of England, and the original shareholders included John Holland, th
foux.xder of the Bank of Scotland, Francis Tyssen, a prominent ’Eas:
I{ldla merchant, Dalby Thomas, Chief-Justice Chester and Sir Joh
’l.renchard.. Paiferson had induced the Mayor and Council to ranI:,
him and his assigns a lease for 31 years of all the rights of brirz(lﬂT in
water from the parishes of St Pancras, Hampstead and Hornse w%icﬁ
were not, at January 10th, 1692, otherwise used by the M); or or
Commonalty or by persons claiming under them. The rent p{;yable
Ey Pafiferson, was £80 a year, and in addition he had alread,y paid a
ne o -£200. To provide working capital, a company was formed
fl\}'ll.lch is now known as the Hampstead Aqueducts) with a capital
d }1lv1ded into 600 shares of a nominal value of £20 each. Thus I:Iheli
e shares were.fully paid, the total capital would be £12 000, B
:(r)lmz;)g::;m?:t:v zlgnsd (l)nt Q(Iiam}llary 26th, 1692 by the memb:ers (;f thz
, s stipulated that 100 shares, of the inal
of £2,000, should be credited t o ot
;)ad co-operated with him in obt(;inli)::;eri(})lr; o ttwod Othel"s, e
200 to the City, besides di i i mew sorine 5 he
100 shew Y, besides discovering certain new springs. These
85 ts were known as “maiden shares.” They were divided as to
e oo n?rston, 35 to Samuel‘Tucker and 30 to Israel Hayes. The
500 qﬁ)ar oters reserved the right of receiving 100 of the remainin
) shares, subject to the payment of £20 as called Thi s
ounted for 200 shares. 200 shares were divi o reom,
of whom 4ix held 5 s ere divided amongst nine persons,
isved, Tt ds ares each. There were still 200 shares to be
e i;ref Tthat .;92‘ per share on the 500 shares should be
ordered b o1 ast ’ uesday in March 1692 and the remainder as
any share ¢ € committee of managers. No member was to transf
after the first Tuesday i i i id it up in
fll, Sharer o hz:s uesday in May, without having paid it up in
subject 1o f‘o,rfeituv: 1chTsLl?y call remain.ed unpaid for 60 days, were
liability of the o ei) ‘ 15 agreement 1s unique in prescribing the
mncallal o o hl; rels, ‘whxch was to extend not only to the amount
PYment of the s Z,f (:h thlat called but not paid, but also to “the
Other cots chargon s e lease or grant (f’rom the City] and in all
S, damages or expenses, which shall or may arise from

1 s
Vide supra, Part 1., 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 “committee” 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 £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 springs™.

When the pamphlet, entitled Anglic Tutamen, was written in 1694-5
there had been dealings in the shares of this cémpany, and hence, in
that work, it 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, at the time he wrote, it was distributing modest but regular
dividends?. 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 it 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, St 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 at 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

1 MS. Articles made, concluded, and agreed this 26th January in the fourth year
of our Sovereign Lord and Lady William and Mary...between Samuel Tucker and
William 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 grant, undertaking 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 Iun, 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 interegting company is

based.)

1 dnglie Tutamen, p. 27; Anderson, Annals of Commerce (ed. 1790), 1. p. 159.
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against the company was not passed’. 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 hZidin
in the Hampstead Waterworks disposed of was one of twenty share%
for which, in the books of the Darien company, a payment by the
broker of £250 sterling is acknowledged. A subsequent remit}i,:ance
of £50 by the same person probably relates to this transaction, so that
it may be assumed that the shares were sold at £15 each?. Althou h
this. price was .25 per cent. below par, it was higher than that realiz%d
(ligilg;gt oth1e8§)§f‘lod of depression experienced by water companies from
From 1700 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 eiﬂhteentﬁ
century was a time of keen competition amongst London wafer com-
panies, and the district of each was subject to invasion by its rivals, so
that it was far from easy for the recently established companies, to
m.alfe profits. By 1762 the Hampstead company paid “an eighth”
d}vu}l}end of 5s.; but, whether this was the eighth from the foungation
From 1165 down 10 the preset day, Sividends e oo it s o
cach year p ay, dividends have been paid regularly
Sharl(*:or the el(;wen years from .1762 to 1772 a distribution of 5s. per
nomin:las made annually. This was only 13 per cent. on the original
hthes tamlo;unt of ’?he share.  As the company was capitalized (by a
the 1t 0 be explained beloww) the payment per cent. was less. For
per b nine years, from 1773 to 1781, the annual dividend was 10s.
for 1 (())r an average of 7s. 6d. during 20 years from 1762. Then
From 178 g’oea;;918782 and 1783 t.here was a relapse to 5s. per share.
bution wae ol 1(; 7s. gd. was paid and from 1799 to 1801 the distri-
1830 for thetnry S. . (;'om 1802 to 1829 t'he dividend rose, and by
cent. on the po ;{n;mo j;,tp(:;‘ stllllarehwas paid, or a return of 5 per
€ company had been in existencee liralc;e' But},l e the 138’ e to
Orm & reserse fund. oy & e, large sums ad been set aside to
£ & balanen o and for expenditure on capital account. According
ix} 3 per cen:s.e:i ogflthe )(;e&?r 1834 there was an investment of £11,000
irectors tg chare | (,) and it appears to have been the custom of the
g per cent. annually of all new works to revenue.

1
Par ,
. T:;kl,ﬂ:fl‘{zstory of Hampstead, p. 74. ? Vide supra, 11. p. 219
P. 269, € and Writings of William Paterson, by S. Bannister,, L(;nlt)l.on 1.858 L
3 5] .
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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 account of the

company was compiled:

Balance-Sheet of the Hampstead Aqueducts Jfor 1834
(From the Minute Book beginning May 4th, 1832.)

£ s d. £ s d
1834. March 31. By works producing rental (de-
ducting empty houses) 2,897 0 O
Deduct ordinary expenses ... 1,394 0 O
,, extraordinary expenses 202 13 O

,, 10°/ on expenditure of
£2,285. 12s. on new works 228 10 6 1,825 3 6

1,071 16 6

£ s d £ 8. d.
1834. March 31. 1834. March 31.
To dividends unpaid... 76 0 0 By £1,071. 16s. 6d. at
To adjustment of fine 10 years’ purchase... 10,718 5 O
to the City of London 792 5 6 By stock on hands (es-

To balance divided into timated) ... 150 0 O
600shares, giving per By £11,000 3°/, stock

share, £34. 11s. 44d. 20,741 10 3 at 91 e .. 10,100 0 O

By cash 641 10 9

£21,609 15 9 £21,609 15 9

Probably a few years earlier the amount invested in government
stockg 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 on
a water cart, the driver of which charged them 3}d. per bucket-full.
This well provided 200,000 gallons per day and the water was stored
in eight reservoirs between Hampstead and Highgate?.

The great obstacle hitherto to the success of the company had been
the scantiness of the supply it could provide, and, with the addition of
this new source, its business developed rapidly. The dividend of 20s.
per share was continued till 1837. By 1841 it had risen to 30s. and
by 1844 to 40s. Thus it 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

rovided from revenue. In fact at this period it is probable that, if
the shares had been valued relatively to the total existing assets, the
return would not have been much more than 5 per cent. From 1844
to 1851 the dividend continued to improve, reaching a distribution of

1 Matthews, Hydraulia, pp. 13, 14.

prv. V1. § 1] Leased by New River Co. 1859 9

50s. per share in the latter year, The i : .
of‘ jche company is shown mg;e by the p;gsrszeglzn:h;r;e:}ﬁ conl;ixtlon
dividends. From 1812 to 1815 transfers had been mad ta;,? y the
share or very greatly below par. In 1732 sales were re e 3 ; 12 per
and £20 and at £25 in 1733, falling to £20 in 1835 CO}I; ed at £17
average of these prices had been doubled, a transfer ha-win yb:848 the
in that year at 40. .Ten years later (i.e. in 1858) the rif he:il ma(.ie
more than doubled rising to 90, and from 1859 tl‘ansactii 1 eh ad again
place at 100 or over. The advance in the price of the S}’}s nave taken
and 1859 was due to the transfer of the undertaking to th: 1§5 v 1§58
e istrict. ~ The supply, that was available for the f r,
. aiteds and thus the directors could not expect a t i
?l?xebsillr-lle:s]. Therefore, increased profit might only bei?:tic(iexzta:;‘?n
e advla net;' eve?tbof a great r'ise in rates. It follows that if was ;n
tock rg:; Of t}(:th compsfmes to effect a working agreement Whic}(:
the Ham steadOA e (iVew vae_r company leasing for ever the w’orks of
£3,500 i queducts, S‘lfb:]ect to a payment of a yearl
500, which admits of a dividend annually of £5 yoald rent of

on each Hampstead Aqueducts share. T - 10s

'to exist, in its corporate capacity,
its members,

free of tax

e T(;x_e latter company continues

. r the division of the rent

boebers, ‘:hlsfl};p‘;:: ;upglen}lﬁn}tled from time to time by ocil:s?gri:
und, which is n

ment of the largely increased’Income tax‘?w (1908) devoted to the pay-

&l"l?n(lr 2 9t t
& . o S,
07 Zg‘lnal Ca[)ztal 600 Shares Of £20 each = £12 000

Prices of Shares and Dividends.

Year i
o Price c;f5 szha.res Dividend per share
16921761
—- At least seven dividends
17621779, were paid before 1762
1773—1781 ~ o
17821783 _ )
17841793 _ 2
17991801 _ | us
1802-—1810 _ o
l — :
£3,500 a "
car. divi
?"26& &, 1 s}{ar;,i:lzlodjd(?mo'ng 600 shares would give £5. 16s. 84, per sh:
~55. 6. 5 dhy. t.e. in 1909) required for the ment of Income tas
M Hakewi y a:)sand 'the expenses of rent, management I::Yment oo tax
cmnpany, upplied me with this statement of the’p oot 2 a Share)
resent position of the

2 B& i
Nnister, I; W,
ster, Life of William Paterson, 1. p. 269
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Year Price of shares

18111817
1818—1829
1830—1837
1838—1840
1841
1842—1843
1844—1846
1847—1850
1851—1858
1859—1862

1 In 1859 and 1862.
% In 1859. A transfer was m

12
17—25

40
90
1001-105%

Dividend per share

14/-

16/-

20/-

25/-

30/-

35/-

40/-

45/-

50/-
55/- (half-yearly) guaranteed
by New River company
with occasional additions

ade in 1871 at 103, in 1890 at 135, in 1896 at 207.

SECTION II. THE LONDON BRIDGE WATER
WORKS (rounpep 1582). THE CITY CONDUITS
COMPANY (FoUNDED ABoOUT 1693). AMALGAMATED
v 1703 as THE LONDON BRIDGE WATER
WORKS COMPANY (1703-1822).

Besipes 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 it 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 1582. 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, at 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 24th, 1582, at an annual rent
of 1052  Morice was compelled to establish his enterprize at his own
cost, since it was noted in 1598 that “no great man or magistrate”
would open his purse to help him, the invention not being considered
“sensibles.”

SoutI}I:erthe year 1633 the pondon Bridge Water Works supplied the
) n portion of the City as far as Gracechurch St. Morice and
18 successors had the advantage, over other proprietors of engines, that

eln;l‘he wheel, as it existed at a later period, is illustrated in Hydraulia, p. 28.
aMs are several.old engravings of London Bridge and Morice’s wheels inserted in
War? Preserved in the Guildhall Library, “ A Short Account of the London Bridge

morandums relating to their Business.”

a:er Works and Me
Chroni i i '
. hronicles of London Bridge, by an Antiquary [Richard Thomson], London,

> P. 556,

View ‘;1 afrie.{é Apologie of Certaine New Inventions whereof there hath bene a publicke
€% in London [1593].  Coll. Broadsides Soc. Antiq., 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 supplied 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 £2,000 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
soi. 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 II. The somewhat reckless promotion of water companies
from 1692 to 1695 no doubt caused serious competition, and thus, when
an offer was made for 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 com-
panies, which had been formed about 1694 by a banker, named Richard
‘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
provided that, besides

the relief of the orphans was passed, which
charging the city lands with £8,000 a year, the rent accruing from
educt should be allocated towards making good the
der the spur of this legislation, the Council seems to
he construction of new conduits,

any future aqu
deficiency®. Un
have been disposed to receive offers for t
or the handing over of disused ones to persons who would form &
company and undertake to pay 2 certain rent. Soames obtained 2
lease of the conduits from Paddington, Marylebone, Islington, Hoxton,
Hackney and Dalston, and he established a city office at the Black
Horse against Poultry Compter. He, with a number of others, who

Charles 11., cexxix. 162; Calendar, 1667-8, p. 132.
d Proceedings in Parliament in 1694 end 1695 upon
London, 1695, pp. 11-18

1 State Papers, Domestic,

2 4 (ollection of the Debates uit
the Inquiry into the late Briberies and Corrupt Practices,
92-6.

3 Statutes, vi. p. 464.
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contributed the capital necessary for the extensi i
. Y n
laying of service pipes, formed a company knowsrll():s ;’}f “C""_‘ms and t.he
There are no details available as to the organizatio i‘ ;ty Conduits.
but in all probability its constitution resembled thatnof(‘) t}:c IISICOmpany,
Aqueducts. In July 1694 the service pipes were bei e ampstead
and Houghton records his impression that th. eing laid fnto houses,
us abound with, not only useful, but more ;;:;Z Cotmpaily would “make
. 4 an ]
In the following September the company a dVel“tizedwih(:‘: "c‘h:i? everl,
would wash ve?; well, and is as fine as any other whatever ans Watt‘}ll'
finer than mos?: .” It was announced, too, that in the case of muc
persons, who lived within a distance of not more th 1(;300 Y our
.. . . an
;ufdex'lstmghplipe, agreeing to take this water, service pipesy?vrjjlgrol;n
aid into t eir houses. A few months later another adverti e
appeared, which described the merits of the water i advertisement
terms as “those fine conduit waters, which have bzz m molre glowing
and desired by all and by 1 : n greatly esteemed
Y Yy long experience
and for all other uses ard b corrod the aI}JIP;‘O\gfi tl}e best for washing
‘v . whole City for many h
Zr i;é:::; ,})emAg now settled by .act of Parliament fo)rr' the beniﬁtuzgrf}(lis
ch[i)ef dis.t ks i:i}(zseqllll.er})lt notice to intending consumers mentions thee
st which mains had i ix i
one starting from each of the f.()I;:)W.been lald.. There were six pipes,
Marylebone, Tslington, Hoxton. H Ing collecting places—Paddington,
continued to Alderm;‘nbur r;; daCkney and Dalston. These were
Charing Cross. Ys on St., Broad St., Bun-hill Field
g , Charles St., Cheapside, C eas,
Fleet St., Fore St. G > Cheapside, Coleman St., Cornhill, Duke St
Leicester Sqr. Lot.},lb ermain St., Green St.,, Grub St., King St.’
Moy s Lothbury, Lombard St, Ludgate Hill, Ludgate st.
Spitalfie] : Y, Pall Mall, Panton St., Piccadill "
elds, St Albans St., St B ’ illy, ‘Poultry
St James® Sqr., St Jam ’.é artholomew’s Lane, St James’ Market’
needle St., W};itechapefswt', St Paul’s Church Yard, Strand Thread,
. ’ or! ’ )
“ere being laid daily and w n;gol()’g St. It was added that more pipes
Tequest of consumerst, T vould be continued into other streets at the
record - his list is not only of int i
of places supplied y erest from its full
Petition foster pplied, but also as showing the wi
also g 10 stered by free enterprize. Several fgth ) IWIdeSpread o
upplied by the H \ al of the places named were
cofn Istricts of the Ne‘:nllgitaeradt}iq;;ducm’ others again were within
Panies, I th y ames and the York Buildines®
offer, e struggle to attract L g
ed more favourable terms than h:d f):,s,um.e“’ the City Conduits
Y Colleet; given by the New River
: Thig, No. 103 (July 20, 1694).

2 .
> No. 126 (Dec. 28, 1694). Tbid., No. 112 (Sept. 21, 1694),

Wing to the Y. oo 4 Ibid., No. 133
e York Buildings company having carried on S)I:}(::r lesn’tmgs')'
erprizes

b&sid
€8 that of w,
i . ater-suppl RN

1188 in Division xi1. Pply, the account of it is placed with that of similar under
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Both undertakings did not guarantee to supply water at
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 consumed!. At the end of the seventeenth century both the
New River and City Conduits charged about 24s. a year rent, but the
latter exempted its consumers from the payment of a fine or the signing
of a lease?. It is on record that this concession by the City Conduits
had produced “a great £all in the actions of the New River company ™
by 1695, and probably the older entcrprize retaliated. In 1697 the
City Conduits made an attack on the New River company by the

ublication of the following advertisement—* 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 it was muddy) is confirmed by
Strype asserts that the

other contemporary evidence—for instance
London Bridge company’s water became clear sooner than New River

water and was ever a clearer water®.”
During the next five years the City Conduits continued to attract
consumers to the detriment of the New River company and the pro-
rietors 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 29th, 17037, but Soames had previously negotiated

through Morice for a lease of the fourth arch of London Bridge for

9814 years from August Q4th, 1701, at 10s. a year rent and £300 fine®.
This lease, like that made in 1582, was due to terminate in the year
9082. Soames thus obtained possession of the first, second and fourth

arches 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 at this date. An agreement was also made with Sir Benjamin

Ayloff, under which £300 a year was paid for the use of the adjoining

1 An original early New River “lease” is preserved at the Guildhall Library,
MSS. No. 191. In this case the ¢ rent” was 51s. per anuum for a 4-inch pipe-

2 4 New View of London, by E. Hatton, 1708, p. 785,

3 Anglie Tutamen, p- 27.

+ Houghton, Collections, No. 234 (Jan. 24, 1697).

5 Stow, Chronicle (ed. Strype, 1754), 1. p. 27. 6 Ibid., p. 28.
7 Copy Deed of Covenaut from New River company to the Proprietors of the

London Bridge Water Works in vol. . of “MS. Papers Relating to Water

Companies,” Guildhall Library, London.
s Chronicles of London Bridge, ut supra, p. 556.

company.
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site on the river bank, known as Broken Wh
o arf, i :
e orking i 108 Tt v 1703 S s s pvinns
Cl'(ciython s an t}.xe Lond.on Bridge Water Works under th rs the
:,:kingsey WIe;‘e :gsx.lgmg caf;.ltal freely in developing these varie;z COHZOI’
5. ition, a further supply fr S u.n €r-
estabhsh_"d by the City, was acquireg.P yThizlzor?fizzi’lib?e, originally
the passing of the Orp.h&ns’ act, at an annual rent of ; peen let, on
of “;'hwhd wlv)as payable in advance with a fine of £5 650700,‘0fxe year
was foun . urdensome, and the lessees were dischar: ed,f » This price
Soames, thereupon, acquired this undertaking al ged from the bargain.
without the fine2, g also at the same rent, but
The capitalization of this extensi
. tensive system w. i
fCo;;laz;on ;)}fl' a new company known as the Londofzs l?::; H;pll/llfhed by the
ninepass.iys,t 6t? managemen.t of which was in the hands ofg a ater Works
shares of 2’250 Tl}lle csépllt)al in 1703 was £150,000 divi(%:(;e'mto 4 ggd
. each. Subsequently, each sh  was divi nto 0
zﬁathat,f:gitead of 300 shares of £5’OO eaclsl iI}:a :35 glwded into five,
; es of £100 each, and this division was con t,in 14 mber became 1,500
of the company’s history®. ued during the remainder
The energetic mana,
' gement, that h
was continued. The mains were extended a on Dridge undertaking,

ell]al ed.
g d In 1;08 t]]e!e were tll]l tEEH eng]lles at WOlk and a-t tl]at
bl

date Goodman’s Fields, th inori
ote ! » the Minories, Houndsdji i
]74(;51:1255;122:13(2 sx(lipphed from the Thames‘.dltlcrll1 ’l;};[gﬂfzgapel' aI}d
s ot e um:. 161 to secure the third arch of the b;id gg:m o
o not termin&Lten. i 2(’)761: and the lease in this case also wiz ru e
o the g e w}lln : 825, In.l765 negotiations were enteree(;le'wed
ol conSide; b lch were continued for a number of years e
commpamy. o able period after the formation of the Lo .
angemu,s riva%p::rihto 1\l{w.ve l{een very successful and to have be
dvertisomen i & i New River. Dividends were announced i enha
I o Bt it 0 o
formed . X ominal in gover
in pmportiz‘rllu:h ::.st honly 10 per cent. on t%le cari)ls::zlllta?gc vlifs ha~d boen
and T e reserve and depreciation fund e bma'uer
ptead Ao nds of the New River
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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 areng
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 machinery 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 use?, 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 it 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 2082. On the
whole, the company was well-advised in the decision it 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 position and, after some negotiation, it 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 1822°.

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

L Reports from Parliamentary Committees Session 1821, v. p. 201,

2 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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Summary of the Capital, Dividends and Pri
/ A rices of Stock.
London Bridge Water Works C’ompany.f o
Capital £150,000 in 1,500 Shares of £100 each
Prices and Dividends.

) 790}’—@?;793 Price og(s)ha.res Dividend per cent.

1794—1797 — >
17981811 — ;

1812 — )
1813—1815 — o
1816—1817 —_ o
18181820 50 23

From 1822 — 2§ 2

P 1 merous le pa
i rior to 1:90 numero ldellds were d
1d.
2 Guamnteed by NeW Rlvel company untll the year 2082

8, C, l."‘



SECTION III. THE GOVERNOR AND COMPANY OF
THE NEW RIVER BROUGHT FROM CHAD-
WELL AND AMWELL TO LONDON (1609).

