





















































































































































months previously) and a third candidate entered 600 freemen. Among these
freemen were 75 who had obtained the qualification by marrying the widows of
deceased freemen, many of which marriages were said to have been terminated
at the church doors on leaving. Thirteen pipemakers took their freedom
during the period 1-13 October 1812, six of them by virtue of marrying
daughters of non-pipemaker freemen and one by marriage to a widow of a
non-pipemaker freeman. A further two claimed their freedom on the grounds
they were sons of non-pipemaker freemen. Two became freemen because they
were sons of pipemaker freemen and one because he had married the daughter
of a pipemaker freeman. None claimed freedom by apprenticeship to a
pipemaker, though one did so on the grounds he had been apprenticed to a
"china painter". These figures clearly indicate the state to which the
meaning of freedom had degenerated.

However, this is to anticipate the discussion, for in fact a
progressive disintegration of the meaning of freedom is discernible over the
two centuries and more that pipemakers took their freedom. 1In a sense the
change is summed up in contrasting the first pipemaker burgess, William
Lewis F 1640, and the last, William James F 1877, for whereas the former
took his freedom by apprenticeship the latter did so by patrimony from a
father who had been a tiler and plasterer, a trade not remotely connected
with pipemaking.

One method of determining the change in meaning of freedom is in fact
to examine the grounds on which candidates claimed their freedom. As
discussed earlier, the normal method was to have served an apprenticeship
but patrimony (being the son of a burgess) or marriage to the widow or
daughter of a burgess were accepted, the latter with certain conditions. In
special cases freedom could be conferred by the Council, as was done when
the pipemakers' guild was founded.

From the 1660s, by which time the guild was on a sound footing and the
trade flourishing, until the 1730s the overwhelming majority of pipemakers
becoming freemen claimed on the orthodox grounds of having been apprenticed
to a pipemaker. There is a small but steady stream, tending to increase as
time goes on, of pipemakers taking their freedom by virtue of their father
being a freeman pipemaker, and a very thin scattering of individuals
claiming freedom through marriage to a pipemaker's daughter, or through
patrimony but with a non-pipemaker freeman father, or through marriage to
the daughter of a non-pipemaker freeman (plus one case, in 1662, of the
council freedom). 1In all, out of 206 pipemaker burgesses recorded between
1661 and 1740, 164 or ca.80% served an apprenticeship. Twenty-nine, or 147,
claimed their freedom on the grounds that their father was a pipemaker and
another six — 3% - had married a pipemaker's daughter.

It is thus clear that for the first 90 years of organized pipemaking in
Bristol the trade was closely organized round the traditional concept of
apprent iceship, with pipemakers' sons, who regardless of whether they were
apprent iced must have received a practical training from their father,
making up most of the rest of the pipemaking community. Of the six who
married pipemakers' daughters three may have taken over their
father-in-law's business, for no other family successor is noted. Robert
Browning, F 19 October 1669, married Sarah daughter of Edward Battle;



Richard Abbots, F 20 February 1689/90 married Mary daughter of Richard
Nunney; and Robert Ducy, F 27 July 1727 married Richard Abbots's daughter
Susannah. 1In Nunney's case he did have a son Robert apprenticed to him and
his wife Anne 29 January 1676/7 for seven years but he never took his
freedom and probably died during his apprenticeship. The three others
married into businesses where their brother-in-law or brothers-in-law would
normally have inherited the father's business, but this does not of course
prevent partnership. George Powell F 31 January 1704/5 married the daughter
of John Lewis, Elizabeth, whose brother Francis became free in 1691 and who
cont inued until at least 1722 and whose mother Susannah had taken over her
dead husband's business by 1696 and was still active in 1707. Thomas
Thomas, F 24 October 1739, married Susannah daughter of Henry Edwards and
brother of Jonas Edwards sr free 1722, which latter had three sons all
become pipemaker burgesses in 1747. Thomas Waddam appears to have been
actually apprenticed 20 March 1732/3 to John and Esther Wickham but took his
freedom 14 November 1739 - in time for the election at that time and eight
months before his apprenticeship would have ended - by having married Mary
daughter of John Poyte 11 (F 1707) and sister of John Poyte IIL F 1739.
Neither Powell nor Thomas nor Waddam are recorded taking apprentices, but
Powell was noted as a pipemaker in the 1722 and 1734 polls, and Waddam at
those of 1739 and 1754 and it is probable they became journeymen in their
in-laws' or someone else's businesses. Browning and Abbots did take
apprentices indicating they were certainly active, and Ducy, perhaps

