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Nearly a l l those appearing in Matthews's 1810 d i r e c t o r y were burgesses , but 
by 1820 only a minor i ty of those l i s t e d had t h e i r freedom, and as the 
refounded indus t ry expanded in to the 1850s in i t s new ghet to beyond 
Lawford's Gate i t s workers no longer bothered to claim t h e i r freedom on even 
the most a r t i f i c i a l grounds. 

FIG 143 i l l u s t r a t e s in bar-graph form the number of B r i s t o l pipemakers 
taking t h e i r freedom each year during the period 1640-1877. The f i r s t point 
to note is t ha t while the number of new burgesses var ied cons iderably from 
year to year before ca.1740 t h e r e were few years without at l e a s t one 
pipemaker tak ing h i s freedom, whereas a f t e r tha t date the re was an 
inc reas ing tendency for pipemakers to take t h e i r freedom at i r r e g u l a r but 
wel l -spaced i n t e r v a l s . T r a d i t i o n a l l y , freedom was considered the 
culminat ion of one ' s t r a i n i n g in whatever t rade one had chosen, a graduat ion 
in e f f e c t ; t h i s change ca.1740 sugges ts t ha t by the middle of the C18 t h i s 
aspect of freedom-taking was l a r g e l y dead. Put another way, i t suggests 
freedom as a p r e r e q u i s i t e for p ly ing one ' s t r ade was no longer necessary . 
True, Rogers as noted e a r l i e r suggested t h i s was becoming the case from the 
1680s, but Latimer i n d i c a t e s the Council was f i gh t ing the tendency as l a t e 
as the 1730s and 1740s and even in to the 1770s. Obviously, however, the 
Council must have l a rge ly given up the f ight before freedom became so much 
of an e l e c t i o n p l a y t h i n g , so i t would appear t ha t i t was the 1730s r a t h e r 
than the end of the C17 which saw the c i v i c a u t h o r i t i e s f i n a l l y abandon 
sys temat ic a t tempts to force freedom on a l l craftsmen working in the c i t y . 

The graph a l so p l o t s the number of pipemakers becoming free agains t 
general and b y - e l e c t i o n y e a r s , but i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of apparent c o r r e l a t i o n s 
turns out to be dangerous, because the only d e f i n i t e i nd i ca t i on of 
pipemakers d e l i b e r a t e l y t ak ing t h e i r freedom for an e l e c t i o n i s the 
appearance of groups of c l o s e l y - d a t e d e n t r i e s occur r ing immediately before 
an e l e c t i o n . For example, the peak i nd i ca t ed on the char t for 1660 i s not 
connected with the e l e c t i o n of tha t year , for the e l e c t i o n took place in 
Apri l and none of the five pipemakers t ak ing t h e i r freedom t h a t year did so 
before May. (The peak i nd i ca t ed in 1669, which was not an e l e c t i o n yea r , 
s i m i l a r l y t u rns out to be s ix pipemakers becoming free on var ious da tes 
between January and December; and the peak of 1707, involving e ight 
pipemakers, has the same e x p l a n a t i o n . ) 

The f i r s t time the re is evidence of pipemakers d e l i b e r a t e l y becoming 
free for an e l e c t i o n occurs in 1680/1, when a l l seven pipemakers who became 
free dur ing the year 1 January 1680/1 to 31 December 1681 did so on 5, 7, 
and 8 February, the B r i s t o l e l e c t i o n ending 7 March. 1 7 This , however, i s 
v i r t u a l l y an i s o l a t e d case among the C17 pipemakers, for the peak co inc id ing 
with the 1685 e l e c t i o n and the l e s s wel l -def ined one in 1690 tu rn out to be 
random. Of the five pipemakers free in 1685 one took h i s freedom on 31 
March ( the day a f t e r the B r i s t o l e l e c t i o n , at which the nominees were 
re turned unopposed in any case , ended) while the o thers did so in a group on 
10, 11, 12, and 14 December - the reason for t h i s c lose spacing i s unknown, 
but i t c e r t a i n l y could not have been connected with the e l e c t i o n of e ight 
months p rev ious ly . S i m i l a r l y , whatever the reason for nine pipemakers 
t ak ing t h e i r freedom between 9 March 1699/1700 and 12 Apri l 1700 i t can 
hard ly have been the following e l e c t i o n , for tha t was not u n t i l sometime in 
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the period 2 January-5 February (Latimer omits mention of this election; the 
period during which it must have run comes from the Interim Report....). 
These concentrations may represent efforts by the Council to enforce the law 
that all tradesmen working within the city had to be free - as indicated 
above in Section 11(d) there were a number of these attempts at the end of 
the C17 and beginning of the C18, Latimer noting (1893: 116-7) that an 
unusual number of people applied for freedom in 1717 following one of these 
hunts by the Council. 

However, the 1715 election, held in September, shows clear suggestions 
that eligible individuals who had omitted to take their freedom were coerced 
or bribed to do so specifically for their vote. Nine of the 14 pipemakers 
to become free that year did so between 6 and 17 August and in addition 
there was one each on 20 and 21 July who may well have taken their freedom 
for the same reason. Of the remainder one did so in June, the other two 
after the election. Latimer does not specifically record freedom-buying for 
votes but there were considerable irregularities in the election and polling 
was stopped after two days because of continuous damage and bloodshed 
(Latimer 1893: 102). 

The 1722 election, by contrast, appears not to have provided a crop of 
new burgesses, for although the chart shows a peak of eight pipemakers for 
the year the election took place 28 March-3 April and only three pipemakers 
took their freedom before that time - two in March, one in February. The 
defeated candidate did claim that many people were brought to the polls who 
had no right to vote but apparently did not produce proof of his contention 
(Latimer 1893: 130-1). 

By the 1727 election there can be no doubt that eligible persons were 
being sought out and made free in order to vote. Of the 15 pipemaker 
freemen of that year 13 were enrolled between 17 and 31 July, the Bristol 
voting being in early September. Among accusations and counter-accusations 
at the election was that of one defeated candidate that "the treachery of 
the common people occasioned by the uncommon bribes given and offered by the 
opposite party" had lost him votes (quoted in Latimer 1893: 163); perhaps 
the two successful Whig candidates included freedom-buying among their 
"uncommon bribes". 

The 1739 by-election was occasioned by the death of one of the Bristol 
members on 30 September, and between 1 October and 15 November, in which 
latter month voting started and ran until 12 December, all 19 pipemakers 
free that year became burgesses. In a vote in which ca.94% of the 
electorate took part the Tory candidate Edward Southwell who, it was 
recorded on 27 November, had 

kept open house at Shirehampton ever since he has declared. 
There are constantly employed a baker, a butcher, and two 
brewers to provide for the reception of all comers and goers 

won with 2,651 votes, 448 more than his rival (quoted in Latimer 1893: 
224-5). The high percentage of voters, doubtless occasioned by the 
open-house campaign, is reflected in the high number of pipemakers being 
made free - the highest number, indeed, in any year during the 237 years 
pipemakers are recorded taking their freedom. Conceivably the products of 
the baker, butcher, and two brewers had a special appeal to the pipemakers 
who voted, for 43 of them did so for Southwell and only 18 for his opponent 