Tue 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 it from the Thames. The utility of each was limited,
in 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 it is considered that in 1590 the population
of London was 160,000, it will be seen that, even then, it had become
necessary to augment the supply by bringing it from a distance’. As
early as 1577 a plan had been proposed for drawing water from the Lea
and making a conduit to bear it to London® 'Towards the end of the
reign of Elizabeth the Corporation obtained parliamentary powers,
similar to those contained in the act authorizing the Hampstead
Aqueducts, enabling it to convey water to the City from any part of
Middlesex or Hertfordshires, No record remains of any effort being
made to formulate a definite scheme, and it 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
Jlandlords for the ground to be acquired, and it bound the undertakers
to provide bridges for the public to cross the canal, where such were
necessary*. A survey was made soon afterwards; and, in deference to
the views of the proprietors through whose lands the cutting was to

L Anderson, Annals of Commerce, 1. p. 235.
2 Calendar Treasury Papers, 1547-80, p. 569.
3 Matthews, Hydraulia, ut supra, p. 43.

4 3 James 1., c. 18.
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be made, it was enacted in 1606 that the stream should be enclosed
in “a vault” 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 it was recognized that the Cor-
poration would take mo steps in the matter, Hugh Myddelton or
Middleton proposed that, on a transference of the acts being made
to him, he would undertake to construct the required channel, within
three years from the date of the signature of the agreement. Accord-
ingly, on March 28th, 1609, a preliminary covenant was executed and
a more formal indenture on April 21st of the same year, followed by
a third dated March 28th, 16112

Middleton underestimated the cost of acquiring the land necessary
for the channel. ~ Although he had compulsory powers for taking ground,
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 Parliament
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 adjoining lands
impoverished®. To this it was replied that the enterprize would be
highly beneficial to the health of the City, in giving wholesome water
to t.he poor; it would also be advantageous in cleansing the sewers
cooling the streets in hot weather, for extinguishing fires, besides beinw
convenient for ¢ 5 ide 1 } 8
e t for cattle’. On the one side it was argued that the City
Zp(::l dt }:;02 tl}lz:ei :rj,vl;sgfecrretg 11(:; (Il)ot‘;;ers Fo a private entrep;:eneur; while
after the Comt d (}n eg ed that, if he' pro-ceeded with the work
the mone o ad refuse to un(%ertake it, his success would be all

: . itable. Besides, attention was drawn to the injustice t
which Middleton must be subjected, were the li . wers
cancelled, since he had alread 21 d consi bl st o s
date of t’he o y expende considerable sums and at the
"B ot paey i:‘}(’l)vers_y was employing 1_,’700 men®. Though the bill

» the opposition was sufficiently powerful to cause delay,

> 4 James L,c 12

 Matthew i
1894,y iy 21?, Hydraulia, p. 45; London and the Kingdom, by Reginald R. Sharpe,
¥ Co ;
190, prixl:{e:;fi:lh; Z.;hz;t:; of the New River company: Guildhall Library MSS., No.
189?’ Appendis. on Water Supply, A Retrospect and a Survey, by R. Sisley,
Objection i
9,8 S against the New River: MS. Tanner (Bodlei i
)) ta.:l I;iapers, Domestic, James 1. » LXXVIIL. 106.n " (Bodleien Library) 48,
N 'l'heeStistOf the Proposed New River: MS. Tanner, 98, f. 47.
¢ of the Case coucerning the Waterwork : MS. Tanner, 98, f. 113
, £. 113,
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and on February 27th, 1611, Middleton was forced to apply for an
extension of time to complete the work.

The attempts made to impede the progress of the enterprize are
probably not without bearing on the next important event in the
history of the New River. This was the execution of agreements on
November 1st, 1611, and May 2nd, 1612, whereby the Crown, by
undertaking certain financial responsibilities, acquired a moiety of the
whole undertaking. There is reason to doubt whether the account,
given of the motives which led to this transaction, is altogether com-
plete. 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
James L. for financial assistance. It will be shown below that the
whole original capital expenditure was surprisingly small’, and it would
not have been outside the capabilities of even a small company. Still
more significant is it that it does not appear that Middleton sought
monetary assistance from the City Council, to whom it might have
been expected he would have first applied”. Moreover, from the state
of the Exchequer at this time’, it is certain that no unhesitating
reliance could be placed on any financial promise made by the Crown,
and therefore, on the whole, it seems probable that the main motive
for the agreement was the necessity of securing the intervention of the
King, in order to overcome the objections of powerful landowners
whose estates were to be intersected by the channel.

The indentures between James I. and Middleton provided that the
latter should convey one-half of the whole enterprize to the Crown; the
King, on his part, undertaking 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 work¢. It 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
parts or shares and these, as will be seen, constituted the New River
company?®.

Once the support of James I. had been secured, the construction
proceeded rapidly, and the New River water was admitted into the
reservoir at Islington on Michaelmas Day, 1613. Though the main

! Vide infra, pp. 21, 31. ¢ Sharpe, London and the Kingdom, 11. p- 23.

3 Vide supra, Part 1., Chapter vir.

¢ Inidenture between James L. and Hugh Myddleton, May 2, 1612: State Papers,
Domestic, Close Roll, No. 2,115 (10 James 1., Pt. 5).

5 Vide infra, p. 22.
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capital expenditure had been finished by this time, Middleton experi-
enced considerable difficulty in obtaining the calls, due on the King’s
moiety, from the Exchequer. It is true that orders were punctually
made, as each considerable section of the channel was finished?, but a
considerable period elapsed before all of these were duly honour,ed the
final payment only having been made on September 22nd, 1617. T,here
is a complete 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 £242. 19s. 54d., and amounting in all to £9,262. 9s. 6d.2 This fixes
the initial capital outlay which may be detailed as follows:

Original Capital Expenditure on the New River,

The King’s Moiety 9 2£62 89' ((li
The adventurers’ moiety, consisting of 36 shares of a par ’
value of £257. 5s. 9§d. each . 9,262 9 6
Ed
Total of both moieties ... . £18,624 19 0

Considering the later history of the New River, this result appears to
be aln.lost ridiculously small.  Further too, it is much below a number
of estimates, framed on various bases, about the beginning of the
mnetee.nifh century. According to the figures, given by the compan
the (?nglnal cost of construction was at least £500,000, This ca}lyj'
Cul%.l.tlon was issued in an Address to Occupiers of Houses, during a
gie:‘f)dfoft' hsom.ewhat acute c.ontroversy on the water-question?®; and, in
exacti(')md et }flrcu.mstances, 1.t woul.d be unreasonable to expect greater
b :u ar; in the electxongex:mg address of a candidate for a seat
e o ina‘lse 0~t %ommons. William Matthews, writing in 1835, places
of thesg e coat ! etween £100,000 a%n.d £200,000*. Possibly the excess
partly b t}llm_a. es, over the actual original expenditure, is accounted for,
of ths SZV ilr neglecting the lower scale of wages in the first quarter
oot enteenth century, partly too by the tendency to endeavour to

iv
€ at the expense of reconstructing the undertaking, rather than to

1 I&S’ug 3 ] .
the Reign (;.Q;athe Euchequer bem:q payments made out of his Majesty's Revenue during
® State p mes L., by Frederick Devon, 1836, pp. 156, 172, 190. ’
tion, of 41e M;Pef;s;,g’me?t{c, Charles 1., cor. 22; of. An Abstract or Brief Declura-
Upon the e of his Majesties Revenew, with the Assignations and Defulcations

Same, 1651, p. 15; Hi g 5
1863), 1, > 4f20. » P- 155 History of England, 1603-16, by S. R. Gardiner (edition

Re i . .
4 M:’&’};:é;‘orzl;ar’ . ‘nr{/. C ; ittees, Session 1821, v. p. 75.
of the i e,nt yfn;ulza,. p- ,51. .I‘here is a calculation, starting from the terms
of the King’s moiety to Middleton in 1631 » in ““Papers relating to

ater Com s f
of the panies a.'t the Guildhall Library, vol. 1v., which estimates that the value
time, for the purpose of this transfer, was taken at £280,

share at that
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discover the outlay on making it as it was in 1613, from which date
onwards large sums were disbursed in improvements. However this
may be, it is important to notice that the original capital expenditure
of £18,524. 19s. can be supported to some extent from contemporary
and independent 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 meet
the cost of the acquisition of land and other expenses. Further, there
is the positive information that the whole expenditure on the first ten
miles of the New River was £8,000%. This was approximately one-
quarter of the total length, but it is to be remembered that land would
rise in value ncarer to the city, and that provision must be made for
the supply of mains and service pipes, also for the loss of time before
James L countenanced the undertaking, so that, allowing for these
considerations. the recorded figure of £18,524. 19s. would, on this basis,
just about suffice for the completed enterprize. -

Not only was the assistance of James L. important in enabling the
New River to be finished, but it was helpful in many ways during the
earliest years of its history. On 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 Dow-gate,
besides impeding another source of supply, which had been proposed
at Southwark®. A more signal mark of the royal favour was manifested
by the grant of a charter of incorporation on June 21st, 1619. This
document is unique, since it was obvious that James 1. could not in-
corporate himself, and therefore it applies only to the thirty-six original
shares into which Middleton's moiety was divided. The owners of
these comprised the corporation which was entitled the Governor and
Company of the New River brought from Chadwell and Amuwell to
London. This grant recapitulates and confirms the powers, conferred
on the City, and sanctions the transfer of them to Middleton. In the
preamble, it is explained that, by reason of difficulties and delays, the
charge had been greater than was expected and that Middleton had
been forced to assume partners. Although the New River water had
heen available for some years, the supplying of it had not as yet yielded
the profits anticipated, * partly from expenses daily arising far greater
and heavier than were expected, partly from want of government'”

1 The State of the Case concerning the Waterwork: MS. Tanner, 98, £ 113
The same statement (i.e. that the first 10 miles cost £3,000) also occurs in the
Repertory of the City, vide Sharpe, London and the Kingdom, 11. p. 22,

2 { History of Private Bill Legislation, by F. Clifford, 1887, 1. pp. 73, 74.
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It was, ostensibly, to remedy the latter defect that the charter was
granted. It ordained that the officials of the company should consist
of a governor, deputy-governor and a treasurer. At all general meet-
ings five shareholders or adventurers constituted a quorum. It was
also declared Fhat no person or persons, other than the company, might
«bring any river to London,” without its consent. In 1621 a bill
was promoted to confirm the privileges of the company. Another
effort was made in 1623, and again in 1642, to obtain parliamentary
sanctm? of the transfer of the powers granted to the City, but without
suceess?,

The earliest information of the return fromm the New River consists
of the income received by the Crown on its moiety in 1623 whic};
amounted to £825°.  This would give a dividend of a little o’ver £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
whlc:h mlg}‘lt have been expected on an investment of a similar degree
of ns}c. Though exact particulars are not procurable, it 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
sCt}s:tus of the concern covers th.e years immediately preceding 1631.

arles I. had now entered on his career of personal gov
owing to his difficulties with Parliament . s en‘]‘n'] . and”’
his revenue. Most of the . vas anxions to “improve
Ghoere Wh.e ost o the branches were investigated, in order to
e e re an increase might be obtained, and, amongst these, was
inveqtmgs moiety in t.he New River. First of all, the cost of this
theA rpe'nt was asce-rtame.d, and it is from the itemized account that
- Oel;;gmzl expenditure is arrived at’. Further, the income was ex

n ; i . \
b ned all)xee,n t}(xl(')‘ugl% the atatement (if one was prepared, as is probable)
The agrenn 4 (::lc‘owlzrleg, tcertaun deductions founded on it are extant.
£9,580. 00 Sap 0 l6?0 v‘vere very large, being as much as
ot sixteen years. Thus the Crown had lost temporaril

e-half of this (or £1,200. 0s 4d.), or at th ’ d
£85 per o »290. Os. 4d.), or a e average rate of about
o Per annum.  Further, since the King’s moiety did not f

the property of . _ y not form part
repressit t{; Cy of the company, a special surveyor was appointed to
(Pl‘eSumabl e Crown, wl.lo'was paid £100 a year. The income received

Yy after providing for this charge) “did not come one year

: ‘(;harter’ ut supra.
ournals .
3 Stata o of the House of Commons, 1. pp. 611, 727, 1. p- 554.
(1877), o pﬂpgx;si D;)‘r;:estll;:., James L., cvin. 59; Gardiner, History, 1628-37
S SUrVeyor, but it is to be inforoa thas sh n. o0t to 4 charge of £100 for

: be inferred that th ¢ H . .
© :lctlon of this expetise. ¢ revenue in the text is the income before

Vs
tde supra, p. 21.
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with another to £300,” so that, while the accounts showed a credit
of approximately £485 in favour of the Crown, the amount of the
arrears and the expense of the surveyor reduced the nett income to
about £300. In view of these considerations, Charles L. expressed a
wish that Middleton should “reduce his moiety into a constant revenue.”
The method adopted, to effect this object, was an ingenious one. The
Crown conveyed its moiety to Middleton by a grant dated November
15th, 1631; Middleton, on his part, guaranteeing the Crown an annuity
of £500. Middleton intended to subdivide this moiety into thirty-six
shares and to charge these with an equal proportion of the annuity.
Therefore the position in 1631 was that each of these new shares would
be subject to a liability of £13. 17s. 93d.; whereas the average dividend,
on the adventurers’ shares for some years before, had been only about
£11. 25. 3d.  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, it was further agreed that the Crown should grant
to 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, it was charged on all the shares
he possessed at 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 was levied on
991 « King’s shares™ and 1§ 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 £500 was soon justified by results. The population of
London was increasing, and was returned at 700,000 in 16362 The
dividend on adventurers’ shares had been only £14? in 1635 but it had
risen to £33 in 1640.

With regard to the financial history of the company, it is thus
evident that the disposal of the King’s moiety constituted a turning
point in its progress. The same remark is true of the legal status,
though in this case the turning was in the reverse direction. During
the reign of James I., the company had enjoyed a full measure of royel
support, but in the time of Charles I. and the Civil Wars, it had to
encounter the opposition of the heads of the State. James L had
discouraged rival schemes, while Charles I. fostered and encouraged

1 State. Papers, Domestic, Warrant Book, No. 30, Grant to Middleton, Nov. 15,
1631. 2 Londinopolis, by James Howell, 1657, p. 403.

3 Omitting shillings and pence.
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them. Thus, in 1631—.the year of the sale of his moiety—he em-
powered Edward .Stra.dhng and. his partners to convey spring water
from Hoddesc‘ion mn Herts., subject to an annual payment of £4,000
to t.he Crown?, and m‘the same year he made a grant to Edward M,ain-
waring (whose name is associated with a scheme for supplying Chester
with water) to raise a lottery for a new water undertaking at London?
Again in 1641 there were two rival proposals for conve bin wortl on2
London from Hertfordshire, neither of which appears }’;o gh . ell)‘eto
accomplished?®. ) ave Dbeen
The most successful period of the operati .
company, during the first hundred years gf' it 10}:].8 of the New River
the Great Fi . s history, was that from
e Great Fire u;‘) to the formation of numerous rival companies i
1692}:3- One effect of the Great Fire was to injure the condluitn
.WhIC had afforded a free, if scanty supply previously. In the reb 'lds,
ing, 1own_ers (l)f. new houses would be ready, even anxious t(()? ;11; -
bltl.pp );-pxpes aid in, Wl:IEII this opportunity came to the ’ro riet .
zakwa t:,lr-supp ly und.ertakmgs’ the New River alone was pI;e Ered 0:S
e advantage of it. The prudent financial P 0
placed the com i . methods adopted had
D o }‘)any In a strong position, while its few rivals were in
P urcumst.ances. The owners of the London Bridee w k
i j anf:(;: found‘lt an arduous matter to rebuild their gum ing
partn > }‘:’.lt out trymg to extend their mains®. Another coxI:) pmng-
part 1;;:; 1}})1, gf b::hlch Sir William Smith and Sir John Hooﬁeanz,v e
S a . . ere
was orde’red on gzpizzgztnl%g dw”:h »the New River company ; and it
committee should fi r 2nd, 1668, by the Privy Council that a
taki x a scale of reasonable rates, so th i
ng should undersell the other. Aft » 50 that neither under-
ppearance had been made by Sn;ith e(li‘ more  than 2 month no
complained that thj uth, and the New River compan
1680 the dividurq h:d ('lelay had hindered the laying of mains® P Bij
about ien tim increased to £145. 1s. 8d. per share: this bei
: es th 1 per share: this bein
Is time, but it wo shares has been discovered relati '
uld relating to
may have changed handsasf e?)r that pmy shares sold from 1680 to 1g690
ed to oi about £4,500. At this price, the divid
give a moderate return 1 ’ tvidend,
» would need to have been higher

requir,
thanp tha _
t paid in 1680 .
contj . , but there j
I‘::’ed to increase till about 169; every reason to expect that it
as not 10n b f N )
towards the close g before the great growth in London water companies
b

of the seventeenth cent
1 ury, began to affect th.
s Tedera, xx. p. 94, T

Matthpa.pers’ Domestic, Charles 1,
. ews, Hydraulia, p- 32.

» CLxXXVIL 48 Calendar, 1629-31, p. 553
‘e supra, p. 12, |

5 Add. MS, (Brit. Mus.) 15,858, f. 184,
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of the New River company. The York Buildings undertaking haq
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 1701 were especially dangerous. He gave his consumers
very favourable terms, and it is recorded that the effect of this keen
competition had been to produce a great fall in the share§ of th(.e New
River company’. In 1698 a price of about £4,000 a share is me;ntmngd,
and in 1700 there is record of a dividend of £211 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?, _
" From 1700 to 1720, the profits appear to have been fairly steady ;
or, if there was a fall, it had been recovered at the later date, but,
in view of the increase of building about London, it is a significant
commentary on the effects of competition that the dividend of 1720
exceeded that of 1700 by less than £8. Thus in forty years from 1640
to 1680 the dividend had quadrupled, in the twenty years from 1680
to 1700 it was increased by one-half, and in the same period from 1700
to 1720 by only one-seventieth®. 'The next price obtainable after 1720
was mentioned in 1739 and it was £5,250. 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. o

The competition of the water companies, at 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 dllsturbance of the
streets through repairs of water, gas and electric mains, but the state
of the thoroughfares, owing to repairs of pipes t.wo .hl.mdred years
ago, must have been something which at present it is difficult even t‘;‘
imagine. All mains, at that time, were made of wood, generally o
the trunks of elm trees, to which leaden service pipes were connected.
The extreme life of these wooden pipes did not exceed twenty years,
sometimes it was as little as three years. It often }'mppened t_hat. the
company, prior to 1810, had to lay over twenty miles of mains }n ‘tﬂ
year. Another peculiarity of early water-supply arose o.ut of the ficé
that it was difficult to obtain tree-trunks that would give a su.fﬁcleﬁ
bore and it became necessary to lay several sets of mains 1n the

same street. When a leak occurred, all of these had to be examineds

1 Anglie Tutamen, p. 21. 2 Hatton, A New View of London, p. 792.
3 Vide infra, Summary of Cupital and Dividends, p. 31.
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d sometimes 8s much as 200 yds. of roadway was opened up for
an Iy a month. To modern ideas this would be unbearable in a
gfs;i-i}ét, served b.y a singl.e ‘company ; but when .the undertakings,
formed in the reign of William IIL, were co-mpetmg for consumers,
it happened that two or even more companies would lay mains in
the same street. When all.these were subject to the same rapid rate
of depreciation, but requiring renewal at different times, the streets
were pmbably more often opened up than available for traffic. The
companies too suffered from their defective mains, as it was estimated
that, of the water that was delivered into the mains, only about 75 per
cent. found its way into the cisterns of consumers.

In order that the relation of companies to the water-supply of
London may not be left in a fragmentary condition, it is necessary to
continue the history of the New River company beyond the year 1720.
That epoch, so full of disaster or at least of change for the companies
of the time, left the bona fide 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 most important were the New
River and the London Bridge companies, but it would be a great
mistake 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 III. and Queen Anne was that
the London Bridge company, as reorganized by Soames, was the chief
water company. Allowing for the fact, that much of the capital outlay
on the city conduits, incorporated into this system, had been borne by
the Corporation for which the company paid interest in the form of
Tent, it is probable that the whole capital expenditure on this under-
taking was larger than that on the New River. It had the advantage
of at least eight different sources of supply, which tended to diminish
€ cost of laying pipes, and the management had the reputation of
N8 far-seeing and less exacting than that of the older company.
esﬁ:ﬁlilsth l"fquired al')out a century for the New River to thoroughly
centuy t}ll Sflf, and it was on}y after the ﬁI:St q.ua?rter of the x}ineteenth
. al‘es)l’) at the remarkable improvement in dividend and price of the

"es began,
beenr}:e recent appreciation in the shares, as a species of property, has

50 remarkable that one loses sight of the slow steps by which it

! Vide infra, Division xir., Section 2 &,
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has been reached, and the large number of causes which qontributed
to this result. Besides, the development of the undertaku}g in the
nineteenth century was conditioned by its history in the elghteenth,
The position of the supply of London, north of the Thame.s in .1720,
was instructive. There were four companies and several md1v1d\.1als
authorized to lay pipes and provide water. E_lach of the.m was subject
to competition from one or more of its rivals, and it is doubtfu]
whether the gain in cheapness to the consumer compensated .for the
inconvenience of the general public. Unless each undertaking was
content to confine itself to a comparatively small area, there was bf)und
to be competition until the stronger company had absorbed its rivals,
The struggle hetween the chief combatants lasted for over a hundred
years, and, before it was finally concluded, a new era of strife begsfn
in the nineteenth century. The conditions that made for success in
the competition of the eighteenth century were partly natural ad\'/a}n-
tages and partly skill in management, includln.g prudent ﬁna:nce. The
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 no.t long have sufﬁce(.i for
the growing demands made upon them. The w1Sf10m of the committee
was shown in the early supplementing of the original supply by a new
one, drawn from the Lea, and, by this acqt}isition, thez company not
only strengthened its position but made it dlﬂicult.for its competitors
to tap new sources on the north of London. Then in respect to capital
resources, the New River and Hampstead Aqqeducts acted pru.der'ltly
in placing themselves in a strong financial po§1txon, the Ylork Buildings
company emerged from its speculative operations .almost in a bankrupt
conditi(;n; and the London Bridge, while forming some rveserve, hfid
not made such liberal allocations to it as the two older companies
done. ' _
hadDuring the fifty years after 1720 (i.e. up to 1770') .the Nf}w B)ve(li‘
company just held its own. In that long interval the d1v1de.nd improve
from £214. 15s. 73d. paid in 1720 to £255. 13s. 11d.* in 1770—-91}
increase which was probably less than proporti.om'a.te to the groW’d';l :d
population in its district. But although no gein in px:oﬁtableness e
been made, commensurate with the extension of building, all the co p
ditions were in existence for great future developments at .the expense Oe
rival concerns. The New River company was i.n a position to mcreﬁ(-)ﬁt
its supply with the growth of demand, whereas 1!:5 compe‘fltors well‘e n .
The extension of the suburbs rendered some of the sprl‘ngs no long :
available; and, as time went on, water pumped from the Thames becam!