ant icipating the decline which was about to set in on the Bristol pipe
industry immediately set up business at the hamlet of Tellisford in Somerset
ca.6-1/2 miles SSW of Bath where he took an apprentice in 1729 and had a
long-lived business, being noted as a country voter in the 1734, 1739, and
1754 Bristol polls.

However, even during this period there are signs of a loosening of the
organization. In the second half of the Cl7 pipemakers generally, though
not always, apprenticed their sons to the fathers, so that the sons took
their freedom by apprenticeship and not by patrimony. With one late
exception the last pipemaker's son to become a burgess in this manner,
however, was Abraham Williams 19 March 1708/9, who had been apprenticed to
his mother Susannah widow of Roger Williams F 1668 on l4 January 1701/2.
From the beginning of the C18 until 1740, when there is a puzzling change to
pipemakers' sons being once more apprenticed but not to their fathers
(discussed below), pipemakers' sons, though doubtless still being trained in
the business by their father, took their freedom by patrimony. (The
exception referred to above is Anthony Baily jr, who was apprenticed 14
December 1743 to his father Anthony sr and his wife Hester.) The increasing
number of pipemakers becoming burgesses by patrimony noted above no doubt
reflects this, for example 6 out of 22 pipemaker-burgesses in the decade
1711-20 and 9 out of 40 in the decade 1721-30, but it should be noted that
the decades from 1681 to 1740 saw the largest number of pipemakers taking
their freedom in any case and that from ca.l1680 onwards sons of the founding
generation of pipemakers would be reaching the age for taking their freedom.
From the 1740s, however, sharp changes appear in the pattern of
freedom-taking. In the first place, the number of pipemakers taking their

freedom, which had averaged 30 a decade between 168l and 1740 and been
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as high as 40 in 1721-30, drops suddenly to an average of 15 for the decades
1741-90, there being for example 35 free in 1731-40 and only 14 free in
1741-50. Secondly, the pattern of claims for freedom changes, and

apprent iceship as a reason declines much more sharply than even the overall
drop in burgesses. For example, 26 of the 35 pipemaker burgesses recorded
for 1731-40 took their freedom by apprenticeship while only 6 of the 14
recorded for 1741-50 did so for this reason.

The change is best seen when comparing groups of those taking their
freedom immediately before an election. Of the 19 pipemakers taking their
freedom between 1 October and 15 November 1739, 13 did so by apprenticeship,
the remainder being equally divided among those claiming through a pipemaker
father, those who had married the daughter of a pipemaker, and those whose
father was a burgess in another trade. By the time of the next election, in
1747, the breakdown of the nine pipemakers free between 23 and 29 June was
very different: only one took his freedom by apprenticeship while six did so
by citing a pipemaker father, one by marriage to a pipemaker's daughter and
one through a non-pipemaker freeman father. Curiously, each group included
people who had been apprenticed to a pipemaker but had chosen to claim their
freedom through other means. Thomas Wadham F 1739 through marriage to Mary
daughter of John Poyte 11 (see above) appears to have been the same Thomas
Wadham A 20 March 1732/3 to John and Esther Wickham for seven years; and
Jethro Phillips, A 16 September 1732 to John and Anne Pearce for seven years
and turned over to William and Mary Nicholas 14 July 1734 for the remainder
of his term, was certainly the Jethro Phillips who took his freedom in 1739
through his father being a freeman tailor. Samuel Richards I, A 2 April
1740 to Rebecca Arthurs for seven years, was certainly the same Samuel
Richards who took his freedom in 1747 on the grounds his father was a
pipemaker Richard Richards; while John Edwards 1, A 8 September 1740 to
William and Susannah Pearce for seven years, was the John Edwards who became
free two-and-a-half months before his apprenticeship was due to finish in
order to be eligible for the 1747 election because his father had been
pipemaker Jonas Edwards 1. John Bateman, A 22 February 1734/5 to William
and Susannah Nayler for seven years is presumably the John Bateman 1 free
1747 by virtue of having married Elizabeth a daughter of pipemaker John
Fryer; and John Newton 1 A 5 March 1732/3 to John Squibb (no wife mentioned)
for seven years was the John Newton who became free in 1747 through his
father being a freeman weaver. Wadham appears in the 1739 and 1754 polls as
a pipemaker, Phillips in the 1739 polls and Bateman and Newton in the 1754
polls, while the Richards family continued to make pipes into the Cl9; but
nothing more is known of Edwards, who did not even note in 1747 though his
becoming free at this time was clearly for that purpose16 - in reality all
with the possible exception of Richards may have failed or abandoned their
apprenticeships. 1In any event their appearance as pipemakers indicate guild
organization was failing, and the manner in which and the reason for which
they obtained their freedom are other examples of the disrepute into which
freedom was falling.