. . . "
1 The dividends paid from 1770 to 1827 are given in Reports from Parliamentt Y
vCommittees, Session 1821, v. p. 206 ; ibid., Session 1828, vur. p. 55.
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. and less desirable. Therefore, towards the close of the eighteenth
leabtur not only did the New River obtain the custom of most of the
cel‘ly coz;,sumers in competitive areas, but it drew away business from some
n: the other companies. The effect of these causes is shown both in the
2rowth of the New River dividend and (where information is available)
;',n the decline of the compe’Fing undertakings. It required fifty years
for the dividend on New River shares to increase (at 1770) by £40,
but in the eleven years from 1770 to 1781 it advanced by nearly £90,
or in other words the increase in eleven years was twice what it had
been in the previous fifty. By 1788 the distribution per share was
over £400, and in 1794 it was more than double what it had been
in 1720, or more than half as much again as that paid in 1770.
The highest payment in this series was made in 1805, when it was
£486. 0s. 03d.

After 1805 the dividend remained over £400 until 1811. In the
latter year, there was an abrupt fall from £465. 0s. 61d. to £282.12s.93d.
The next year, 1812, the distribution was £220. 12s. 23d., in 1813
£113. 18s. T4d. and in 1814 only £23. 25. 7d. 'The latter return was
probably the lowest for at least a century and was caused by a com-
bination of circumstances. In 1810 the company had begun to replace
its wooden pipes by iron ones, and at the same time there was fresh
competition from newly formed companies. That of the East London
company, which had been incorporated in 1807, was specially severe,
and the fight was waged so fiercely, on both sides, that a series of
Parliamentary Commissions 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 undertakings led to the assigning of a general sphere of
tel'r‘ltory to each surviving company, while the joint effect of new
capital outlay on iron mains and the excess of rivalry had been to
embarrass those, that were weakest, of the older companies. Of these
‘;};el ;eafz;table was.the York Builfiings company. Its direct(.)rs, since
L‘itiol,‘ 1ad never paid .much attention to the waterworks, their specu-

' land had failed, and by 1802 the debts so contracted had
le(:’f:;‘hquldated.‘ The water-suppl‘y‘ undertakings had long been let on
aro and W%xen, in 1818, t.he NevY River company had an opportunity of
he glng with the proprietors, it was decided to take advantage of it.
. elﬁrement made prornded for the leasing of the York Buildings
of the | Ing by thfz New River com pany for 2,000 years, on consideration
certay {lftter pa)_rm‘g an annuity of £250. 18s. 6d. to the holders of

ork Buildings securities.

! Vide infra, Division xi1., Section 2 a.
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When it was decided to rebuild London Bridge, the New Rivey
company acquired the London Bridge company’s goodwill in 1829
by paying an annuity of £3,750 (or 2% per cent. on the stock) for
the 260 years remaining of the lease granted by the City™. Having
made this arrangement, the New River company executed sub-contracts
with the East London company and the proprietors of the Southwark
Waterworks, which relieved it of £1,220 of the guaranteed annuity,
In consideration of transferring to the East London cormpany as much
of the goodwill of the London Bridge undertaking as fell within the
district of the former, the New River company received £160 of the
annuity, payable to the London Bridge shareholders, from the East
London company. On similar conditions, the proprietors of the South-
wark works undertook to pay £1,060 of the annuity, so that the
balance to be obtained by the New River company was only £2,530.

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 it necessary to undertake to make a considerable increase on the
dividends immediately before the transfer. The total annuity now
payable to the Hampstead Aqueducts shareholders is £8,500. This
yields £5. 10s. for the original £20 share, or 274 per cent.  As shown,
however, in the account of this company?, the true return is considerably
less than this, owing to all capital expenditure, after the formation of
the company, having been provided from undivided profits.

Some years prior to the acquisition of the Hampstead 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 parliamentary sanction)
in 1852 may be taken as the outward sign of a new period in the
interesting history of this organization, which falls outside the scope
of this work*

1 Vide supra, p. 16. 2 Vide supra, p. 8.

3 Vide supra, pp- 8-10.

1 For the sake of completeness it may be added that the water-supply under-
taking, under the Metropolitan Water Act of 1902, has been acquired by the

Metropolitau Water Board. The company still exists to administer certain real
property, which was not included in this sale.

orv. VL § 3] Capital, Dividends, Prices 1607-1770 31

Summary of Capital, Dividends and Prices of Shares.

Capital.
£ . d
originad outlay, 1607-15. - )
The King’s moiety (converted in 1631 into 36 King’s
shares) ... . 9,262 9 6
The adventurers’ moiety, consisting of 36 shares of an
original nominal value of £257. 55. 9§d. each, which
were incorporated in 1619 as the New River
Company 9,262 9 6
Total original outlay ... . £18,624 19 0
Dividends and Prices of Shares.
Dividend on an adventurer’s share, Price of an
Year not subject to the “ clog” adventurer’s share
£ s d.
1623 About 9 0 4 —
21630 , 11 2 3t —
1633 1119 12 —
1635 14 14 38} —
1640 33 2 83 —
1680 145 1 8 —
1698 — about £4,0004
1700 211 16 745 —
1708 — 4,500 gui 8
500 guineas
1720 214 15 747 T
1727 — 5,000 guineas®
1; ii — £5,250°
o — about £5,0001°
1770 . 255 13 1111 £6,70012

! Vide supra, p. 24.

2 N . .
History of the Purish of St Mary, Islington, by S. Lewis, 1842, p. 428. I 1634

sufficient arre: d
acoount of thi:?’ had been collected to enable £3. 1s. 2d. per share to be paid on

3 H. . . . .
\ 4w;:1y of the Parish of 8t Mary, Islington, by John Nelson, 1811, p. 166.
OF the i COPY Of the several affidavits and other proofs of the largeness and richness
T ertn'es of the late Sir Carbery Price, p. 2.
. e;VIS, st.tory, ut supra. ¢ Hatton, 4 New View of London, p- 792
:f)n,H History of...Islington, p- 166.
is, Hi i
11‘: Ibig, ,, p. z;g);g’ ut supra. ® Maitland, History of London, p. 629,

POrts fi . 4
the divig * from Par y Ci
12

. itlees, Session 1828, vir. p. 55. is g1
end on a King’s share in 1766 as £1’64. ’ P Lowis gives

wis, History, ut supra.



SECTION IV. OTHER LONDON WATER-SUPPLY
UNDERTAKINGS.

Tak GOVERNOR AND COMPANY OF THE WATERWORK AND
W ATER-HOUSES IN SHADWELL (patent 1681, incorporated

1691).
Tug BoroueH WATERWORKS, SoUTHWARK (founded about

1690).
MARCHMONTS WATERWORKS (1694).
SAvorRY’S WATERWORKS (about 1708).

Besipes 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 at Shadwell to supply the manors of Stepney and
East Smithfield®. 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, “sweet and clear?.” In
the following year, he obtained a private act incorporating himself and
his partners in the Shadwell undertaking, with the usual privileges,
as the Governor and Company of the waterwork and water-houses W
Shadwell, with the right of electing a governor and twenty-four
assistants®. In 1754 the supply was drawn from the Thames by means
of two steam-engines and distributed by mains of 7 in. bores, Towards

1 Reports Hist. MSS. Com., x1v., Pt. 6, p. 33; Journals of the House of Commons, X

p- 679.
2 State Papers, Domestic, Petition Entry Book, 1. p. 176; Calendar, 16901
p. 497,

3 Reports Hist. MSS. Com., x1v., Pt. 6, p. 33.
4 Maitland, History of London, p. 1272.
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the end of the. eightee{)th century, the same causes that had injured
¢ undertakings, which drew water from the Thames, affected this

othe . . . .
company ; and, besides, its business was injured by the West Ham
company SO that it became necessary to make a call on the proprietors!.

For 2 number of years the undertaking was in an embarrassed condition

and its business was finally taken over by the East London company.
Neale’s petition, offering to supply Southwark with water, shows
that, at the beginning of the reign of William IIL, it was considered
there was still room for a water company south of the Thames. At
the time the City authorities were disposing of the right to supply
certain districts, an offer had been made by a group of partners for th:a
privilege of working in this district at a fine of £550 and a rent of
£250 a year, but they failed to find water and retired from the enter-
prize2. Thereupon William Gulston took a lease of the south arch of
Londo.n Bridge and erected water-houses, besides laying great numbers
of “pipes and trunks.” In 1691 he was supplying the parishes of
St Olave and St Saviour, and he petitioned for powers authorizing him
to open streets for the laying of pipes®, On August 28th a warrant
was signed for the preparation of a bill, granting him these powers*.
In 1770 a steam-engine was erected to improve the pumping®, 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 works®.
In. 1708 the inventor Savory had a steam-engine at work, which

supplied a part of Southwark”. ,

Hui siinew}lllat interesting undertaking was one founded in 1694 by
o yfber afrc a}rllt, Marchmont or Mercha.nt, Craven Howard and a
o (s)ewot er persons, W}.IO had obtalr.led the right of using all
City, to enz:stmthm the Bills of Mf)rtahty, excepting those in the
T rentgp ! ala;l: powgr for the pumping of water from the Thames.
1696,  the yartn wash \(fie nobles a year f:or 99 years®. By January 5th,
House, at SfMaretIi‘s’ La erected pumplng-hous.es near Tom’s Coffee
petitioned for 11 rlil sh : ineland I:Iartshorn Lane in the Stra.nd”,. and they
c sewers wae gl‘ 0t zy pipes. In .1754' the power derived from
Ficlds: and, of | }FI; e(;nen ed by a windmill at Tottenha.m Court Road
and 7 inches, - 18 at.e, the company owned three mains of 6 inches
s 1t was in a position to divide profits to the members?,

' Observati
i vations on the Establishment of New Water Works Companies (Guildhall

1brary). o
3 State P, tow, Chronicle (ed. Strype, 1754) 29
ape s . X o ) , P .
Me, dar, 1690311;8’1) ‘]Zggfestxc, Will. and Mary, Petition Entry Book, 1. p. 178;

Tbig H. 0O
5 > 2. 0. Warrant Book, vi. p. 165; Calend
) Chronielgs of London Bridge,’ p- 5g7. > Clendar, 1690-1, p. 503

Vide supy
* State ’}:Z’Z, p-D30. ) . T Hatton, A New View of London, p- 797.
0 Maitlandp 2’;‘3 omestic, Will. and Mary, Petition Entry Book, m. p. 97.
s History of London, p. 1268. 10 Ihid.
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SECTION V. WATER-SUPPLY UNDERTAKINGS IN
PROVINCIAL TOWNS.

CHuestER. P. Mainwaring and others (1634).
Newcastie. William Gray (1646).
“Folly Waterworks” (1680).
W. Soulesby (1694).
W. Yarnold (1697).
Dersy. G. Sorocold (1693).
LiverpooL. Water Company (1695).
Cleave Moore (1709).

Oursipe London there was considerable activity in the supply.lr!g
of towns with water. As early as 1634, there is a record t}{at 1Phlhp
Mainwaring (who had a scheme for a Londor‘l undertaking’) was
intercsted, with others, in a water company at Chester? o

There is also fairly complete information as to the early supp y o
Newcastle-on-Tyne. In 1583 the town was supplied by three cor}idu.lts,
but by 1647 there was great scarcity, owing to one of these a\}'lmg
been declared dangerous to health, and the springs that fed the ot6:}r]s
_having been impaired by the sinking of coal' shafts®. On July 26th,
1647, the Corporation agreed to grant certain was.te land, .known tas
King’s Dykes, to William Gray, in return for ¢ hlS” cor:ve':ymg wa e:r
from his conduit in Pandon Bank to Sand-.Gate‘. .LVIdently this
measure only provided a temporary relief, for in .167 1. it was necessa,;y
for the magistrates to prohibit the use of taps in private houses. r}
1680 Cuthbert Dikes proposed to supply the wh.ole town by means od
an engine pumping water from the Tyne. This engine was erecte
outside the Sand-gate®. Cuthbert Dikes formed a company to carry

1 Vide supra, p- 25. The Christian name of the promoter of 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 1., couxmr. 7; Calendar, 1633-4, p. 513. 1863

3 History of the Trade and Manufuctures of the Tyne, Wear und Tees, s

. 190.
P 4 The History and Antiquities of the Town of Newcastle, by John Brand, 1789, 1.
p- 443.
5 Ibid., p. 444.
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out his agreement with the magistrates and started operations, it is
said, with a subscribed capital of £3,500:. The water supplied was
not acceptable to the townspeople, and the undertaking was described
as the “Folly Waterworks.” The company transacted business for a
number of years, and then leased its works to William Yarnold for
£40 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 necessary?. In 1827 the minute books of
the company were still in existence, but all attempts to trace them
have failed®,

In 1694 there were fresh complaints of the scarcity of water, and
the Council treated with William Soulesby for conveying a supply
from springs at Castle Leazest. 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, at 13s. 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 hour®.
The site, chosen for the wells, was at a place known as Waterworks
Farm, about three miles from Newcastle ; and, as the land required was
outside the jurisdiction of the Corporation, it became necessary to apply
for parliamentary powers, which were obtained in 1698-9%. 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 17347

Mention is made in 1693 of the enterprise of George Sorocold for
supplying Derby with water and at that date mains and service pipes

were being laid. Houghton says that it was probable “this supply
would be much useds.” )

! Hist. of the Trade of the Tyne, p- 190. 2 Ibid., p. 191.

3 Descriptive Account of Newcastle-on-Tyne, by E. Mackenzie, 1827, p. 725.
* Brand, History, ut supra, 1. p. 445.
® London Gazette, No. 3581, March 4, 1700.

® Statutes, vui. p. 450. T Hist. of the Trade of the Tyne, p. 191.
® Collections, 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 capital.
During the remainder of the eighteenth century, Liverpool was “scantily
supplied ” with water by the agency of water carriers®.

! History of the Commerce and Town of Liverpool, by Thomas Baines, 1852, pp.
~ 349, 850.
2 The History of Liverpool, 1810, p. 208.

DIVISION VIIL
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SECTION 1. COMPANIES FOR THE CONVEYANCE
OF LETTERS AND PARCELS.

Tuk UNDERTAKERS FOR REDUCING THE POSTAGE OF LETTERS
10 HaLr THE ForMER Rates (1651-3).
TaE UNDERTAKING OF THE PENNY Posr (1680-2).

Arter the Civil Wars, there was a considerable increase in the
demand for postal facilities. Up to the end of the reign of Charles L.,
the service had not proved self-supporting ; but, when Edmund Prideausx,
who had been appointed Post-master in 1644, had been in office for a
few years, he claimed that not only had the posts been augmented but
that they were maintained without a subsidy. Though improvements
had been effected, 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!. At 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
suppressed®.

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 Commons exacted a rent of £5,000 a year from
him. The impaosition 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 at 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 Gffice, by Herbert Joyce, London, 1893, pp. 24, 25.
® The Post in Grant 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 8d.! and providing 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 6th,
1652, it 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 party®.

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 it were
subject to detention, while “the old post will pass freely*” 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 at law®. 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 rdle 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 enterprize’.

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 postmasters 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

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

2 Journals of the House of Commons, vii. p. 226.

3 State Papers, Domestic, Inter., Lxvi1. 65; The Case of the First Undertakers Sor

816. m. 10
57 ]

4 To all Ingenious People—A Second Intimation from the New Undertakers for

conveyance of letters at half the rates to Severall Parts of England and Scotland [1653]

[Brit. Mus. 669.£.16

96
in existence.
5 Ibid.; State Papers, Domestic, Inter., Lxvii. 65; Culendar, 1654, p. 23.
6 State Papers, Domestic, Inter., Lxv. 51 (1); Calendar, 1653-4, p. 373.
T To all Ingenious People—ut supra, State Papers, Domestic, Inter., Lxvi. 65.

Reducing of Letters to half the Former Rates truly Stated [Brit. Mus.

:I. As far as can be discovered no copy of a first intimation is
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foreing of their employees to observe the Sabbath, while the letters com

mitted to him were hurried forward on the day of rest.” In spite o;'
all obstacles, the new undertakers continued to maintain their Eervice
and, orr the dissolution of the Long Parliament, they received the State-
despatches, both ordinary and extraordinary. H;,ving met with this
measure of success, they published their Second Intimation to all ingenious
People, announcing that, on and after April 28th, 1658, letters would be
conveye.d from London on Tuesdays, Thursdays and Saturdays. Prideaux
now ?etlred from the contest, and the undertakers took the old osthouse,

provided packet-boats for the Irish service and laid . ;
a stage from London to Yarmouth.

The success of the partnership was destined to prove t i
downfall. 'Though Prideaux received little support }f)rom thl;egf)iiii;i:l?
the Council of State was forced to take action, when the rental from th(:
farm of the posts was in danger of being lost. It was decided that
ten(‘iers should be invited for a new farm. The undertakers showed that
their whole charge and losses had been £5,146. 10s. 8d., their returns
were £1,907. 14s. 5d., leaving a balance of nett loss, at, this date, of
£3,238.165. 8d.' 'They were called before the Committee of the Couilcil
of State, th‘at had been appointed to consider the farming of the posts ;
and, according to their account of the interview, they were assureg thaiz
they should have the refusal of the farm and that, if their offer was not
acceptefl for any reason, they should be reimbursed their expenditure
Acchdl.ngly, the company agreed that one of the shareholders name«i
Bten‘)amm Andrews, should offer a rent of £9,100 a year whicl; it was
stlpu'lated was to be devoted to the relief of disabled soldiezrs. Owing to
th(? ﬁn.ancial necessities of the government?, this proviso was considfred
ob_]ect-lonable. A Captain John Manley was favoured by the Committee
but his tender was less than that of the undertakers. An arrano'emen’z
was how.ever made, under which Manley was permitted to raise hcis offer
to tl}e highest amount handed in. This was £10,000, and, after half-an-
hour’s deliberation on June 29th, 1653, the Committee accepted Manle
zz ;armer of the inland posts®. This was followed by an order to tli;
o t‘::I‘ta,i:(ers, dated the f"oll(‘)wmg day, commanding them to hand over all
. 1s to Manley at .mldm.g.ht‘. The undertakers considered that they

ere aggrieved by .thlS decision, since they contended that, if credit was
‘gvlvex'l them‘ for their outlay (as they said had been promised), their offer
8 In reality better by £2,000 than that finally made by Manleys. In

plans for organizing

! State Papers, Domestic, Inter., Lxv. 51;
: ;’t:ie 8;["‘(1, Part 1., C_ha.pter XI,II. 13 Culendar, 16554, p. 572
\ stat2 P:p:'z, gomestfc, Inter., xxxvi1. 152-8; Calendar, 1652-3, p. 450.
1652 g 45(1;) > Domestie, Order of QOuncil of State, June 30, 1653; Calendar
, P . & Ibid., LxviL. 66-8; Calendar, 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. Some of the leading shareholders had assembled at
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
effected.

The undertakers, having been forced to resign possession, endeavoured
first to obtain redress, petitioning the Council of State on January 80th,
1654, but without result? Afterwards, they attempted to secure a
reimbursement of their outlay, but the Committee of Posts reported
adversely on March 13th®. Technically, Oxenbridge and his partners
were interlopers, who 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 £60 a year from the profits of the post-office.
After his death this pension was continued in favour of his widow*.

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., Lxvil. 65; Calendar, 1654, p. 24.

2 Ibid., 1xv. 51; Calendar, 1653-4, . 372.

3 Ibid., 1xvir. 69; Calendar, 1654, p. 25.

4 Treasury Papers, xui. 58; Calendar, 1697-1702, p. 13. For a short time after
the Restoration, Oxenbridge was employed in the post-office, but his name does not
appear in a list of the officials compiled about the end of 1661~ The Post in Grant
and Farm, pp. 257-9. A good account of the organization of the ‘‘ New Under-
takers” is given in this work, pp. 225-33.
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after.the Resi.;oration) on the basis of maintaining the existing rat
The increase in the number of letters in England during the rgeiri esf.'
Char.le.s I. was described by a contemporary writer as bein g“ N
prodigiously great that the Post-Office was farmed at £50,000 a gea ‘Sg
As yet, hovyever, 'London itself was poorly supplied with po’stal fac}i’litl: .
Letiiers, written in one part, had to be sent to another by mean lfes.
special messenger, either by a servant or by a porter T{ne of’ﬁcisal0 8%
the' Post-ofﬁce were far from recognizing that a new cla:ss of business sw0
waltln'g to be developed, and it remained for a private compan :S
festabhsh a local post for London. This scheme was under consig )1,: .
in the closing months of 1679 and early in 16802 Many clainfrahmn
been advanced on behalf of different persons as being « the inventS :‘V?
the new post, which was eventually established at a penny rate OrT}(:
names of th-ree men, who subsequently became important rom(;ter‘ i‘
new enterprizes, are frequently mentioned in connection wiiI:)h the inz ;
tion of “the Penny Post.” These were Hugh Chamberlain, R bep’;
Murra).r or Moray and William Dockwra®. The a.djudication’bet(iv -
the clal.ms, made on behalf of each, is complicated by the fact that eertl
of t}.le information relating to this enterprize is derived from stat ont
furnfshed by Dockwra, and there were reasons which led him to e\rrn efhts
maximum degree of weight to his own share in the founding of t}%i1 ) te
On the other ha.nd, the question is simplified to some extent whersl I;t?si-
?oted that -the idea of a penny-post was not a new one, havin beezj
OI:mulated in 1659 by John Hill of York¢ The idea havin bg i
existence for a considerable time, it is by no means improbab%e tf;t l'r;
r;lz.sy have. oc};:urred to several. persons that the period from 1679 to 16810
g r:bz:;:?n]eano;e I\Zﬁrf&:l; 1t.tilnto Practi(f:ie. From the connection of
( : with various financial schemes it
inferred that it was to these that the proposal for i ing the cont "
of letters up to a value of £10 was dure)ﬁ shile Dx(;clll(l:zli':l:vgast I:'zs;(:)l:):grz

! The Merchant’s Dayly Compani
Statementy 1t s yly panion, by J. P., Londen, 1684, p. 388; cf. Financial

2

Owoni?nﬁlognzg. V‘;ood gives the date as ‘“the latter end of 1679.” Athene
iy ; on n;)gx, 18'17, L p. ?26. .This may mean January to March 1614

No. 1014, Moy ;;’aliltgger::rzzs ﬁz:icus, I\}o. 4, April 1, 1680, London Gazette,

Mivoe 0; rray—Inquiry into Authentici i

Avge rl::lfmzni?f;:rs.:.gttmbuted to Shakespeare, by Edward Malone, zlthgfpcegg;?

In e t’er - iss' %fthommerce, 1. p. 88; Wood, Athene Oxoniensis m, p. 726’

Hetragons p 34;1 at Dockwra lost the benefit ““ by a wrong name (;nly » Anglicé

No. 200 jan. B .1721)53‘?0 Doc}<wra vide subsequent references, and ])aily’Courant
220 Jan. 11, 5 An Essay upon Projects [by D. Defoe], 1697, p. 27 ’

enny Post, London, 1659 [Brit. Mus. 1391 . e. 25). ’ B

& M . .
urray is said to have been the founder of the **Bank

o urray o of Credit.” whi
1t of Chamberlain’s Land Bank will be found infra, Division xre{iSl:;)ctionh:’le *
8e . 2.
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for the actual organization of the system by which letters were collected
and delivered!.

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 it was at one time proposed to have trustees in addition
to a committee of management?, it being the duty of the former to hold
certain property or security, vested in them, to ensure the payment of any
claims that might be made on account of letters or parcels lost in transit.
Since the preliminary outlay was very small, it would not be necessary to
subscribe capital at the beginning ; but, once operations had been begun,
it 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 at 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
1d. would pay for the collection at 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 at Christmas,
two days each at Easter and Whitsuntide and January 80th. Besides
letters, parcels (not exceeding 1 Ib. in weight and £10 in value) were

taken at the rate of 1d. 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 insurance’.

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

! 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 bave
been his only actual connection with the founding of the undertaking. London
Gaszette, 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’s Monthly Journal,
xvir. pp. 16, 17, 67-8, 89, 90). I am much indebted to Mr Maguire for his
farnishing 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 Stamp Lover, No. 1,
et seq. Cf Joyce, History of the Post Qffice, pp. 33-42.

pIv. VIL. § 1] Organization and Prospects 1679-80 45

chlme_rlcal—like “those others we have formerly heard of, sailing against
.the wind or paying debts without money’.” The chief ob;tacles %ontcj;is;l Sd
in ?he want of numbers on the houses (which made accurate and u'e:k
deh'very troublesome) and the hostility of the porters, who had forr(rllelrﬁ
derived (lemployment from the carrying of letters. Sympathizers spoke o);'
the « ruine of the poor porters?,” who revenged themselves b i)earin
down the signs, used to distinguish the receiving-offices, until t);le ;Wi .
deterred by prosecutions at the Sessions®. The delay o,ccasioned {) :}11'9
want of" a precise system of street-numbers, became a’frequent soux"};e oeti
-complamt, and the company had to publish advertisements asking th
indulgence of the public until the service was fully organized gd ts
letter-carriers became more expert®. ® s
In one important respect, the company found itself in a dilemma. T
fittract cPstom, it was necessary to advertize, and accordingly notices’w )
inserted ir the papers before the offices were opened; while, durin :ﬁe
first months of the history of the post, every excuse wz;.s takeI; of dragw' ;
pubh(_: attention to it in the press’, while a broadside was printed 1fl'lg
gratu.ltous distribution®. The danger of publicity, however Iv)vas fh t(?:
was ]]!(e]y to bring the venture under the notice of the Dlike of Ya li
since it might be contended that his monopoly was infringed '1(:;‘1"
mop(?poly,' too, was not so much important on its financial as. on ';S
pohtlca.l side. The control of the public correspondence wa,s re ardle(;
as an important asset in maintaining the position of any a%t
lflterest in the State, and, since the Penny Post began its caf‘)eer };tor
time when public opinion was excited by rumours of Popish Plots ':
was perhaps not unnatural that the opponents of the compan sho’ lld
point to the encouragement its service gave to correspondenI::e 1{3 clll d
as treasonable’, nor that the Duke of York might be tempted tgar i
the undertaking in order to obtain control of the local correF;pond:mszelzi'
London. Whatever may have been the cause, an action was broueg}(:t

1 Cisns .
The Cszth & Currant .Intelhgence, No. 15, March 30, 1680. For the first project cf.
of ”wentury of Im:enfzons, by the Marquis of Worcester, 1663, No. 15, in The I/if;
Annak?;ogd Marquis of W;orcester, by Henry Dircks, 1865, pp. 407—8,' Anderson
ommerce, ur. p. 73. The second project ma Lewi .
y be that of M. Lewis. C
Prog;o;‘ahl:.].:for ;zvlarge Model of @ Bank, 1678, Brit. Mus. 1139. f. 19 e O
rue News or Mercurius Anglicus, No. 37, M 1680; Smith’
Intilligence, No. 15, March 30, 1680.g ’ 7 March 24, 16505 Smith's Gurrant
3 Smith’s Currant Intelli ; i A
igence, No. 14 ; Mercurius Civicus, N i
. ) ar ‘ H us, No. 12
. Mc?rcunue Civicus, Nos. 6, 12, April 6, 27, 1680. ’ » April 27, 1680.
‘ Ibid., Nos. 1, 2, March 22, 24, 1680.
A Penny Well-Bestowed, or a Brief Acco
unt of the new Design, Contri
grez:t ;:ew;ase of Tradef and Correspondence, 1680, Guildhall Libr:ir’y rived Jor the
rue Domestick Intelligence, No. 79, April 2, 1680; Smith’s Currant Intelli-

gence, No. 15, March 30; Mercuri v
' : s curius Civicus, Nos. i
Heraclitus Ridens, March 1 , Dec. 27, 1681. > ow B % March 29, April 1, 16605
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against the company as infringing the rights of the General Post Offige,
It is probable that very soon after the scheme was advertized legal proceeq.
ings were threatened and one suit was heard before the end of March 16811

The combined effects of the dread of a powerful opponent and t},
continual drain of the payments necessary, on the part of the shareholders’
to meet the weekly bill for wages had frightened many, who abandoneq
their shares and withdrew from the company. Murray, though net
deterred by these causes (since he set up a rival post-office in Wooq
St.)?, also retired from the partnership®, and Dockwra alone remaineq,
The date of the dissolution of the first penny-post company can be fixed
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 “the gentlemen concerned” (who was certainly Dockwra). In this
account it is said that the undertaking was ¢ little more than a year old.”
Since it began on March 25th, 1680, De Laune’s account must have been
written about April 1681¢ At this time a second company had come
into existence which probably began business on Lady-Day, 1681.
Dockwra, according to De Laune, had carried on the post at his sole
charge “for above half a year.” Taking Dockwra’s period of sole-
proprietorship at 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 thousands of pounds?,” and the
bulk of this would fall within the earlier months, at which time it 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, it may be estimated that the loss of the first
company would be close on £2,000°

! The Present State of London, by Thomas De Laune, 1681, p. 350.

2 Maguire, William Dockwra, ut supra—Gibbon’s Monthly Journal, xvIiiL. p- 68. i

3 Dockwra stated publicly that certain articles of co-partnership between himse.
and Murray (presumably those for the undertaking of the penny post) bhad bef“
¢ sacredly kept on his part, but never performed by Murray.” Daily Courant, No-
229, Jan. 11, 1703. .

4 This date is confirmed by the fact that De Laune speaks of the future &PPe“t
ance of a small tract. This was evidently The Practical Method of the Penny 1; ot‘h’
the MS. of which possibly formed the basis of his account. Now on l'\:lar‘cth (21 ic;
1681, it was announced that this pamphlet would appear ““in a few days” — A ;’we
from the Undertakers of the Penny Post,” in The Protestant Domestic Intelligenc®
No. 109.  ted

6 The Practical Method of the Penny Post, 1681, Brit. Mus. 8245.g.6 (vepri
in The Stamp Collector, 1x. pp. 47, 98, 99, 113-16).

8 Taking the duration of the company at 20 weeks, the expenses at £1
and the average receipts at 3 of the expenses: vide infra, p. 47.

50 a week
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Dockwra, being -left to- carry on the enterprize at his own risk,
devoted his whole time to_ it’. He complained of the rival scheme of
Murray 85 being a great discouragement of his invention?. While, even
ot a later date, he found some houses “so sottish as not to take letters in
- gratis,” and he recorr.lmends a correspondent “to cast no more of

our pearls befmfe such swine%” Some, if not all, of the expense of the
costly Jaw-suit with thfe Duke of York had to be borne by Dockwra, but
as against this outlay it was thought in 1681 that the legal position of
the Post had been established®. The revenue was increasing, though,
after the undertaking had been six months in Dockwra’s hands, it did
not as yet suffice to answer three-quarters of the expenses. It is possible
to make some attempt to reconstruct the financial position of the post at
this time, on the basis of & number of statements made at a later date by
Dockwra®. While these apparently differ in the total sum, which he
alleges he lost by the undertaking®, they all agree in stating that the
money he found, together with interest at 6 per cent. to 1690, amounted
to £4,400. It follows that the capital sunk by him would be £2,500.
By far the greater part of this outlay would have been incurred during
the period he was sole proprietor, and therefore, it may be inferred, that
as much as £2,000 is to be assigned to this period.  Further, it is
recorded that, at the end of that time, the revenue was barely three-
quarters of the char.gesf; and, if it be assumed that Dockwra was sole
(t)}:‘;nel; for 3t2 weeks, it is probable that at the beginning of this interval
. inpc O(g}):rt ;o:x“é)u;(.it be abou; one-half. It follo'ws then that the .ratio
o eome penditure may be averaged at five-eighths from the middle
\ gust 1680 to Lady-Day 1681, and therefore the total expenses per
:’;‘ZUIZEI:)M have been. approximately £166% To a certain extent this
thae 11 ﬁtcan be verified from other sources. It has been estimated
e staff employed by the Penny Post numbered 800 persons®.

About, this time the wages, paid by the General Post, varied from 10s.

1 A-
1680 3y, ‘f Tuﬁ‘State of the Hard Case of Wm Dockwra that set up the Penny Post in
. Which the late King James ravisht from him : Treasury Papers, xuiv. 56.

\ I:tfauue, The Present State of London, p. 350.
2th Apri?r of Wlulal‘[} Dockwra, “ Author of the Penny Post,” to John Houghton
‘D L:;. 1698 ; [Brit. Mus.], Stowe MS., 747 .. 93. ’
ren une, The Present State of London, p. 350.
su ;
Pb. 22, 3841‘Y Papers, xurv. 56, rxxx. 55; Journals of the House of Commons, x.
. .

To thi
haye . 18 amount Dockwra adds £4,000, as representing the salary he should

eceiv . e
alug” o h?: and » In petitions after 1690, interest to date. He deducts ‘ the present
" De 1, pension and the salary he received as comptroller.

9 ;me, The Present State of London, p. 350.
' M Penses £5,330, Receipts £3,330(3): Loss £2,000(8).

agyui <72
BUire, William Dockwra—Gibbon's Monthly Journal, xvi, p. 17.
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to 6s. a week!. If Dockwra paid his people on an average 8s. a week, b,
wages bill would be £120 a week, in addition to which he would hay,
to pay something to the tenants of the receiving-houses, provide fq,
compensation for lost parcels, as well as for law-costs and for th,
remaining incidental expenses. Thus it is not improbable that his
whole weekly outlay would have been between £150 and £175.

In March 1681 Dockwra had sunk more than £2,000 in the post:
and he had brought it to a point at which it was likely a pmﬁé
would soon be earned. His circumstances were such that he could not
continue to provide the deficiency, that still had to be found, as he wag
already largely in debt®. 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 London*” There is
no information as to the arrangement made between Dockwra and those
who united with him. Having spent so much on the venture, it 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, it 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 William Dockwra and the rest
of the Undertakers of the Penny 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 ahout 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. ‘To meet the complaints ©
delay, a system of post-marks was invented, which showed the hour a5t
which a letter had been received at some one of the sorting-depéts'
Evidently there had been both bogus and excessive claims on accoun:
of lost parcels, and it was now stipulated that compensation was no

1 The Post in Grant and Farm, by J. Wilson Hyde, London, 1894, pp- 2.97‘8‘ .

2 Ie. £2,000 during the time he was sole proprietor and his proportiol;
shareholder, of the previous loss which was altogether of about an equal amount-

3 Journals of the House of Commons, X. P- 384. 1he

& De Laune, The Present State of London, p. 350; The Practical Method of
Penny Post, ut supra. ibbW”

5 These are reproduced in Joyce, History of the Post Office, p. 38; G
Monthly Journal, xvur. p. 67.
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recO"e“"ble’d uxl}e(slsotllfst ?acket was securely sealed and the nature of the
contents endorsed o 1L
Signs are l%ot want.mg that, as both the public and the letter-carriers
became acqu:mted W.lth thfa conditions of an expeditious service, the
Penny Post became Increasingly popular. It is probable that, before
the end of the year, some small profit was being made. It was soon
foupd that the new pos'tal facillities had made possible new methods of
business. Thus, when in April 1682 it was proposed to float a new
subscription <(11f tEa.si: India stock of 8 millions, it is noticed that the
gSt ‘:aferlslje o reach persons who were thought likely to become
adventurers®.
By 1682 the under!:aking was yielding a profit, and the farmers of
the General Post again took action against t 1
‘ g he London enterprize,
.Proct?edmgs were begun by Lord Arlington, and the case was heard
in Michaelmas term at t‘he 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 £2,500 was sought
damages, besides £100 per week as the recei ] Sng in
demages, b °10( receipts of the undertaking in
the Westminster district. It was argued on behalf of the company that
in casesl wh(.ere m any town no local post had been established thé
::mtl)opoy did .not. afpply and such enterprize might be lawfully ca,rried
11 ({ private individuals. On behalf of the Postmaster-General it was
pleaded that such possible exception only hel i i
P ere o s p y held good in places, which
ver admit:a;} ed by the routes of the General Post, and that, since this
. .
oty e y not so in London, the company had invaded the mono-
Yy the verdict of the Court th
. : e company was exempted from
ages claimed but w P the
Tho o ut was .ﬁned £100 for contempt of court?.
Novempor 11;18()2n30f;1 t:l;e King’s Bench was announced in the last days of
At thiy g1 008 nd the company was in an exceedingly difficult position
At lme, 1t is related that the post “h .
fection and fear | e th post “had been brought to good per-
Of form lossi ‘I‘l 0 bring in a small profit  towards the reimbursement
hos, shareholderswi,:lﬁ h}(:pgs of future recompense®.” It is possible that
Reeiving oy incor;e 00 ti _ Jo.lned the second company, may have been
n their investment, but it is clear that Dockwra

1
The Pryt ;
estant ( Domestick) Intelligence or News Both from City and Country, No
, No.

4 plarch 29 1681 ith’
" ] 5 Smith's Protestant 1 i N
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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 Office, 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 it is to be inferred that at this date Dockwra’s organization
had suspended its service. The revived delivery of letters at a charge of
1d., within the specified area, was announced to begin on December 11th?,
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, it 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, it 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 at 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 profits®. In so far as there is
any foundation for this statement it may be based on the pension granted
to Dockwra personally of £500 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 at
6 per cent. up to 1690 was £4,400; to this he added £4,000 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

1 London Gazelte, No. 1776, Nov. 27, 1682.
2 Ibid., No. 1779, Dec. 7, 1682.
3 A True Copy of Several Affidavits and other Proofs of the Largeness and Richness

of the Mines of the late Sir Carbery Price [Brit. Mus. ZZ_6_1m~2_5:| .
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re-establishing his business connection for a year afterwards. This made
£8,400, from which he deducted the capitalized value of his pension
which he placed at £2,400, making his loss, to 1690, £6,000. Therc:
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 £8,5001

! Treasury Papers, xuiv. 56.



SECTION II. STREET-LIGHTING COMPANIES.

Tae ProPRIETORS OF THE CoONVEX LIGHTS OR THE PARTNERS
IN THE CoNvEX LicHTS (1684-1744).

THE PROPRIETORS OF THE LIGHT RoyAL (1687-94).

TeE PROPRIETORS OF THE OGLass GLoBE Liemts (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 lanterns 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 service® 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 uses®.” 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 27th,
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

1 Minutes of the Common Council, Guildhall Library, xxv. f. 98.
2 Domestic Intelligence, No. 132, Aug. 24 to 28, 1682.
3 Patent Roll, 36 Charles II., Pt. 6, No. 23.
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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, At 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
arrangement was effected, by which the benefit of the patent was regarded
as divided into 32 shares’. Of these Hutchinson owned 12 up to 1692,
when he was forced to raise money by mortgaging two of them, leaving
him with power of disposition over 10 shares?. The average amount, that
he had received for the 22 shares which had passed out of his possession,
was £29 per share®. It seems probable that the whole calls ordered,
until some time after the Revolution, were £160 per share, which would
make the paid up capital at that time over £5,000. There is one element
of uncertainty in this calculation. It is based on the fact that the total
amount called up on each share in 1695 was £800. Through certain
circumstances to be detailed below?, 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 £640. This share had been
transferred by Hutchinson out of the two he had mortgaged, and it may
have been that some of the calls, due on it at the time it was handed over,
had not been paid. If this were so the capital called up by 1690-1 would
be proportionately larger than £5,000.

Just when the company was beginning to succeed, it 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 1687%, and Hemming applied to the

1 Hist. MSS. Com.—The Manuseripts of the House of Lords, 1693-5, 1. p. 373.

? Chancery Proceedings, Mitford 547.—The Severall Answers of Samuel
Hutchinson Gent, one of the defendants to the bill of Arthur Moore Esq. and
Roman Russell Gent.

§ The Manuscripts of the House of Lords, 1693-5, 1. p- 544. It thus appears that
'the figure 22 in the M8, is correct and the suggested emendation to 32 in the Calendar
18 not required.

* Vide infra, p. 58.

(a 1i‘e)Lona'on and the Kingdom, by Reginald R. Sharpe, London, 1894, 1. p. 582
Ote),
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City Council for encouragement on October 15th, 16891, At 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 undertakings® This
fund had been established for the supervision and administration of estates,
bequeathed to minors. At the Revolution it had been found impossible
to pay the claims of the beneficiaries, and, as the result of an investiga-
tion, made in 1689, it was discovered that the deficiency was about
£500,0002, The default was assigned to the loss of interest on monies
lent to the Crown at 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 1642 the Orphans’ Fund had been drawn
upon not only to provide a part of the contributions demanded from the
City at that time, but also, it was alleged, in the case of Major-General
Skipton, to furnish a pension of £300 a year*, 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 II. in 1672. 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 years. The
result of these successive adverse influences was that, in 1689, neither
principal nor interest could be paid to the Orphans®. 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 these’.”” It remained for the City to obtain the
assistance 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 of Common Council, rr. f. 12b.

2 Cf. supra, pp. 12, 33.

3 Sharpe, London and the Kingdom, 1. p. 545.

4 4 Letter from Mercurius Civicus to Mercurius Rusticus: Or London’s Confession,
but not Repentance, by Samuel Butler, 1643 (Somers’ Tracts, 1750, v. p. 411).

5 A Dialogue between Franciso and Aurelia, two unfortunate Orphans of the City of
London, 1690 (Harleian Miscellany, 1745, 1v. p. 556),

¢ England's Calamities Discovered, by James Whiston, 1696, in Harleian Miscellany,
vi. p. 339. .

7p The Consolidator or Memoirs of Sundry Trensactions 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
at 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 midnight’. Hemming had assumed partners for the development
of his invention and the company described itself as the Proprietors of the
Light Royal. 'This syndicate claimed that its lantern was superior to
that supplied by the Convex Lights company, in so far as it 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
1d. per night for the first year, and 4d. per night for each of the four
subsequent years?,

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 at 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 it 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 it 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 hospital®.