The 1747 figures may be extreme, for the figures for the 1754 election
indicate five taking their freedom through apprenticeship and five for other
reasons, and those for the 1756 by-election show all five who took their
freedom did so by virtue of apprenticeship. However, of the seven who took
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their freedom for the 1768 election only two did so by apprenticeship
whereas three did so because their fathers were pipemakers, one because he
had married the daughter of a pipemaker, and one because his father had been
a non-pipemaker freeman - a sergemaker - and this sets the pattern for the
rest of the elections up to the 1832 Reform Act. Of the 15 pipemakers who
became free for the 1774 election only 5 did so on grounds of

apprent iceship; for the 1780 election, none out of the five; for the
by-election of 1781, one out of five; and for the 1784 election, none out of
eight. 1In fact, with the exception of three who took their freedom in the
Cl9 by apprenticeship and who will be discussed later, James Huish F 6
February 1781 and still alive 1812, who must have been apprenticed to
William Commons sometime between 1756 (when Commons became free) and 1768
(when Commons was noted as deceased), was the last pipemaker to become a
burgess by apprenticeship.

There is one curious exception to this trend to claiming freedom by
means other than apprenticeship. As noted earlier, pipemakers' sons from
the beginning of the C18 were no longer being apprenticed to their fathers
but were taking their freedom by patrimony, though no doubt their fathers
were still training them in the craft. From 1740, however, there is a
steady trickle of apprentices - 7 out of a total of 44 recorded from 1740
unt il the end of the century - who are sons of pipemakers and who are
apprent iced, not to their fathers, but to other pipemakers. There is even
one case of a pipemaker's son being apprenticed to his father during this
time — Anthony Baily jr, A 14 December 1743. The seven apprentices are:
Samuel Richards 1, son of Richard Richards and apprenticed to Rebecca
Arthurs 2 April 1740; John Edwards 1 apprenticed to William I and Susannah
Pearce 8 September 1740; John Phillips, son of Maurice Phillips and A 13
April 1741 to John and Hester Wickham; Robert Carter, son of James Carter
and A 20 August 1757 to John and Susannah Lee; Peter Quarman jr, son of
Peter Quarman sr and A 23 November 1763 to George and Elizabeth Ebbery;
Henry Wickham, son of Josias Wickham and A to the Lees 7 January 1765; and
John Lewis 11, son of Isaac Lewis and A 13 December 1783 to John Carey.

These seven are a mixed bag. Richards and Edwards, as already noted,
took their freedom in 1747 by patrimony, while Phillips was discharged 29
November 1744. Only the fathers of Edwards and Phillips are specifically
noted as being dead when their sons were apprenticed, though several of the
others could have been and in two cases the fathers were alive but
apparently working in London. 1In one case, that of Quarman, the father is
not recorded in the freedom rolls - the latter must have been the Peter
Quarman A 2 March 1732/3 for seven years to John Squibb and turned over to
William and Mary Foord 22 May 1739 and about whom nothing more is known
unless he was the Peter Quarman F 1747 by patrimony as founder. The last
reference to Richard Richards is in the 1739 poll-book, and the last
reference to James Carter is in the 1754 poll-book. 1In the cases of Wickham
and Lewis their fathers were certainly alive when the sons were apprenticed
but the 1781 poll-book records Ilsaac Lewis being in London and somet ime
between 1754 and 1774 Josias Wickham also went to London, for the poll-books
record him in Bristol in the former year and London (where he is also
recorded in the 1784 poll-book) in the latter.