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

1 A History of Inventions, by John Beckmann, 1846, 1. pp. 178, 179.

? Anglie Metropolis, 1690, p. 365. In January 1693 the Proprietors of the Light
Royul advertized that they had set up lights pursuant on the order of the Lord
Mayor on the Exchange and Cornhill,” and, ° whereas several of them had been
shot by bullets,” a reward of £5 was offered for information which would lead to
the discovery of those who had fired the shots. London Glazette, No. 2839, Jan.
23, 1693,

. 3.Minutes of Common Council, v1. f. 188 ; Proposals humbly offered for the betier
lighting of all the Streets, Lanes, Allies and Public Courts within the City of London and

the Liberties thereunto belonging I:Brit. Mus. as 'gm. 9] :
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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 it 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, 8s. The
rent of £800 a year was offered, provided that the City prohibited the
use of any other lights during the currency of the proposed grant!. 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 received®.” 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 benefits. There was however a difference
of opinion within the company. During the boom in the stock and share
market, there had been fairly numerous sales of shares in this undertaking,
which had changed hands at prices between £1,000 and £1,500, 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, it was decided by a
majority to offer a rent of £600 a year for a contract of 21 years. This
offer was considered by the Common Council on November 24th, 1693°,
while, on December 13th, the Light Royal presented an amended pro-
posal which now took the form of a rent of £1,000 a year, provided that
an act of Parliament or of Common Council was obtained * for raising
the yearly sum of £3,000 from the inhabitants” of places which were
improved by the lighting®. The proposition from the Convex Lights
company was clearly the more favourable, and it 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

. 816.m.13
1 Proposals about Lights for this City |:Br1t. Mus. ———4%1———]
2 Minutes of Common Council, r1. f. 281.
3 Journals of the House of Commons, x1. p. 116.
4 The Manuscripts of the House of Lords, 1693-5, 1. pp. 541-5.
5 Minutes of Common Council, u1. f. 282b.
6

1bid., 1. 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 Chamber-
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 House!. The main difficulty having been
surmounted, there remained a minor one, which it was feared at 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 partners®. This petition was presented on
March 3rd, 1694, but the House was not satisfied as to the bona fides of
Hutchinson and Moore, and it was resolved on March 8th, by 138 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 similarly®. 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
pfa.rtly on stock-jobbing the shares, partly on buying up competitive
hghti_ng Emdertakings. It was also alleged that the Light Royal was
superior, inasmuch as it would be cheaper to the people and “did not
dl:op oil to the annoyance of any-body*™ It was possibly in connection
with the former complaint 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 been made®. Hutchinson’s opposi-

14 ?’oll?ction of the Debates and Proceedings in Parliament in 1694 and 1695 upon
the Inquiry into the Late Briberies and Corrupt Practices, London, 1695, pp. 11,12,16;

A Supplement to the Collection of Debates...u iry 4 i
upon the Inquiry into the Late B ]
London, 1695, p. 93. G riberses,

z Journals of the House of Commons, xu. p- 116. 3 Ibid., p. 122.
Reasons humbly offered against the Bill Jor the sole use of Convex Lights or Glasses

[:Brit. Mus. m]
47 )

% Journals of the House of Commons, x1, p. 281.
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tion was not yet at an end. He was advised that it 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 execute.d an
assignment, authorizing Moore to dispose of one of his shares, with a
view to promoting his interest in Parliament. This share was transferred
to Roman Russell, who had influence with the Marquis of Normanby.
Hutchinson’s petition was presented on the 17th, and his counsel. was
heard on the 20th®  Suddenly the clause relating to the Convex Lights
acquired such importance that it was thought the fate of. the whole
measure depended on it. If the opposition was continued, it could be
represented that the company was not unanimous and, therefore.z, 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 t.o
sign owing to the orphans “pulling him and threatening'him.” Sir
Thomas Millington was “tossed about”™ by the crowd, till h.e, too,
assented®. Immediately this settlement had been made, the bill pro-
ceeded swiftly, and it received the Royal Assent on March 23rd>. The
clause, in its final form, was a confirmation of the lease made by the City
to the company for 21 years from June 24th, 1694, at the agrce‘d upon
rent of £600 a year®. This measure was defined by an act of Common
Council, dated October 25th, 1695, which recapitulates' the agreemen.t
already reached and confirmed by Parliament in the previous year. Tl'us
covered the sole use “of all public lights in public places, within the City
and liberties” for the term of 21 years. Further, the forr.ner orders com-
pelling householders, whose dwellings fronted on any public thoroughfare,
to light the roadway, were repeated. The penalty of 1s. 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 legs:tl pf)sxtlon of the
‘company; and, in anticipation of obtaining such authorization, steps had

1 The Manuscripts of the House of Lords, 1693-5, 1. p. 541.

2 Journals of the House of Lords, xv. p. 547.

3 The Manuseripts of the House of Lords, 16935, r. pp. 872, 373,

4 Jbid., pp. 544-5. 8 Ibid., p. 372.

6 5and 6 Will. and Mary, c. x., § 4; Statutes, vi. pp. 464, 465'. ’ ,

T Lane Mayor—Commune Concil’ tent’ in Camera Guildhald’ Civitat' Londow',..An
Act of Common Council for Lighting the Streets [ Brit. Mus. 1881.b.3 (C)IR

pIv. Vit § 2] 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, £800 per share had been
called up. Thus the nominal capital was £25,600 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 at £400!, This price
was equivalent to par; so that, as stated by the writer of Anglie Tutamen,
several shareholders had lost considerably®.

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 £640 was due from
him 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 at the time of the doubling of the shares, nor
were the accounts or documents submitted to their perusal®, It was
found necessary to institute proceedings in Chancery early in 1695.
When the bills, answers and cross-bills came to be filed, it 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 advanced” On this
statement being communicated to the House of Lords, the Peers decided
on March 25th, 1695, to institute an inquiry®. Numerous witnesses
were called and examined on March 29th, April 1st, 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 City’. On
April 18th it was carried by a majority that * there was no Just cause of
censure on the Marquis of Normanby,” but at the same time there was
a powerful minority which entered a protest, contending that it was “an
extraordinary offence for a peer to deliver an opinion without doors,” as
to the fate of a measure which was then pending?. There is no evidence
to show whether the dispute within the company proceeded further.

! The Manuscripts of the House of Lords, 1693-5, 1. Pp. 543-5, *p. 31

® Chancery Proceedings, Mitford 547, June 11, 1695.—‘* The Severall Answers
of Samuel Hutchinson.”

* 1bid. ; Journais of the House of Lords, xv. p- 547.

® Journals of the House of Lords, xv. p. 527. ¢ Ibid., p. 546.

T Ibid.,p. 557. The protesting Lords record that they believed the share, assigned
to Russell, to have been worth £2,000. 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 improbable that this company bought out the owners of
the Light Royal, since Samuel Garret, who had been a supporter of
Hemming’s invention as one of the proprietors in 1693, appeared at a
later date as a shareholder in the Convex Lights®.

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 sea%.” About this time
the office of the company was situated at the White-Hart on the East
side of Bread Street?, and the charge for a single lamp, outside a private
house, was 6s. a year®. By 1713 the rent had fallen into arrear’, and on
June 19th, 1716, it was agreed that a new lease should be executed at
£400 a year, to date from Midsummer 1715%. On December 15th of
the same year it was determined that the acts, governing the lighting of
the streets, should be printed and circulated at the cost of the company”.
In view of the determination of the lease in 1786, a committee was
appointed on July 29th, 1731, to make enquiries and report as to the
best manner and method of street-lighting®. 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?®. Though 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 it 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.2°

tion of the evidence. Moore said he had been offered £2,000 for his holding (The
Manuscripts of the House of Lords, 1693-5, 1. 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, u1. f. 284, Lvir. f. 236.

2 The Present State of Great Britain, 1707, 1. p. 138.

3 A New View of London, by Edward Hatton, 1708, p. 785.

4 Minutes of Common Council, wv1. f. 35,

5 Ibid. 6 Ibid., f. 226. 7 Ibid., f. 259.

8 Ibid., Lvn. f. 236. 8 Jbid., f. 348. ¥ 7bid., v, f. 858,

DIVISION VIII.

MANUFACTURING AND MISCELLANEOUS COM-
PANIES IN ENGLAND AND IRELAND.



SECTION 1. 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 time®. The industry increased,
and a century later there were upwards of a hundred mills at work?, Their
output however was confined to the coarser kinds, such as brown paper,
and it was necessary to import the finer qualities from abroad. In
1673-4 the quantity of paper brought from France was 160,000 reams
which, at the valuation of 5s. per ream, amounted to £40,000 annually?;
while, later in the century, it was stated that the imports of this com-
modity cost as much as £100,000 a year:. 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 failure®. In 1682 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 it in a mortar®.” A company was formed to work
the invention, and £6,000 was paid by a number of persons for shares’.
A mill was erected at Ensham and others were leased elsewhere®. 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. It appears however that

! In 4 Spark of Friendship (1588), in Harleian Miscellany, m1. p. 249, it is noted
that a paper-mill had been erected at Dartford by Spilman, the Queen’s Jeweller,
of. Paper and Paper-making Chronology, London, 1875, p. 20.

? Reports Hist. MSS. Com.— The Manuscripts of the House of Lords, 1690-1, xxir.,
Pt. v., p. 76.

3 A Scheme of the Trade as it is at present carried on between England and France,
;y fga',?tience Ward, Thomas Papillon and others, 1674, in Somers’ Tracts (1748), 1v.

* Anderson, Annals of Commerce, m1. p. 131.

® Paper and Paper-making Chronology, p. 20.

® Reports Hist. MSS. Com., xu., Pt. v., p. 436.

? Ibid., p. 497. 8 Ibid., p. 496.
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he had some knowledge of paper-making, since he was, at a later date, a
frequent petitioner for encouragement®. There were several suits for the
possession of the patent, which eventually remained in the hands of
William Sutton, who made paper at the King’s Mills, Byfleet®.
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 paper?.”
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 £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
«Jaboured under great inconveniences, met with insupportable difficulties
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 company
the sole right of making white writing and printing paper for the space
of fourteen years from 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 company?®. Recourse was soon made to the royal protection; and,
on June 12th, 1687, the company petitioned that a fine of £500, imposed
on Theodore Janssen at its prosecution, should be granted to it®. 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, xu1. pp- 161, 451.

2 Reports Hist. MSS. Com., xu1., Pt. v., p. 436.

3 State Papers, Domestic, Petition Entry Book, Lxx1 p. 127.

% Ibid., Petition Entry Book, Lxxr. p. 268; Ibid., James 1., 1r. 97.
5 Ibid., James IL., ur. 98; Ibid., H. O. Warrant Book, 1v. p. 67.

8 Jbid., Petition Entry Book, Lxxr. p. 351.
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t.hose who were copying its processest, Obviously there was an incon-
sistency 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 preventin
him from making white paper. ¢
On .the signature of the patent, great energy was shown in developin
the business. The capital was divided into 400 shares which were takei
up, e?.nd £50 per share was subscribed, making the whole sum paid (or
credited as paid) £20,000®. No less than five mills were leased or
purchased, and 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
advanta.gfe of the wide field open to its enterprize. It 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 Parliament for an act
conﬁrmlr}g the charter and authorizing an increase of capital. There
was considerable opposition. William Sutton, the Dean and Chapter of
Wll'ldSOI‘ and “the ancient paper-makers of the kingdom ™ all petitioned
a.gamst. tbe bill. On a conference between the parties, Sutton withdrew
hlS. 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, payin ;
a fine of £100 and such rent as was fixed by arbitration®, ’ s
"The bill was considered by a committee of the House of Lords on
May 15th, 17th -and_19th, 1690. The Dean of Windsor contended that
Fhe 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 t.he confirmation of the company’s charter by Parliament
W}O]l.lld bf’ PreJudicial to other paper-makers, “who could make good
:’ui:edpm}?tmg paper,”. and it was asserted that many of these would be
for S ',t; ereby becoming chargeable on the rates. The privileges asked
o Y the company were described as “a plain monopoly,” under cover
W}‘IICh the whole supply of rags would be engrossed.
tha;l;)hthese arguments, c_ounsel for the company replied by showing
ose opposing the bill were unable to produce fine white paper.

1
. Paper and Paper-making Chronology, p. 20.
Reports Hist. MSS. Com., xin, Pt. v., p. 4386.

. our e anufacture of W hlte aper, 2 "‘/ 1 l wa]‘
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Attention was directed to the clause in the bill, which stated that the
confirmation of the monopoly of the company only applied to such paper
as was commonly sold at a price, exceeding 4s. per ream, and that the
chartered undertaking was precluded from manufacturing any that
realized that price or less. Thus 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 it could take from them any
trade they had had previously. Further, the company offered to lay
open lists for farther subscriptions of capital to any who chose to adven-
ture, while security would be given for the rent of the additional mills
which it was proposed to lease. This concession met the case of the
Dean of Windsor, and it 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 it was 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 20th),
where it 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 King®.” 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,
it 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,” it is provided that the original capital of £20,000 was to be
increased by a new subscription, the books for which were to lie open in

- Abchurch Lane and in some other public place till September 20th, 1690,
“when any person may subscribe as many shares as he pleases at £50
each "—that is at 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 proceeds by prohibiting the export of rags,
under pain of forfeiture, and it also ratifies the agreement reached for

t Reports Hist. MSS. Com., xu1., 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 at 4s. per ream or less. ‘
.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
20 per cent. This was followed by a relapse until 41 was touched on
May 5th. A recovery then set in and 49 was quoted at 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 11th, while on December 29th the;
price was 94. At this time the company seems to have been doing a
large business. Sales were frequently advertized as to be held at its
house in Queen St.2, while Houghton describes it ““as a great manufac-
ture®.” Even the person of quality, who wrote the jeremiad which he
entitled Anglicc Tutamen, is forced to confess that, though the perfection
of the finer French papers had not been wholly attained, the English
¥nakers “had then come pretty near it ” 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 condition*,
. 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 at 94. From the 24th (when it
was 97.) it 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
2 i) ') 16th ... vee 105
P s s 23rd, March 2nd ... 120
5 ,, March 9th, 16th, 23rd e 150
2 month of April ... . 140

aft For some reason, H_oughton ceases to print quotations of these shares
iy ‘;;'] Apr.ll 1694. It is probable that there was a considerable reaction
e price. In 1696 the Commissioners of Trade reported that the

1 MS. Act to encour :
age the manufact w P Wi
No. 25, House of Lords MSS. nufacture of White Paper, 2 Will. and Mary,

% London Gazette, N
) 2 s No. 2959, March 19, 1694 ; No. 3000, Aug. 9, 1 ; N 5
Feb. 11,1695 ; No. 3129, Nov. 4, 1695. » 08 9, 16943 No. 3055,

% Collection for Im; .
July 20, 1694. provement of Husbandry and Trade, by John Houghton, No, 103,

* Published 1695, p. 25.
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“was not in so thriving condition as it might‘ have been,” and
igz;paalgributed its decline to the evils .of stock-jobbmg. mamagementé
Just at this time a number of companies, four?d.ed during the recenf
boom, had come to grief in the subseql}ent crisis, a‘nd the‘ charget }(:
stock-jobbing became the facile explanation of the fallure——:]l(xist ‘as ;
diagnosis of a fever,” by the medical practitioners of the period, covere

itude of disorders’. . .
) mllxl’tlttl}lx(ils time the paper-making industry was experiencmg the eﬂ‘ecti
of the prevailing depression, and a further adverse influence arose out o
the financial necessities of the government. The House of Commons
decided early in 1697 to impose a duty of 20 per cent. ad zu?loremt 0(;1
all paper made in England and one of 25 per cent. on‘t.hat. importe t
The company joined with the other manufacturers in petitioning aga{nts
the former tax which was intended to last for two years a‘nd which was to
be levied on vellum, parchment and pasteboard. The line of argu@eyt
adopted, against the imposition of the tax on home-made paper, \}:’ab the
contention that great injury would be done to the trade,' while the pro-
duce of the tax, if consumption remained the same as in the previous
year, would be only £17,600. 'The whole amount o.f paper, used in
England, was estimated to be worth.£68,00(), of Wh](:h. £40,000 was
imported. "There were 100 mills waking coarse papers with an aver}t:.g;
annual production of £200 each, or £20,000 in all. Th:: company af
eight mills the output of which was valued at £8,000 - In spite 703
this protest, the duties were imposed by the act 8 and 9 Will, III'. c. d
It is probable that the paper-makers had consllderably underestlmixte‘
their output. This was certainly the case with the company, smae
acéording to a report of the Commissioners of Trade dfxted Decen?ber 23r i
1697, that is after the duties had been imposed for six months? its annua
production was 100,000 reams of white paper. Now, under its act, the
company was forbidden to make paper, ‘.’Vhl(}h §old at 4s. oper ream or 1es.sé
therefore, instead of its annual production being only £8,000 a year, 1
must have been at least £20,000 and may have' been worth double that
sum. This report assigns, as causes of recent hindrances to the progress
‘of the trade, the charge of stock-jobbing and also that there had l,)e_en a
scarcity of white rags®. The fact, th&%t the supply of rags was deficient,
" is indirect evidence that the production of all kn_lds of paper wast(t)}rlx-
siderably greater than it was stated to have been in the petition of the

1 Jowrnals of the House of Commons, x1. p. 595.
2 The Case of the Paper-Traders, Humbly offer’d to the Honourable House of Commons
. 816.m.12
(71697}, Brit: Mus. —— .~~~
5 ¥ aini : from the tax on parchment, &c.
t to £15,600. The remaining £2,000 arose :
amgug’tatutev ‘f" p- 190. 4 Journals of the House of Commons, xi.. p. 435.
~ vy . .

The proposed duties at the specified rates would
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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. At the same time, there is independent
testimony that the industry soon became depressed and it was described
as being “almost quite sunk under the weight of the present tax’.” The
company appears to have been particularly affected by the check to the
demand, which followed the rise in prices, and it 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 varieties®,
Such a change would have meant the winding up of the company, since
the act, it had obtained, precluded it from adopting this course, and it
is significant that when in 1699, the duties of 1697 having expired, there
was a warm debate for and against the increase of the protection of
English-made paper, there is no mention of this company®. It 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 80 per cent.* On the bill being sent to the Lords, an
amendment was inserted by the latter House resulting in considerable
friction. Neither side would recede from the position it had taken up,
and the bill did not become law®. Therefore the paper-makers lost the
protection of 10 per cent., in addition to that afforded them by “the
book of rates.” There is no evidence to show at what time the company
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 years later all the lower sorts,” used in England,
were made at home, and it was estimated that the production of white
paper then amounted to between £30,000 and £40,000 a year”. On the

! 4 Proposal for Building a Royal Library and establishing it by Act of Parliament
[by Richard Bentley], London, 1697 [Brit. Mus. 8”1'51;———' 12]_

. . , . 16.m.1
* Reasons for further additional Duties on Paper [? 1698-9], Brit. Mus. 8—6—3%»— —2.
8 An Abstract or Short Account of the Duty laid upon Paper; Reasons Humbly
"ﬁf‘ed...for laying a farther duty on all foreign paper ; Reasons humbly offer'd...against
laying a farther duty upon Paper ; Reasons against further additional Duties on Paper

[Brit. Mus, 816.m. 12, Nos. 40, 41, 42, 43); Journals of the House of Commons, xI1.
P. 661,

* Journals of the House of Commons, x11. p. 648,

. ° Lbid. p- 683 ; Journals of the House of Lords, xv1. pp. 461-3; The Manuscripts
% the House of Lords, 1697-9, 1. pp- 424-35. ‘

& The Case of the Merchants importing Genoa Paper...in relation to the Duty on Cards
Brit, My, 816-m .12
69 )

» 174 The British Merchant or Commerce Preservd, by Charles King, London, 1721, 1.
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other hand it was contended, at this time, that the paper trade was one
which had suffered from the remission of the previous high import duties’.

Summary of Capital and Prices of the Shares.

Capital.
Up to May 1690, 400 original shares of £50 each
A new subscription was taken from June to September 20th, 1690.

£20,000

Prices of Shares.

Year 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 Extracts from Several Mercators, being considerations on the State of British Trade,
1713 [Brit. Mus, 8246.b.9], p. 7.

SECTION II. OTHER COMPANIES FOR THE
MANUFACTURE OF PAPER.

Tue IrisH PApEr ComMPANY (1690).

TaHE GOVERNOR AND (CoMPANY OF THE RovAL CORPORATION
OoF LLONDON FOR CARRYING ON THE LINEN AND PAPER
MANUFACTURE WITHIN THE ISLANDS OF JERSEY AND
GUERNSEY (1691).

TaE BLuE PapErR ComMPANY (1691).

Tae BrowN PapER ComMPANY (1692).

CoL. JoBN PERRY AND PARTNERS (1709).

Brsipes 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 years?.
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
:Ourt constituted a quorum. Power was also given to elect a sub-committee
7C:ul;la,nage the t_lﬂ'm.rs of the company in the Channel Islands®. In Anglic
- ?mindmentlon is ‘made ?f a Brown Paper Company*, which probably
. (;gwlrlla e dout of an invention by Thomas Neale and another for making
ot a:ut cO(}loured papers, w1‘thout using coarse or fine rags or linen
Irelax,ldﬁ, a material of which store may be had in England and
thatThe most interesting of these minor paper companies was the one

went by the name of the Blue Paper Company. As in many similar

1 - .
\ ;’t;dti z;t)fra, Division 1x., Section 6.
Duti: apers, Domestic, Signet Office, x1r. p. 354 ; Patent R. )
ul;llél), April 7, 3 Will. and Mary. ’ ¥ # Fatent Rl (Four Courts
. Stt:te Papers, Domestic, H. O. Warrant Book, vi. p- 142. 4 p. 25
te Papers, Domestic, Petition Entry Book, 1. p. 400,
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cases, where there was no charter of incorporation, the title is uncertain,
the company having arisen out of the sale of shares in the benefit of a
patent, and the rights and responsibilities of membership were defined
by an agreement. The particular patent, on which this undertaking 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 rooms™.”
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 wainscot?.” 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, 8. But despite the depression in the
stock-market, the business seems to have been flourishing. During the
year 1694 the accommodation at the company’s office—the Blue Paper
Warehouse in Aldermanbury—was insufficient, and sales were conducted
at the “large Japan Warehouse™ in Henrietta St., Covent Garden (i.e. the
premises of the “ company for lacquering after the manner of Japan®”),
while in addition a number of agencies were opened. Evidently the new
wall-paper had become popular, for imitations began to be put on the
market on a thinner paper and coloured “ with a slight and superficial
paint*”; and, besides wall-papers, in the same year * blue sugar loaf and
royal purple papers ™ were advertized for sale®. During the next ten years
similar advertisements were frequent, so that it may be concluded that
the business continued to flourish throughout the fourteen years for
which the original patent had been granted®.

“In 1709 there was a partnership for the production of white paper
in Ireland under the management of Col. John Perry. In that year this
undertaking appears to have met with some success, since it petitioned
the House of Commons for legislation which would prevent the destruc-
tion of white rags which were required for the manufacture”.

1 State Papers, Domestic, H. O. Warrant Book, vi. p. 225.

¢ Houghton, Collections, No. 114.

3 Vide infra, Section 9. ¢ Houghton, Collections, No. 114.

5 London Gazette, No. 2956, Mar. 12, 1694.

6 k.g. London Gagzette, No. 3117 ; Postman, July 8, 1703.

T Petitions to the Irish House of Commons, Four Courts, Dublin ; Petition of
Col. John Perry and Partners, June 2, 1709; The Journals of the House of Commons
of the Kingdom of Ireland (1796), 11. p. 206.

SECTION III. THE ROYAL LUSTRING COMPANY
OF ENGLAND (1688-1720).

During the controversy which raged in the reigns of Charles II
and James II. over the commerce between England and France, m h
?,ttenti011 was directed to the trade in silks. In 1674 the value ’of ltlfl
imports of these goods was estimated to have heen £300,000': while i::
1686 the amount, recorded as having passed the Custon’ls wajs slightl
more, though it was calculated that so much was smug ,led thaf th'v
total annual consumption could not have been less than £?5g00 0002 Be
the later date a material known as alamodes, lustrings lutest;'in .l t d
or 1‘e£1f01‘cez had become fashionable. It was “a fine li,ght lossgs’b{l elf
silk®” the peculiarity in the production of whicil con’sigted y;n 2}cxe ‘
j:c;et of"hthe “lu.strating,” i.e. in the imparting of the lustre or gloss.
o 1:en:l man, Pierre de Cloux, was acquainted with the art; and having

aine ’ the suRport of a number of persons who were prep,ared to
Err(:(\;de the requisite funds, a petition was presented on behalf of the
a)s’ OI::ate on November 28th, 1687, asking for a patent for the industry
practiS:devY tfc)hEngland‘. That the manufacture had not been hitherto
A In the country seems to have been admitted at the time, though
o ybflrcumst'afltlal accounts were given of the early production of
b T6ce f;wz g;;a;i’c;:;es }(l)f(iuks,trlngs. dThe Weavers’ company asserted that
o s had been made®. In 1696 a number of per
beeit;ﬁed ;ha.t betyveer} 1681. and 1686 they had seen many pieces t}Ix)at S}(l):(;

made in Spitalfields, indeed one of these asserted that the English

! 4 Scheme of
B the Trade at Pr 24 a
Omers’ Tracts, 1v. p. 536%). esent carried on betueen England and France (in

% Charl i iti,
. Mu}:- ;s, :{zx.g,'The Bmt{z‘sh Merchant or Commerce Presers'd, 1721, 1. pp. 320, 328
alyne. megiltionz:éuzziz:gt/e—tr.Alag}odes.’l’ It is interesting to notice that in,162é
a strings” as a luxur hi i i
Z giar?ade A monapoly. G {);, which he considered might reason-
. e Papers, Domestic, James II. s Petition Entry Book, rxx1. p. 394

The Weavers' Ans
ywer to the Objectio N
Brit, My, 816.m. 13] jections made by the Lustrings Company (1696)
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production at that time was 4,000 or 5,000 pieces a year’. These
statements can be shown to be false. The writer of a political
pamphlet wishing to find a metaphor which characterized arbitrary
overnment, as a recent importation from abroad, speaks of it as
“this dllamode de France®.” Moreover, about 1683, Stephen Seignoret,
a silk merchant then living at 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 to a French dresser leaving for London to under-
take the work on condition that Seignoret himself should be kept in
custody till the man returneds. Later in 1687 another French lustring
dresser, who had come to England, was paid £75 by the French
Ambassador to return home again, and, on his attempting to set out
for London, he was imprisoned, while in 1698 it 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.
At 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 petitioners, in so far as the trade they proposed 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 established®. The result of this enquiry
was not unfavourable to the hopes of De 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 a la modes, renforcez and lustrings, subject
to the following conditions. The patent extended only to such black
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 Lords, 1695-7, 1. p. 139.

2 The Growth of Popery and Arbitrary Government, by Philo Veritas, Cologne,

1682, p. 161.
3 The Report of the Commitlee of the House of Commons to whom the Petition of the

Royal Lustring Company of England was referred, London, 1698 [Brit. Mus.

816(';;“ . 8:] , reprinted in Journals of the House of Commons, X11. p. 213.
4 State Papers, Domestic, Petition Entry Book, nxx1 p. 402.
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of London, and monthly accounts w i
: rere to be furnished
both‘of pieces made and of the looms employed. hec by the members
o The if)atent t‘sstabhshing the undertaking was completed just when
thetc;);: Crly was in the throes of the Revolution, and it was unfortunate
f,k e (;)ux, who was the only person possessing the requisite techni-
:; tr;aiw efgg, happﬁned to be a Roman Catholic and left England in
e nof James II. The company, which was in
. $ rocess of f -
‘{:o:, wa:hthl; bro}ilgh; to a standstill through want r())f expert ag:‘/lill:-
ut, as the IFrench refugees began to arrive in increasi ’
. ! asin i
became possible to obtain a certain amount of suitable labgotilrm:rll)srst’wl;
lo.oms were star.te.d and kept at work. On the prohibition of ;:ommerce
w}:th France, arising out of the declaration of war against that countr
the pgtentees were not slow to recognize that a wide field had bee ’
openteh upffoert)lzflr enterprize. Towards the end of 1691 or in the ﬁrsrt]:
months o sustained efforts
. , were made to greatly extend
operations of the company. The financin T nertaling o
‘ ny. g of the undertaki
fu*;anggid by & Mr Gervaise who fixed the capital at £60 00?) lgigvig:(;
:)n 0A S .(;0 shares of £25 each?. The earliest transaction ’reco;'ded was
n April 14th, 1692, when the price realized was 32. In May th
assistants decided that sales should be made to the public at 3g (E;
fr:r;)a.ny purchases were arranged at this price during the remaindérm:)f
reear)(flee:ir. In' the accounts of the company the capital was always
th% issz as.bemfgj;G0,000 and therefore it may be inferred that, out if
e price of £30, £5 consisted of a reimb ,
; ( 1mbursement to th
:emt:li(; patent of their outlay together with promoters’ profits \ih(ijlvzn:}fs
i 1251 a:£l°§5 per shffu:e was used in carrying on the bus;ness Os
wo g g: Pro%% adpetl"iclonk was }Il)resented which stated that ]us.trings
) ced and asking that, since the
s . s re were now 134
tl}ll;iiste(rir in the 'ps?tent, a charter of incorporation should be raﬁfrfioils
fectior.l ; ge bSohc1tor~Genera1 reported on May 30th that ggreate ;
ad been attained in this fac ed
that ¢ . manufacture, and he recom
o is:):e dcofr.npany should bfa Incorporated®. On July 28th a ::r“r‘ie‘i
or the preparation of a charter’. Some delay arose fro?n

the interventio
n of the Weavers’ company., b
body, held on October 10th, a clause Iv)va:;y’r i whish gt oot of this

o ‘ : ead, which it
uld be included in the grant, and which stated that tlﬁ:sdﬂizl:;)zii

1
o o State Papers, Domestic,

omimons, H. O. Warrant Book, 1v. p. 400; Journals of the House

X1, p. 221;
P 5 The Case of the Weavers who are Petitioners to be relieved

aga' . m 3
st @ Clause in the Coale Act [1695] | Brit. Mus ~—81~——6 1. 1
) l . 2 ’
J ‘
. Outmals of the House of Commons, x11. p- 221. 1
¢ Papers, Domestic, Petition Entry Book, 1 p- 292
State P 5 L p. .

5 .
Ibid., H. O. Warrant Book, vi1. p. 383. " id., p. 207
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was to be interpreted as containing nothing prejudicial to the Weavers’
company, whereupon it was agreed that all opposition should be with-
drawn®. When at length the charter was sealed, it incorporated those
interested in the patent of James IL as the Royal Lustring Company of
England 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
voter In addition to the royal charter, there came encouragement
from Parliament, since it was enacted that, after March 25th, 1693, no
foreign lustrings might be imported except under license’.
The company received influential support. The Stephen Seignoret,
already mentioned, purchased 882 shares’. A Lustring House” was
opened at Austin Friars, where large sales of alamodes were made from
time to time for many years’. Office-hours, except before and after
sales, were from 8 till 12 o'clock, and from 2 to 6 o’clock daily, except
Sundays and holidays’. Business proved good, and at one sale alone,
in October 1693, the lustrings, auctioned by “inch of candle,” realized
£14,0007. The company was able to increase the number of looms, but
it 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 mouths of the native
weavers,” and the men themselves were not slow to take forcible means
of persuading the governing body. ‘They followed the assistants to
their homes in a riotous manner, making threats 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 French®. On

1 Court Books of the Weavers’ Comphany (1692-4), x11., Oct. 10, 1692.
2 The Charter of the Royel Lustring Company [Brit. Mus. 8223.e. 69].
3 4 Will. and Mary, c. 5, § 5, Statutes, vI. P. 384.
4 Journals of the House of Commons, XIL P. 222.

5 London Gazetle, No. 2855, Mar. 30, 1693.

* Houghton, Collections, No. 65, Oct. 27, 1693.

8 Treasury Papers, cxxxix. 193 Calendar, 1708-14, p. 327.
9 Charles King, The British Merchant, 1. p. 8.

6 Jbid., Feb. 11, 1696,
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;hse;);l‘;zl; ii.de, ?t itshto be feared that the change was accompanied by
ation in the quality of the product; for if, a
) ; s was fre t
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. tI}ilz needed time for th‘ese disadvantageous elements in the organization
of edcompany to mar‘nfest themselves, and in 1694, 1695 and 1696 it
ziio_}:hi ;}g]re;]t f;ros(;eﬁltg. Houghton spoke of this trade in 1694 as
ch England had “wanted much,” and he consi
I : sidered that th
tli(glalr i:;:i'mg tco};?!)ﬁng was likely to outdo all the others that has
y established’. Even the pessimisti iter
Angliee Tutamen, finds himself i it that e e
: compelled to admit that thi
taking was thrivin i i o s
g, and he believed it would continue i
‘ . t d [13
;t k}el:pt stock-jobbers from breaking in upon it>.” Pub(l)icifc) S(:v,as w}'nlSt
p(l) the q}lifni’lcerly sal:les, and from time to time paragraphs appgared iil:ﬁ;
'ess, which were designed to draw attention
] . . to the enterpri
1nstance when it was recorded in 1695 that the King had l?eérzle’ il:asf:(;'
flcl)r:izure the company of his protection, that he had lately gpranted
r encouragement, to which the practical note .

: em was added t
aBssmIEnts were willing to .employ weavers free of the Wea.vers(’3 cori]]az,nt h’e
: n)lr Ortid act g and‘ 7 Will. IIL. ¢. 18 it was provided that Ius’g'inys.

pd under license, must be sealed at the Custom House thg ,
E)}z‘o uced at home were to be sealed by the Lustring compan 1& os;
fe.tzse‘ fabrics, found without either of these seals, were subye;ct tn§'o
co1n 318, an(;l the goods seized according to this section might Jaftertl)) ing
on gg(line b'?; the Custom House, be purchased solely for ;xportati)lllg
giving t;a.latl bwgs promi)ted in the interests of the Weavers’ company-

ody equal rights in the sealing of lustri ’
. t i
ilizlg(l;‘::d,tbut the measure did not become law%. Thi: {;Z§;a$:: va
giv}i)n alzh, nEt on.ly n aiding in suppressing smuggling, but alsoweiIS
c()mpiny (;0 tgsim{)lgthcompany some supervision over the Weaver;:
s at both organizations met

pe ‘ on more equal terms.

The Diiztl;?r é‘zzfc))ect 11'5;()0 El}ie company had strengthened its p:)sition

i 'es i :

entrame g FreDChy,o de the Ie?t of .the.allles, had prohibited the

were T o EE goods into his territories. The people, howe

regard to 1 0 cloth;‘ and, unless the prohibition was rel,axed v:etli;
o o s commodity, they must obtain it from England .

ustring company brought silk in large iti P oince

ge quantities from Piedmont,

1 gy, :
Collections, No. 103, July 20, 1694.

2
pP.-30. Itis significant
( ] too that Def ¥ ]
notsmentmn this company as one of the t‘aiﬁrigf?}fy uth P"Ojb‘f”; ing 713 0%
\ ?houghton, Collections, No. 169, Oct. 25 iGQ;Oth Flocleiobbing.
e Manuscripts of the House of Lords, 1(,395—7 .u p. 138
s IL p. 138.



78 The Royal Lustring Company [DIV. VIIL §3

it was suggested that it should export cloth there; and accordingly in
1696 an experimental shipment valued at £1,500 was made’.

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 83 (for cash) or 38 (in bank-notes) was
recorded in 1696. Such a price, in view of the prevailing 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. It 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
persons®. A loom was capable of making 10 to 12 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 lengths. Since the total demand of England for
lustrings, while this trade with France was open, was estimated at 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 underestimate, 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, it 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 £12 to £16 per piece.
Taking the average of these, the output for the year may be valued at
£70,000. 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 30s. per 1b.®  Since
a piece contained on an average 4 Ibs. of silk, the cost of the raw
material came to £6. The other important element of outlay was
the payment of labour, which was made on a piece-work basis. It is

1 Journals of the House of Commons, X1t p. 230.
2 Jbid., x11. pp. 224, 225.
8 Ibid., xu. pp. 219, 225, 226.

s The Weavers Answer to the Objections made by the Lustrings’ Company [Brit. Mus.
816. m. li_i:l

123
s Treasury Papers, cxxxix. 19 ; Calendar, 1708-14, p. 327.

Treasury Papers, cxxxix. 19.
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recorded .that the expense under this head came to 1s. per ell’; that i
;’ortth.e plecetaveraging 60 ells, to £3. So that altoéether t};e magmlus,
acturing costs came to £9 for the piece, leaving a profit of :
may be noticed in passing that the wages, appe g dplio i et
to the numbers of persons employed. It Ii)sp tar unthu Y o et
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The explanation of the apparent anomaly is :(r)n be foun fo? e o
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Thus, as against 670 looms at London, there were only 229 00:1 iy
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Manufacturing Profit of the Royal Lustring Company in 1695-6
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On an average at £14 per piece . .
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labour at 1s. perell ... e 00 ells, cost for
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the issue-price of the shares ... °
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6. i
hand worth £30,000, its stock of raw silk wasPc pad finished goods on
all probability

by it. To this total was
y it. to be added that of buildings and

. . . l
Zzseb;i\.ws .Cromlr(r}elml obtained between £30 and £50 ic}?rfl'or :}?;::

1m i making linent, it is likely that the val ’
u X alue of the 768 1
thaéy‘i)ﬁ(\;'le been ‘as much as £25,000, so that altogether it is clearotohma:
sidemblye r:(s)iztbt }?f tth}f companly were calculated to be worth con-
an the nominal capital, or even than t

represented by the aggregate issue-price of the shares. n the total sam

valued at £20,000% I
the debts, due to the company, exceeded those oweg

1 .
) gharles King, The British Merchant, 1. p. 8.
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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 1b.?, 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 £50,000 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 France, while the duty,
recently imposed, should have protected it 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. At
length & 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 Tth, 1695, was enclosed in a
letter to a banker at Paris, signed by G and B, which asked for a
renewal of the safe-conduct’. 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 petition was
considered and referred to a Committee*.

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

1 Statutes, vii. p. 401.

. 2 Journals of the House of Commons, XII. p. 210.
3 Jbid., xi1. pp. 210, 223.
4 Ibid., xir. p. 118,

pIv. viiL § 3] Losses by Smuggled Silks 1696-7 81

report resulting from it, presented on April 16th, is a document of
exjcraordinary interest. It contains, in the bald official precis of the
evidence, t}}e records of eye-witnesses of all those stirring episodes that
are now chiefly remembered as a part of the mechanism of the tale of
adxenture. The escaping Jacobite stealing secretly on board the lugger
salhgg from Romney Marsh, where “there was not one in a hundred’
but is concerned in the owling-trade” which they would follow in spite
of all risks, “even if there were gallows erected at every quarter-rgile
along the. coast™: the system of passwords, ciphers and secret signals:
men passing under false names and disguises: the informer screwing uI;
his courage to risk his life for the sake of the reward—all these figures
constituted the dramatis persone of the enquiry. But behind and
peyond such picturesque episodes lies the greatest value of the report
in so far as it reveals the prime movers, by whom the subordinates werej
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
m.arketing of commodities that had been smuggled, meant lower Prices
w1th‘a consequent reduction in the profit which might otherwise have been
obtal_ned. It was comparatively rare for large wholesale merchants to
deal in contraband goods, and it was by the adhesion of a number of
members of this class that it 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 thef infringers of the Customs laws, was Seignoret, who ha(i
been an assistant of the Lustring company and who owned shares in it
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 £400,000
In July 1697 he held as much as £105,000 in public securities?. ,Thc;
other participants in the scheme, though their fortunes were not so
gli:iat, were all men of considerable means and good credit, most of
gv om were of French extraction, but carrying on business in London.
.(I?Lgnoret was himself a native of Lyons, and he kept in touch with the
;1 tI.‘ade there. He knew that there was a great antagonism to the
inlfl‘(s’:;ng (;;)lmpa‘r‘ly amongst the weavers of France, who had been
100’00?) Cro:}’; B 1t’heI tpatentﬁcould be‘ broke by the expenditure of
“public stock had been ;Z.?ssed :}B obEhteV;d o the aSSIStints tha't y
fhe Froet ! e yons to fastroy the trade®.” Certainly
quoted very low prices to anyone who would take

1

. Journals of the House of Commons, xi1. p- 222. 2 lbid., xi1. p. 211
Treasury Papers, cxxxix, 19; Calendar, 1708-14, p. 327. T .
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the hazard of running their goods into England’. 'The French mer-

chants in London, who joined with Seignoret and Goudet, formed

themselves into a secret company and made calls on the members?.

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 they 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 Antwerp*.

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 at £7,000°. A common shipment of lustrings was one worth
about half that amount®. 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 at war. Necessarily
some consideration must have been given for a protection of this nature;
and, in the opinion of the House of Commons, information was sent
to France, disclosing particulars of the state of the country 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 at Paris, which show that he and his
associates were working energetically against the conclusion of the treaty
which England was then negotiating with Savoy®.

1 Journals of the House of Commons, x11. p. 213. 2 Ibid., xar. p. 214.

3 Jbid., xiv. p. 213.

4 Complaints were frequent that the Dutch gained, by being able to pursue a
direct trade with France, whereas Britain could only obtain French goods ““at
second-hand,” through the Dutch—Great Britain’s Union, and the Security of the
Hanover Succession considered, 1705, in Somers’ Tracts (1751), xv. p. 108; Some
Short Considerations concerning the State of the Nation, in State Tracts published during
the reign of William I11., 11. D. 323.

5 Journals of the House of Commons, xir. p. 212.

6 Le. of 19 packets coutaining each 10 to 12 pieces, Ibid., xu. p. 217.

7 Ibid., xir. p. 272. 8 Ibid., x1. p. 218.
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’I?he allegations of fraudulent importation had been fully established
and it was decided to impeach Goudet, Barrau, Longueville, Sei noret’
Baudowin, Santini and Diharce as the chief offenders. A la; e ngumbe ,
of others, who were implicated as abettors of smuggling or ai receiverr
?f the goods, were ordered to be prosecuted’. As a result of thS
impeachment, the persons accused were fined £19,500, of which £10 003
was bf)rne by Seignoret? It is significant of the acrimony with wilich
thz.a dispute between the Old and the New East India companies was
bemg. cor'lducted that Shepherd—the promoter of the latter which was
at this time obtaining capital—told Seignoret that he might better hi
case before Parliament if he subscribeds ®

Necessar?ly the Report of the Commons’ Committee represents the
pfu-ely English point of view, and, in order to ascertain whether it was
dlstorted. b_y prejudice or feelings of national animosity against the
Fren(.:h, it is worth interrupting the main thread of the nfrrative to
enquire to what extent confirmation of the evidence at the Parliamentar
Enquiry can be obtained from information discoverable at Lyons. Therz
are sgv.el:a] petitions of the silk-weavers there which show that, after the
prohibition of commerce by England, the industry was in ; state of
very great depression. 'They complained, for instance, that many were
w1thout. work and were in great miseryt. Their employers, bein ythe
selves without an outlet for their production, could only :em log a fzznw:
h.amds‘*. Application had frequently been made to the Kirf) ywith
view of obtaining some alleviation of this “profonde misere.” g,As earla
as July 5th, 1695, a representation had been made that the .exclusion o)f,'
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 it was intended t
lo.ad at Qalais, and a passport for this ship was asked from the Kin :
;V)lth a view “of concealing the design from the English and Dutch’g’:

. l(l).ui)ltless it was the passport, granted in response to this petitior.l
ich was seized in England in 1697 and which constituted the clue t(;

i jtmrnals of the House of Commons, x11. p. 241,
* Journals of the House of Lords, xvi B ' i
' . . p- 340. The whole of this
Gl'e:I;;lch Hospital—Treasury Papers, cxxxix, 19. " this fine weut to
e Manuscripts of the House of Lords ~
bb. 165, 160 of Lords, 1697-9, m1. p. 231;
4 . oy .
Recueil du Précis des Titres et Papiers de la Communauté des Marchands et

des Maitres fabri i
abriquants de la Ville de Lyon (thi ion i i i
as “ Inventaire de la Grande Fabrique ”){ No(. 41‘3SQC.0 flection ie leo described briefly

vide supra, 1.

: 1bid., Nos. 43R, 43T. 6 Ibid., No. 43Q
La Grande Industrie 5 L :
1899, b 254 sous le Régne de Louis XIV., par Germain Martin, Paris,
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the discovery of the ingenious evasion of the prohibition, for which,
as has been shown, Seignoret and his abettors had been fined.

It remained to reward those who had been instrumental in detecting
the culprits. Hilary Ranue, who afterwards became governor of the
company, received an act of naturalization, gratis’. Payment was made
to the governor, on behalf of the shareholders, of £2,400 out of the
forfeitures of smuggled goods?, and a continuance of this grant was
promised for the next six years. Yet another act was passed 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 at the enquiry, some
further stipulations were added, as for instance that all lustrings from
abroad must be landed at London, that the penalty for the counter-
feiting of seals involved the pillory and a fine of £500 for each offence®.

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, at 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 act?®.

As might be expected, the effect of the great contraband trade had
been to reduce the price of the shares, which fell from 33 in 1696 to 18
in 1697. This quotation was maintained during the parliamentary
investigation in 1698, but it is unfortunate that, after April 20th, 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 obtained®. A return towards pros-
perity is shown by the proceeds of the sale held on March 38rd, 1698,
when between £10,000 and £11,000 was realized. On this occasion,

U Journals of the House of Commons, xi1. p. 241.

2 Treasury Papers, u1. 51 ; Calendar, 1697-1701, p. 109.
3 9 Will. II1., ¢. 43; Statutes, vi. pp. 426-8.

4 London Gazette, No. 3463, Jan. 16, 1699.

& Court Books of the Weavers’ Company, xur. f. 8.

¢ Journals of the House of Commons, xn. p. 222.
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rices were considered good, 6s. per ell being obtained or £18 per
piece’. The absence of any record of the proceedings at meetings of
the company makes it impossible to determine its financial position in
1698. As its stock was realized and debts due to it collected, there
should 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, it 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 £30, but with that amount less the capital returned.
Though it 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 at the expense of their
employers during “the calamitous times,” when only a few looms were
at work and when they would otherwise have starved®. Such outlay
may have consumed a large sum, which, under other conditions, would
have been divisible amongst the shareholders, and it may have been
that it was not found possible to make any large distribution.

It was not long before it 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 legislation®. 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. At a “Common
Hall” of the Weavers this scheme was rejected “as destructive to the
trades” 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, it 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, 1706°;
and it was resolved that, since English lustrings equalled, if they did not

! Journals of the House of Commons, xi1. p. 210.

. % Treasury Papers, cxxx. 95; Calendar, 1708-14, p. 273.
3 Court Books of the Weavers' Company, xm. f. 16. 4 Ibid., f. 17.
¢ Journals 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 it occupied before the late act’. Accordingly,
a short measure was passed, giving effect to this resolution; and, in
particular, prohibiting the wearing of French lustrings in England?.
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 enumeratedt. 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 not®.”
About the same time, it was afterwards alleged, the company had
covered the importation of silk by private traders, thereby obtaining for
the latter certain advantages in passing the Customs®.

By the year 1710-11 some indications are again obtainable of the
financial condition of the company. In 1706 the shares changed hands
at 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. It is true that Ranue, the governor, stated in 1711 that the
losses, up to that date, had been £40,000%; but, since he was agitating
to obtain payment of six years of the grant of £2,400 (which had
only been received once by the company), it 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

L Journals of the House of Commons, xv. p. 249.

2 Statutes, vur. p. 549. 8 Vide infra, Division 1x., Section 1.

4 Acts of the Parliaments of Scotland, viir. pp. 348, 349.

& Observations on the Acts made for the Encouragement of the Lustring Company,
which relate to the Exportation of French Alamodes and Lustrings ; humbly offered by
Walter Stewart and William Murray, Petitioners [?1708). Similar practices were
adopted in the case of wine and brandy—The Trade of Britain stated, being the
substance of two Papers published in London on occasion of the Importation of Wine
and Brandy from North Britain [1708].

¢ Treasury Papers, cc. 32; Calendar, 1714-19, p. 235.

T A General Treatise of Money and Ezchanges, by Alexander Justice, London,
1707, p. 33.

8 Treasury Papers, cxxxix. 19.
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the profit from manufacturing. There were 200 looms at work, the
output being 2,000 pieces annually. The cost of production remained
about the same as it may be estimated to have been in 1695-6, that is
£9 per piece. The price realized, however, was higher, being now as
much as £16 per piece. In this way the following result is obtained:

Profit on Manufacture, 1710-11.

2,000 pieces at £16 per piece ... £32,000
Cost of production at £9 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 1st,
1710, to January 19th, 1712, happens to be in existence!. It amounted
to 10,207 1bs. 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 1bs.
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 made the outlook uncertain. The
governor approached the government with a view to obtaining a pro-
longation of the special privileges. It was urged that the company could
employ 14,000 or 15,000 persons, “if it 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 starvation?.
When the treaty of peace with France was under negotiation, the
company found that, should it 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 competition. Moreover, were this

! Chancery Proceedings (1714-58), Bundle 2355, Triquett v. Royal Lustring Co.

% Treasury Papers, cxxxix. 19. The reason for the latter offer is possibly as a
reply to the objection that the shares had not been sold freely of late. In this respect
the joint-stock companies of the period were faced by a dilemma; if sales were
humerous they were accused of stock-jobbing ; if few, of the stock being monopolized.

8 Ibid., cxxx. 95 ; Calendar, 1708-14, p. 273.

* The Trade with France, Italy, Spain and Portugul considered: With some Observa-
tions on the Treaty of Commerce between Great Britain and France (Somers’ Tracts, 1v.
P. 555 ; Charles King, British Merchant, 1. p. 8).
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part of the measure rejected, it had to be recognized that the Weavers’
company would oppose the renewal of the monopoly —indeed, on
June 29th, 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, 1718, it was announced that this
step had then been taken. After a final sale on the 15th, business was
to be discontinued®. A general court was held on November 6th at
which a dividend was to be declared®; and, on December 17th, a further
meeting was summoned for special affairs+.

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 24th, 1716, a former servant of the company made charges
against the assistants, chiefly of small irregularities at the Custom
House®. The investigation of these complaints, together with other
matters of detail, delayed the dissolution of the undertaking. There
were still some assets remaining at 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 it was resolved to raise more capital
for manufacturing, and 10,000 shares were created. When a call of
£1 per share on each of these was announced, as payable on May 2nd,
those who were proprietors of the 2,400 old shares were informed that
at the same time warrants for a dividend of 8s. per share were payable
to them®. Subsequently there were reports of negotiations with the
Sun Fire Office?, and the Prince of Wales became interested in the
company®, with the result that the shares advanced rapidly. In the
summer they were said to have been paid up to the extent of £5 or
£5. 2. 6d., and they touched 120° 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, xvi1. p. 444.

2 London Gazette, No. 5161, Oct. 3, 1713,

3 [hid., 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 Journal, September 17, 1720, reprinted
in Daniel Defoe : his life and recently discovered writings, by W. Lee, 1869, 11. p. 279.

T Vide infra, Division x1., Section 2c.

8 <“The Prince and Princess 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.

9 Anderson, dnnals of Commerce, 1. p. 339.
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incorporated, for at least six years, caused the Lustring company to be
one of those against which the celebrated writ of scire facias was issued
in August 1720, With the declaration of the invalidity of its charter
in respect to its proceedings at this time, its title disappears finally.

Summary of Capital and Prices of the Shares.

Capital,
£60,000, divided into 2,400 shares of £25 each, issued at £30.

Prices of Shares.

Year Date of highest price Prices Date of lowest price

1692 | April 14, 21 32—30 May, June

1693 | Jan. to June 30—27 Sept. 13, 20, 27

1694 | Jan. 4, 10,17 2920 Dec. 5-26

1695 | Oct. 4, Dec. 11 to end of 30—20 Jan. 2, 9, 23, Feb., March,
year April and May till 23rd

1696 Feb. 5,12 33225 Dec.

1697 | Jan. to June 25—18 Aug. 28 to Dec.

1698 | Till April 18

1706 16--15%

1 Cf. Part 1., Chapter xxi.
2 Or 38 if purchased by bank-notes.



SECTION IV. THE GOVERNOR AND ASSISTANTS
OF THE KING'S AND QUEEN'S CORPORATION
FOR THE LINEN MANUFACTURE IN ENGLAND
(1690).

TuoucH linen had been produced at an early period in England,
all the finer qualities were imported until the Restoration. In 1669
some French weavers, settled at Ipswich, had made linens which sold
at 15s. per ell’. 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
at £398,611, and the average of the next three years is said to have
been as much as £700,000%. The arrival of the Huguenots supplied
the technical skill that had hitherto been lacking, and it 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 11th, 1687, he petitioned for a patent
“for working and weaving superfine white thread and fine linen, commonly
called bag-hollands, diapers, damasks...and all other sorts which had not
hitherto been made in England*.”

After the Revolution 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 Queen’s Corporation for the Linen Manufucture in
England. 'The charter recites that the founders of the enterprize had

1 The Happy Future State of England, 1688 {Brit. Mus. 599. k. 18], p. 257.

2 MS. Rawl. A. 336, f. 40.

3 The British Merchant or Commerce Preserv'd, by Charles King, 1721, 1. p. 319.

1 State Papers, Domestic, Petition Entry Book, uxxr. p. 317. With reference to
Burnaby’s connection with the paper trade, vide supra, p. 63.
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at their own charges, both in foreign parts and at 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,
damasks, 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-stock.”

The undertaking was divided into 340 shares, and these were sub-
scribed by the members and their friends at £10 each?. It would seem
that £8,400 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 offered him 20 shares, “acknowledged to be worth
£200,” 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 sealed®. 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
Su‘bscribed by the public. It follows that the corporation started business
.VVI.t}.l very small resources, in spite of which energetic steps were taken to
Initiate manufacturing. Workhouses and warehouses were built4, while

N ! State Papers, Domestic, Signet Office, xi1. p. 355 ; Ibid., Patent Roll, No. 3337 ;
roposals of the Govr and Ass® of the King's and Queen's Corporation for the Linen
Manvfucture in England [Brit. Mus. 81—6%1§
* Proposals, ut supra ; MS. Rawl, A. 336, f. 40.

i 3 Stf':ttement of Charles Howard of his part in carrying on the Linen Company
with Nich. Dupin and Hen. Million, 1691, April 18; MS. Rawl. A. 336, f. 40.
CAOC:OI‘.diITg to thi§ z.xccount of Howard’s, he refused to transfer his patent to the

Poration, but it is recorded, in a petition of the governor and assistants (State
apers, Domestie, Will. and Mary, Petition Entry Book, 1. p. 146), that a former
Patent had been purchased.
4 State Papers, Domestic, Will. and Mary, Petition Entry Book, 1. 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 increased” 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®” at the inception of
the Irish venture, it 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 at the end of the year was
that the Scottish project had been temporarily withdrawn owing to the
opposition of the Royal Burghs¢, 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 it 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 £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 rata 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 4th,
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

1 MS. Rawl. A. 336, f. 40.

2 4 Brief Historical Relation of State Affuirs, 1. p. 147.
3 Add. MS. (Brit. Mus.) 28877, f. 109.

4 Vide infra, Division 1x., Section 4 c.
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who had designed to take out a linen patent for Ireland.” The scrip-
ponus, procured by this arrangement, was very valuable. Each
member of the English corporation, who held four shares, became
entitled to one share of the Irish company. These latter at one time
sold at from £40 to £50, so that, at that price, the bonus was one
valued at about 100 per cent! Moreover a number of provisions were
made which affected the output of the Irish corporation. The English
organization was to act as its agent, receiving a commission for factorage
and storage®. It was alleged that the effect of these agreements was
that the Irish company could only sell its linens in England, and that
through the English corporation®. A further agreement was made on
the basis of certain proposals of Dupin’s, the latter being dated April
10th, 1691. These related chiefly to the devising of means by which the
control 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®.

The benefit of this scrip-bonus, together with “the expectation
of great profit,” caused the shares to rise to a great premium?® “The
actions,” in the words of a contemporary writer, “ mounted apace,” and
the corporation, finding that it 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 at £50 per share®.
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 at the “Old
African House.” At 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 infra, p. 100. 1t is not clear whether this scrip-dividend was distributed
before or after the issue of further shares at 50. It seems probable that the latter
was the course adopted ; if this was so, the value of the bonus per share would
necessarily be less.

. ? Minutes of proceedings respecting articles to be inserted in the Charter of the
Linen Corporation for Ireland , with the agreement thereto of the projectors, Dupin
and Million, 1690-1; MS. Rawl. A. 336, ff. 44-6.

3 The Linen and Woolen Manufactory Discoursed, with the Nature of Companies
and Trade in general, London, 1691, pp- 11, 12 (Advocates’ Library).

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

: Anglie Tutamen, 1695, p- 24. 8 Proposals, ut supra.
ther lfl MS. Rawl. A. 336, f. 42, in the course of a statement dated April 10, 1691,

© 1s 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 refused, and Howard complained that, after
the ensuing quarrel, his life was * furiously 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 it all through its career.

Only a few months 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 it “void and unreasonable.” The English corpora-
tion wrote a letter of remonstrance on September 18th, 1691, pointing
out that if it 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
Ireland3.” _

Further, the jealousy of the woollen industry had to be faced. It
was alleged that the linen trade was “a despicable one,” and that it
required so much labour that it 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 1691 a bitter attack was made on the corporation
on these and other grounds. It was said that the formation of a com-

1 London Gazette, No. 2810, Oct. 13-17, 1692.

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 Corporation 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 £500 or less.
«Traders,” the writer continues, “are like armies in the field, small
parties, tho’ numerous, give way to a united forcel.”

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 privilege of raising wrecks off the
south coast of England, “so that the linen industry should not sink for
want of support during its minority?”—a homeopathic remedy of up-
holding a sinking industry by the raising of foundered ships !

The quotation of the shares in the spring and summer of 1692 shows
that the combination 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, 29 being touched on
that day?, 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 at 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 growth‘ During the
remainder of the year the price fell steadily until it was only 18 in
December.  This represented a premium of 80 per cent. on the original
1ssue-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 months of February and April, the price stood at 22, relapsing
however to 12 in June. At this time Houghton thought well of the
prospects of the corporation *which,” he wrote, “had caused many
th‘ousands of £5 to be spent in this country.” It was expected that,
WIFh proper methods, its business would much increase®. In spite of
thls‘ favourable verdict, the fall continued till 8 was touched at the end
Of'beptember. It is most significant that this great depreciation in the
Price (')f the shares was contemporaneous with the progress of the
i'(})lljr‘natlon and floatation of the Scottish company in the form that

1s scheme had assumed in 1694. The shareholders in the English

1 .
X T he Linen and Woolen Manufactory Discoursed, ut supra, pp. 5-9.
, Ttt‘d.te Papers, Domestic, Will. and Mary, Petition Entry Book, 1. p- 146.
18 possible this quotation may be a misprint, in which case the lowest pri
S rice
would be 30, recorded on May 12. F

Vide infra, Division 1x., Section 4 c. ® Collections, 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, it 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, it would have
had at 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.

At the end of 1695 the prospects of the corporation were not con-
sidered promising. The author of Anglie Tutamen says that “by
degrees the reputation of this mighty manufacture sunk here and, I
understand, is in a bad condition and will hardly hold up its head,
much less advance any further’.” About the same time the writer of
an Essay 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, it was stated
that the condition of the company “was not so thriving as it might have
been®” These different statements display a striking unanimity in
attributing the decline in the position of the corporation to stock-
jobbing. «All of a sudden,” it 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
present’” 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 shares
were below par, a very extensive business was being done. Thus in
1696 a single payment of £500 was ordered by the court to a merchant
at Darlington for linen bought by the corporation®.

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, it 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

1 p. 24. 2 p. 13. 3 Journals of the House of Commons, x1. p. 595.

1 Anglice Tutamen, p. 24.

5 T 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 £300, £500, £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 clea;' that
the company was unable to compete with the fine fabrics which were
now coming into the country. In 1698 it is recorded that, while the
corporatlofx was still subsisting, it had no longer any looms at work, but
contente.d itself with selling linens purchased from the weavers in Durixam
Lancashire and Yorkshire. It follows that the undertaking had ceased’
to' be a manufacturing enterprize, and that it had become a mere dis-
trl.bl.ltmg agency. Thus there was no justification for its special
Rrwlleges, nor indeed was any benefit now obtainable from them
since these all related to the making of fine linens, which had been’
abanfioned. It is significant too that, in a statement drawn up b
Dupin about this time in which he urges the advantages of this in}I
dustry, he does not propose that the measures, he recommends for its
encouragement, should be exercised through the corporation?®.

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

Summary of Capital and Prices of the Shares.
Capital.

In 1690, 340 shares were issued at £10 each £3,400
In 1691 a further issue of shares was made at £50 each. ’

Prices of Shares.

Year Date of highest price Prices Date of lowest price
1692 | April 6 42—29 J

1693 | Jan., Feb. 8, March 15 45418 Dl:;? 21(()) 27

{ggg .I;‘:Ill). Z(; :«I&planll 228 Se{»t. 26 to Dee.
1698 . uly 273:; July 6 to Dec.
1697 | Jan. 6, March 30, April 28 7—5 Jan. 13, Sept. 1

! Report from C issi i ;
xi. p. 455. ommissioners for Trade in Journals of the House of Commons,
2 .
writinPronosals of Nzc.'holas Dupin, First Deputy-Governor of the Linen and White-
f g orp?ratwns in England, Scotland and Ireland [Brit. Mus. 8223.d.17]
) C}*Ialedoman Mercury, July 25, 1720. T
oughton gives a quotation of 103 on Ma ice i
: y 10, 1693, but, as th
week before and after is ouly 39, it is probably a misprint. ’ © price i the

8. ¢, 11,
7



SECTION V. TEXTILE INDUSTRIES IN TRELAND.

ThE (OVERNOR AND ASSISTANTS OF THE KING'S AND (QUEEN'S
CORPORATION FOR THE LINEN MANUFACTURE IN IRELAND

(1691).
Tuk DroGHEDA LINEN COMPANY (ABoUT 1691).
THE CALICO-PRINTING PATENT OF JOHN PONS AND OTHERS
(1693).
Tue Frax aNxp Hemp CompANY oF IRELAND (1696).
LiNEN COMPANY FOUNDED BY Liouts CROMMELIN (1699-1700).
THE GGOVERNOR AND COMPANY OF THE CAMBRIC MANUFACTORY

AT DUNDALK.

Tue 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
2,921 cwt., valued at £14,605 out of a total of £393,811, and at
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
£590, while the yarn came to 3,477 cwt., rated at £17,385'. The
Marquis of Ormonde made an effort to develope the trade by 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 it impossible to raise sufficient capital®
The first tendency towards an improvement however began to show
itself—by 1669 the export of linen had grown from £590 to £1,044
and to £6,000 in 1689°.

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

1 4 Note on the Export Trade of Ireland in 1641, 1665 and 1669, by R. Dunlop in

English Historical Review, xxit. p. 755.
3 Life of the Duke of Ormonde, by Thomas Carte, 1736, 1. pp. 341-3.
3 Eng. Hist. Rev., ut supra; The Linen Trade, Ancient and Modern, by Alex. J.

Warden, London, 1864, p. 397 ; New Essays on Trade, by Sir Francis Brewster,
London, 1702, pp. 91-105.
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desirabi%ity of raising sufficient capital to utilize Irish yarn for the
prqductlt?n of linen. In 1690, there were at least three schemes
which aimed at effecting this object. Two of these—those of
Nichf)las 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 privi’le e
but contented themselves with securing the necessary funds and makii ’
arrangements for commencing work at Droghedal. Meanwhile, as hags
already been shown, the rival petitioners for a patent had c,ome to
terms, by Dupin undertaking to hand over 15 shares to the other
group on their withdrawing in his favour®.  Accordingly, a warrant
was issued for the incorporation of the Governor and Assistants of the
King’s and Queen’s Corporation for the Linen Manyfucture 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 transferrin
’che.l.5 shares he had agreed to give the persons who had withdrawn thei%
petition 'for a patent in his favour. Further, after a considerable amount
of negotiation, agreements were made by both corporations, which gave
.to th; Isngtl}i)shlboiy the right of subscribing for one-half of any shares
issued by the Irish undertaki isi i
poned gver  roh under ng and of exercising a certain amount of
The Frish corporation was organized on the model of the bod
alr.ea'.dy incorporated in England, and it was endued with simila{
privileges. The scheme was taken up with considerable enthusiasm in
Il‘el.and, and “many of the nobility and gentry were admitted, more for
their countenance and favour to the project than for any great,help that
Ct?uld be expected, either from their purses or their headst” The
difficulty of obtaining capital was such that it was decided to n;ake the
shares of the denomination of £5 each. There were to be 1,000 of
these, so that, when all had been taken up, the nominal capital’ would
gav.e 'been £5,000. There was a considerable amount of difficulty in
eciding the number of shares to be issued in the first instance. The
ilg)tlter }vas debated at the court of the English corporation in April
Subs(_-'ri t.t wash first proposed that the quantity of shares, offered for
o ap ion, s oul% be the same as that at the inception of the English
o .p ny, namely 340. It was feared by some that, in view of the
Tcumstances of the case, the whole number offered might not be taken

! Letter of Wm. Mol 3
(trany o e yneux to John Locke, September 26, 1696 ; Locke, Works
.2 Vide supra, p. 92.
3 Ibid., p. 93.
* Locke, Works, ut supra, m. p. 552.
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up, and it was eventually agreed that the issue should consist of
300 shares’. Lo these are to be added 100 shares assigned to Dupin,
so that the nominal capital at this date consisted of 400 shares, on
which it was proposed to call up £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
at £5 a piece, who would put their money in such a stock??™  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 at first for every share he had®.” 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
mentioned®, and the other with the company which had started manu-
facturing at Drogheda. The latter had been established on ‘more
equal terms™ than had been obtainable in the case of the chartered
undertaking, and “it throve very well at first®.” 'The corporation, on
hearing of this, took steps to enforce its monopoly, and eventually it
compelled its rival to amalgamate with it. Meanwhile, in September
1691 the dispute with the English body had come to a head ; and, as it
progressed, the shareholders became discouraged, while ¢ the work began
to flag and the price of the shares to lower mightily®” By the end of
1691, or early in 1692, there was little hope that the corporation could
be made a success, and it is probable 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 Pons and his partners for a new invention of staining and
stamping calicoes, linens and other fabrics, which was dated July 3rd,

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

2 Tobie Bonnell to James Bonnell, printed in Ulster Journal of Archaology, 11.

. 197.

P 3 Molyneux to Locke, Sept. 26, 1696 ; Locke, Works, 111. p. 552,

* Vide supra, p. 94. i

5 Tobie Bonnell in Ulster Journal of Archeeology, 11. p. 197.

¢ Molyneux to Locke, ut supra.
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1693 In 1696, however, an ambitious scheme was under consideration
which proposed the incorporation of a joint-stock body, under the title:
of the Flax and Hemp Company of Ireland, the capitaf of which was to
be £300,0002. A contemporary critic of the Irish government wrote
that all its other measures were “but trifles in comparison with the
darling bill of the session, which was for the improvement of the Hempen
and Flaxen manufacture, and this after H n of T re’s project
for engrossing that trade into a few hands by a former bill was rejeéted
and exploded. This was such a coup détat as would have infz'llliblv
ruined you at a stroke and have given the ministry a power of raising
the whole money of the nation whenever they pleaséd, under the specious
pretence of promoting a manufactures.”

'There is a conflict of evidence as to the state of the fine linen trade
in Ireland during the closing years of the seventeenth century. William
Molyneux wrote in 1696, “1 have as good diaper, made by some of my
tenants nigh Armagh, as can come to a table and all other cloth for
household use.” Louis Crommelin, who was afterwards “overseer” of
this trade, stated that at this time the best linens produced in Ireland
only realized 12d. to 15d. per yard®. With the declaration of the
House of Lords in 1698 (in which it was laid down as an axiom that the
wealth of England depended on the woollen trade, whence it followed
fchat this industry should be discouraged in Ireland) there came a change
in the situation. It has been said that such action was mainly political
—*“Protestant linens were upheld and encouraged, whereas Popish
woollens were suppressed®” 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 Commons as such”. Further, the production of linens
was not then, as it 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 commercial policy. This was the  heir,” while
all other industries were younger brethren or foster-children®. Therefore

! Irish Patent Rolls, 5§ Will. and Mary, No. 3.
: Add. MS. (Brit. Mus.) 27382, f. 8.
Trin zé »Sﬁo% View of the Present State of Ireland written in 1700, by Dr Burridge [Lib.
5"1‘ oll. Dub.], p. 7. * Locke, Works, u1. p. 552.
) T;Z&Sl'll‘y Papers, XCviL. 51 ; Calendar, 1702-7, pp. 411, 412.
e Lz}r)zen Trade, Ancient and Modern, by Alex. J. Warden, 1864, p. 392,
of the P:e apers, Four Courts, Dublin—Petitions to the House of Commons—Case
o otestant Wo‘ollen Manufacturers, Oct. 12, 1690. This petition asked that
apists should be ‘“ disabled ” from working at the cloth trade.

8 Extracts fi : N ,
1713, gl.w s from Several Mercators, being considerations on the State of British Trade,
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it 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 manufactories. 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 effect 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 equivalent’” to Ireland for the
check imposed on its making of woollens. From one point of view there
was an exchange of a certainty for a possibility, from another the scheme
aimed at “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. It was calculated that the capital value of the machinery and
stock, he proposed to establish, was £10,000—his looms being valued at
£30 to £50 each. It 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 £380 a year was assigned to him to
provide salaries for his assistants and for ministers®. Crommelin ex-
pressed himself as being averse to trading companies—“1I have always
observed,” he wrote, “in France, Holland and Flanders that corporations
set up to regulate trade and commerce do more harm than good®.”
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 company. In the form in which the
proposition was under consideration in 1700, the stock was to be

! This term was in common use in the time of Charles I1., vide The Anatomy of
an Equivalent, reprinted in State Tracts being a Collection of Several Treatises Relating
to the Government privately printed in the Reign of Charles II., 1693, 11. p. 300.

2 Treasury Papers, Lxxxiu. 104; Calendar, 1702-7, p. 96 ; Precedents and Abstracts
from the Journals of the Trustees of the Linen and Hempen Manufuactures of Ireland to
the 25th of March 1737, by James Corry, 1784 [Linen Hall Library, Belfast], p. 4.

3 An Essay towards improving the Hempen and Flaxen Manufuctures in the Kingdom
of Ireland, by Louis Crommelin, 1705, p. 24.
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provided by Crommelin “and his friends’.” In some cases it 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 £800, 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 it realized 8s. to
9s. a yard, as compared with only 12d. or 15d. before his enterprize had
been started. He mentions too that overtures had been made to him
to remove to Kilkenny, with a view of effecting a similar improvement in
the methods obtaining there®. 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 Crommelin stated that his
share of it had been reduced to £400 annually, which produced “not
8 per cent. interest instead of 8 per cent:” He had already been
appointed “overseer of the Royal linen manufacture” with a salary of
£200 a year, and in 1717 the trustees recommended that he should be
“encouraged,” whereupon he was granted a pension of £400 a year*.
He died in 1727.

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 compass®” In the
Story of an injured Lady similar charges are made in a somewhat
scurrilous form?. Swift himself was forced to admit (and indeed devotes
considerable ingenuity in endeavouring to explain away) the phenomenon
of a pronounced rise in rents through land being converted from tillage

! Journals of the House of Commons, xu1. p. 299.

% Treasury Papers, xcviw. 51 ; Calendar, 1702-7, pp. 411, 412. ’

8 Precedents and Abstracts, ut supra, p. 4. 4 Ibid., p. 23.

8 MS. Letters of Archbishop King, Library, Trinity College, Dublin (under
April 28, 1705).

8 4 Proposal for the Universal Use of Irish Manufacture, written in 1720 in Swift,
Works (ed. 1762), v. p. 24. A reply appeared, entitled An Answer to the Proposal
Jor the Universal Use of Irish Manufactures, Dublin, 1720.

T Works, 1v. p. 255.
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to sheep farming’. 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 alene had been lost®. Further
evidence towards the progress of the industry is to be found in the
establishment of an undertaking described as the Governor and Company
carrying on the Cambric Manufacture at Dundalk in the second quarter
of the eighteenth century®. Such statistics as are available show that,
while there was a very slight decrease in the exports of wool and
woollen yarn 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 £59,391 £342,295
s wool and woollen yarn ... .. £117,155 £107,559

1 _4n Answer to a Paper called a Memorial of the Poor Inhabitants...of Ireland, 1728,
Works, 1v. pp. 289, 291.

2 Thomas Knox to Secretary Southwell, Feb. 3, 1704, Southwell Papers, Four
Courts, Dublin.

3 A4 Letter to the Archbishop of Dublin concerning the Weavers, Works, xi1. p. 209.

4 Petitions to the Irish House of Commons, Four Courts, Dublin, Petition of
Dundalk Cambric Manufacture, Nov. 7, 1739. There are references to this enter-
prize in The Journals of the Royal Historical and Archeological Association of Ireland,
Third Series, 1. pp. 7-20, Fourth Series, 1v. pp. 139-41.

5 New Kssays on Trade, by Sir Francis Brewster, London, 1702, pp. 102-3; An
Essay on the Trade and Improvement of Ireland, by Arthur Dobbs, Dublin, 1729,
PP 18, 19.

SECTION VI. COMPANIES ENGAGED IN MANU-
FACTURES DEALING WITH METALS.

THE COMPANY INTERESTED IN THE MANUFACTURE AND IN-
VENTION OF MILLED-LEAD (1670).

THE DirpiNng: CoMPANY (1691-2).

THE COMPANY FORMED TO WORK THE PATENT OF JOHN
STAPLETON FOR MAKING BRASS FOR ORDNANCE (1691).

THE GOVERNOR AND COMPANY FOR CASTING AND MAKING
GUNs AND ORDNANCE IN MouLps oF METAL (1693).

THE VENETAN STEEL CoMPANY (% 1692).

It has already been shown that one of the early objections to the
East India and other distant trades, especially to trof)ical countries,
was “the spoil of shipping.” The timber of the ships suffered
from the ravages of certain marine organisms, and efforts were made to
lengthen the life of the vessels, by “paying the hulls from the water’s
edge, downwards, with stuff and laying the inside of a sheathing-board
(from inch and a quarter to three-quarters thick) all over with tarr
anfi hair, to be brought over the fore-mentioned stuff, and being well
nailed, graving or paying the outside of the said board all over with
all?ther composition of brimstone, oil and other ingredients?.” 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
S‘h_eathed in this manner. Not long after the first Dutch war in the
;fllgn }?f Charles II., a new invention was discovered which, it was
. :;Ug t, 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, 1. pp. 101-2,
. AnAADeductwn of the whole matter relating to the Lead-sheathing of his Majesty's Ships
Th e cc;)unt o_f“ Several .Neﬂw Inventions and Improvements now necessary for England ;
Yew Invention of Milld-Lead for Sheathing of Ships against the Worm, better for

Sailing and chea,
er ab 3 - .
1691, b, 36. per above cent. per cent. than the old Way with Boards [by T. H.], London,
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%
Date of Instrument by which
first Title the company was estab- | Type of Government,
mention i E lished and the date
1628 | The Governor and Company of the Massa- ll C 1624 1 Governor.
chusetts Bay in New England. | 1 Deputy-
governor.
18 Assistants.
1629 | The Governor and Company of Adveuturers Grant from New
1 for the Province of Laconia in New Eng- England company.
' land.
|
! The Company of Adventurers to Canada. P 1626-7
\ P 1633
1629 | ‘The Governor and Company of Adventurers ! C 1630 i 1 Governor.
for the Plantation of the Islands of Provi- | | 1 Deputy-governor.
\ dence, Henrietta and the adjacent Islands \ 1 1 Treasurer.
between 10° and 20° North Latitude and
290° and 310° of Longitude. }
1631 | The Company of Merchants trading to Guinea. P 1631 \
1631 | The Undertakers for the Lindsey Level. \l
1631 | The Governor, Bailiffs and Comminalty of the C 1631 1 Governor.
Conservators of the Fens in the Counties 1 Deputy-governor.
of Cambridge, Huntingdon, Northampton 2 Bailifts.
and Suffolk and the Isle of Ely.
1630 | The Society of the Fishery of Great Britain C 1632 1 Protector.
and Ireland. 12 Members of
Council.
1642 The Adventurers for Lands in Ireland. AP 1642 A Committee of siX-
1656 | The Adventurers to the East Indies in the D
" Ship William.
1661 | The Governor and Company of the Royal C 1664 1 Governor. o
Fishery of Great Britain and Ireland. 1 Sub-governo™
1 Deputy-
governor.
86 Assistants.
1670 | The Royal Company for the Fishery in Scot- C 1670
land. AP Scotland
’ i - C 1677 1 Governor.
r hlf; n(;‘lompzm_v of the Royal Fishery of Eng 77 B Deputy-go‘fer“(;r
' and Committe®

4 4
DIV. XIV.] Statistics of Companies 471
T canital 24,
Capitalization E 3 2.2»8
B gﬁ B< I‘?ulxlzber
Value wl2Z 3| of share- Remarks
ber of : ]
stock N‘;l?areg 0 osfhe:fg‘ Capital §§§3§ holders
_ £ £
_ 50 i628 Quorum, 7 Adventurers, of whom the
629 110 governor or deputy-governor must be
one.
- %(:4) g% 1g,()OO 1629 10 Of the 24 shares, six were subdivided
- 2 Lo 24,OOO 1630 42 into halves and quarters.
s ,000 1633 There was a subsidiary company, known
as the Adventurers for Tortuga or the
Adventurers for Association from 1630
t0 1635. In 1631 £70 per share had
been called up from eleven share-
holders.
The capital expended by this compan
| is said to have been £70,000. Py
— 18 [2,500] 45,000 8
— 20 4,650 | 93,000 1638 14 |
Stock |  — — | 22,682 ; !
,682% 1635 . There were at least three subordinate
i companies—William Noy’s Associa-
tion, Lord Portland or Lord Arundel’s
Association and Lord Pembroke’s
Association.
» — — | 860,000
” — — | 46,200
» - - 10,980 16634
» — - 25,000
5 It is improbable that more than a small
amount of the nominal capital was
paid up.
3 — .
100,000 1694 Only 10°/, had been called up in 1694,
An attempt was made to issue capital
to the extent of £1,000,000 in 1720.
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STATEMENT C.

Crown and National Finance

[pIv. XV,

(i)—Gross anp NETT ORDINARY REevexuE, 1571-2 axp
1575-6. (Lansd. MS. 14, ff. 7-13. Add. MS. 34,729, ff. 41-6.)

16712 1575-6
| Total
coil‘l‘g:at}ad 1 Deductions Nett coll%cted Deductions Nett
£ s d1 £ s d £ s d £ s d £ s d. £ s 4

2 (Fee farms . . .| 589016 5% 6,004 1 4

s jSheriﬂ’s’ farms . .| 2402 6 81 2,239 19 7}

£ < Small farms .| 2,330 11 71& 2,453 16 8

2 {Assarts .. T b 3317 64

% \Ulnage . . 77413 8 782 3 4

©  Fines Queen’s

Bench, &c. . .| 6547 0 8 6,704 16 0
Fines for homage 345 13 6 387 6 6
§ Ward-money, Dover . 8012 8 87 3 4
s Torfeitures on pena.l
<) statutes . 999 1 8 680 3 8
© Felon’s goods " and
= land seized . .| 1,60017 2 3,316 1 381
P TFines for leases . 3,755 11 11} 4,513 4 7%
g Star Chamber fines . 168 13 4 236 6 8 L
2 Shenﬂ‘g amercia- \ 6,361 12 43 >85,00517 3% 6,286 2 1} 595381 5 9}
51 350 11 8 228 6 8
2l Installed debts and
g | -2 | recognizances. .| 1,847 8 2§ 2,395 5 10
« | = | Debts recovered 1,851 13 4 1,465 14 73
% | 57 Goods seized by
ol % sheriffs . . 704 T 0 62 6 3%
5| | Fines for reliefs. . 34 9 3} 17 1 4
Fines by Barons of
the Exchequer 398 16 8
Goods sold. . 258 0 0
Composmons on
bonds _ . 445 0 0
Recovered forwoods 117 5 4
Customs and imposi-
tllon? & 62,439 8 9% J 69,240 10 7
Revenue latel annexed to
the Exchequeyr 103,534 111 | 26,637 13 104 76,896 8 04|102,475 10 11 95,769 17 73| 76,70513 8%
Hana er of the Chan-

z p 5884 8 1 2,222 2 7 3661 5 6 5,937 19 73 2268 15 1 3,669 4 6%
o] Hanap@r of the Ex- 00
B E{ chequer . . 60 00 95 b
= = | Butlerage . . . 396 410 277 13 4 11811 6 396 410 277 13 4 11811 1
B3 | Pirst-fruits . . 8218 5 1} 10,117 9 42

Tenths . . . 12,862 3 4 12,862 0
{Court of Wards 12,000 0 0 12838 90
Duchy of Lancaster}i 11,000 0 0 —_11’_’,
Totals? . . . . 0 33602 8 1 221,040 8 M
| | |
1 ASSIGNMENTS.
From Court of From Duchy of
‘Wards Lancaster
£ s d. £ s d.
‘Wardrobe . . 2,000 0 0
Chamber . [N 4,000 0 U
Household . . 10,000 0 © 7,000 0 0
12,000 ¢ © 11,000 0 ©

p1v. Xv.] Revenue and Expenditure 1571-2, 1575-6
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STATEMENT C. (ii)—OzrpiNvary Expexprruke, 1571-2 axo 1575-6.
(Lansd. MS. 14, ff. 7-138. Add. MS. 84,729, ff. 41-6.)

i
E 15671-2 1575-6
i
The Privy Purse. . . 2,000 “()) % 2"(:)00 f) (g
Wardrobe (£6,000, with £2,0001 from Court of Wards in 157z-3) Sl o8ow 0 o 6.015 11 0}
Fees and rewards to customers . N . 1,314 8 4 ‘893 10 0
Fees and rewards to sheritfs . 660 0 0 643 10 0
Ambassador in France . . 1,216 13 4 1,206 13 4
TFees to the officers of the Fxchequen and R,ecenpt . . . 1,589 0 0 ’
Expenses of diets in the Star Chamber . . . . 295 15 8%
Rewards to grooms of the chamber . . . . . . . 00 0 0
‘Warden of the East and Middle Marches . . . . 424 0 0
Fees and wages—Admiralty . . . . . . . . 1435 1 8
» 2 Heralds . . . . . . P . . 643 10 6
» » Ordnance . . . . . . . . . 1,404 9 2 | > 27252 110
Armoury . . . . . 693 8 9
Fees to Masters of Rolls, J udges Counsel . . . . 1,975 410
Fees to diverse others . . . . . . 4090 13 2
Fees and wages for garrisons . . . 1’198 00
Charges—churches and colleges . . . . . . . ‘368 0 0
Annuities . . . 11,172 13 4
Chamber and posts (£7 000 with £4 0001 from Duchy of Lancaster, ’
11, 0 7,
Househohf (.€23 027. 13s. 2}d with .€10 0001 from Lourt of Wards and 000 0 700 00
B £7, (l)(OO from Duchy of Lancaster, 1572—3) . . . 40,027 13 2% 40,027 13 2:
Gerww e e .o 15,000 0 0 15,000 0 0
Jentlemen pensxoners . . . . 4,772 15 7 4,043 3 4
A?lv:flll‘;lﬂl;rs&or keepmz and repmrmg ships in h bo ) 500009 e s 5
ar - a 2
glﬁtuallmg of Navy (of the said Shlps) b o } : 7,695 6 2 { ?:gé‘lt 42, ll)
Ar nance . . . . . . . . . . 6,000 0 © 6,000 0 0
Tl‘moury . . B . . e 0 0 W00 0 0
vgg"‘ix‘s (thh £510. 7s. 2d. for dlets of prlsoners) .. . . . 1,102 17 2 52 0 0
Revels and tents . . . . . . : d,g&Q lg 2 220000
Ireland oL ’ 20,000 0 0
Livery of the Guard . . . . . Lo . . 2512 0
Diet of Queen of Scots oL 2,704 0 0
131,376 4 3 148,873 9 8

3

theseln these MSS. the totals of revenue and expenditure are given without the assignments, though
are taken note of in the expenses of the offices affected. For purposes of comparison these

There are some errors in the addition in the MSS.

Hﬁ:lgnments have been included on bLoth sides.
¢ totals there given are as follows:—

The Revenues

Deductions

Remaineth due

_ £ s. d.
1571-2 .| 222,185 4 0}
1575-4 233,855 9 10

£ s d.
85,499 2 3%
34,602 8 2}

£ s. d.
186,686 1 9%

199,233 1 7%

33—2

































536 Crown and National Finance

STATEMENT N

[pIv. XV,

Tue Recriers oF THE Exchequer 1686-94

Mus., 17,756, ff. 16D,

Lady Day 1686— Lady Day 1687— Nov. 1688—8ept.
Lady Day 1687 Lady Day 1688 1691
Ny £9 s. d. 17£ 0 s, dO £ s d.
: 4,950 0 O R 0 . O e
Customs and Coinage . . . . . { 629,607 10 103 578710 6 113 1,479,764 9 2
Impositions on French Linen, &c. . . 5 0 4 140,960 16 73
Tmpositions on Tobacco and Sugar . 168,380 12 8 141,115 0 6 805,006 2 6%
Impositions on Wines and Vinegar . . 171,205 18 3 163,974 13 10
Excise . . . . . . . 631,939 11 64 666,589 19 3% 2,585,349 10 33
Hearth Money . . . . . 209,631 6 2 246,441 12 7% 234,066 0 1}
Letter Money . . . . 75,904 4 9 76,317 18 10 217,623 2 1%
First-froits and Tenths . . .. 17,375 19 2 17,354 17 9
Total of Customs, Excise, Hearth
Money, Post Office, First- fruits a.nd
Tenths . . . . . 2,052,092 13 9} 2,048,965 6 5 5,321,809 4 3%
Goods seized . . . . . 7,409 4 4,930 14 7%
Lands seized 013 4 34519 3
Rents of Lands and Duchy of Cornwa]l 4,778 0 0% 6,936 5 5%
Redemption or Sale of Lands . .
Lotteries . . . . . . . 4,200 0 0O
Alienations . . . . . . . 1,600 0 0 1,650 0 0
Fines of Leases . . 73 9 8 332 10 1
Recusants Money smd Forfeltures . 4,714 10 10% 1,688 8 1
Sheriffs of Cities . . . .
Counties .
l/lOth of Prizes taken from Great Mogul
Temporalities . . 1,000 0 0 2,106 13 11%
Imprest Money repmd e e e 300 0 0 . 853,444 8 T}
Sale of Farthings . . . . . 5500 0 0 574 5 8%
Wrecks . 1,524 19 104 20,872 10 7
King’s Dwxdend *African Company . 322 10 0 32210 0
East India Company . 750 0 0 750 0 0
Barbndoeq Revenue . . . . 450 0 O
Post Fines . . . . . .
King’s Bench Fines . . N 10,630 1S 9 9,261 12 2}
Sale of Wood . . . « B 800 0 0 2,402 11
Unwrought Wood . e . 0900 0 0 900 0 0
Baronets . . . . 1,095 0 0
East India Compxmy Present . . . . 10,750 0 0
Treason Money and Forfeitures . 1,369 15 2

Total, including Small Branches,
* carried forward to pp. 538, 539

2,104,342 3 7%

2,108,058 13 5%

5,675,258 7 10%

DIV.

(MSS., Bodleian Library, Eng. Hist., b. 19-20; Add.

XV.]

24-9, 48-53, 69-74).

Receipts of the Exchequer 1686-94

637

MS., Brit.

Sept. 1691
28 Sept. 1692

28 Sept. 1692—
28 Sept. 1693

28 Sept. 1693—
28 Sept. 1694

£ s d £ s d £ s d.
471,078 19 1 347,941 510 428,003 18 4%
417,907 7 9 390,730 14 2% 434,303 18 Y4

1,203,001 6 8% 838,981 4 9% 948,073 9 7

3,555 10 0

46,448 13 3 84,429 2 2 31,609 8 4
16,848 9 8% 25,666 0 7 15893 0 3
2,158,930 12 6 1,688,248 7 7 1,857,973 15 4

,383 8 0 ,249 14 8 8,754 19 0}

647 9 3% 1,083 6 6

2,709 2 11} 1,459 0 3% 4,457 0 104

791 0 0

5807 0 1 1,991 0 © 2,188 0 0

1400 0 O 2,583 17 6 1,500 0 O

580 16 10 1,187 0 6 6,281 3 5%

106 12 0% 77 3 8 86 18 2

1,024 2 10 1,084 0 3 1,113 8 9

16,638 6 11

1,773 7 6% 606 3 T3 42 19

2,924 6 4 1,150 0 0
8400 0 0 1,600 0 0
1,400 0 0 500 0 O
5315 0
7,000 0 0O
500 0 O
6,497 1 4%
20 0 O 20 0 0O

420 0 O 920 0 O

1,000 0 O 3,107 5 2 2,190 0 0

200 0 O 1,830 0 0

2,210,593 14 10

1,712,676 19 11

1,905,146 11 7

Customs, &c.

French Linen
Tobacco
Wines

Excise

Hearth Moniey
Letter Money
First-fruits

Total (1)

Goods seized
Lands ,,
Cornwall

Sale of Lands
Lotteries
Alienations
Fines of Leases
Recusants

Cities

Counties

Great Mogul
Temporalities
Imprest Money
Farthings
‘Wrecks

African Company
East India Company
Barbadoes

Post Fines
King’s Bench
Sale of Wood
Unwrought Wood
Baronets

East India Co. Present

Treason Money, &c.

Total (2)
















