However, none of these seven need have been apprenticed to obtain their
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freedom, and a possible explanation for this apparent return to more honest
methods may be that these people were genuinely interested in becoming
working pipemakers and did not have their fathers' businesses available to
them to train in - they may have been journeymen's sons. As indicated
elsewhere (Sections 111 above, VI and VII(b)(4) below), there appears to
have been a retrenching of the industry within well-established concerns
after ca.l740 and these seven cases (and Anthony Baily jr who was
apprenticed to his father) may reflect this. The increasing use of
journeymen in such firms, for which there is evidence, would reduce the
numbers of apprentices taken, but it would still be as important, perhaps
more important, to train members of the family to be practicing pipemakers.

A breakdown by decade of the various methods of obtaining freedom
yields an interesting observation on the decline of the Bristol pipe
industry (a complete breakdown by decade from 1631 to 1880 is given below).
After 1740 apprenticeship as a means of becoming a pipemaker was dying, as
both the above figures and the preceding section dealing with the apprentice
rolls indicate, and the trade apparently retrenched itself in family
business: between 1741 and 1790 of the 76 pipemaker burgesses the largest
single number - 30, or 39% - took their freedom by claiming a pipemaker
father, and a further 11, or 147% by having married a pipemaker's daughter,
while 27, or 36%, became free through apprenticeship. The overall
percentage of those becoming free for orthodox reasons - 89% - is therefore
not far off the 97% for the period 1661-1740, but patrimony and marriage now
account for 537% as compared to 177%.

The following is a breakdown by decade and method of taking freedom:

Decade A B C D E F G H Total
1631-40 T = = = = = = - I
1641-50 2 - - - - = = 2 4
1651-60 6 = 3 = = 2 = 8 19
1661-70 13 1 1 1 - - - 1 17
1671-80 9 1 - - - - ~ - 10
1681-90 23 2 - 1 - - - - 26
1691-1700 29 3 - - - - = - 392
1701-10 18 4 - 1 - 1 - - 24
1711-20 16 6 - - - - - - 22
1721-30 30 9 = 1 - - - = 40
1731-40 26 3 2 2 = 72 - - 35
1741-50 6 6 1 1 - - - = 14
1751-60 10 2 1 3 = = = = 16
1761-70 5 3 1 3 = = = & 12
1771-80 5 14 1 1 - 1 = 1 23
1781-90 1 5 1 3 - 2 - - 12
1791-1800 o - - - - - - - 0
1801-10 - 2 1 = = 4 - - 7
1811-20 - 2 2 1 - 6 2 - 14%
1821-30 = 2 1 - - 6 - - 9
1831-40 2 4 3 - - - - = 9
1841-50 = - - - — - - - 0
1851-60 - - - - - - - - 0
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1861-70 - - - - - , . . 0
1871-80 1 - 1 - - - - - 2
203 69 19 I8 0 24, 2 12 348%

- apprenticed to a pipemaker

- son of a pipemaker freeman

- son of a non-pipemaker freeman

married daughter of a pipemaker freeman

- married widow of a pipemaker freeman

- married daughter of a non-pipemaker freeman

- married widow of a non-pipemaker freeman

- special case

* Totals include one person who took his freedom as a pipemaker on the
grounds he was apprenticed to a ''china painter".
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No pipemakers took their freedom during the decade 1791-1800, nor
indeed for the 20 years between 1784 and 1804, and when pipemaker-burgesses
again appear they belong largely to a new generation reestablishing the
industry. Of the first 7 pipemakers to become free in the Cl9 - covering
the period 1804-09 - 4 did so by citing marriage to the daughter of a
non-pipemaker freeman and one by citing a non-pipemaker freeman father. The
remaining 2 were sons of pipemakers. Out of the 41 appearing between 1804
and 1877 (39 of them between 1804 and 1839), only 3 - 2 in the 1830s and one
in the 1870s - become free by apprenticeship to a pipemaker. Ten take their
freedom through a pipemaker father and one by having a wife a pipemaker's
daughter, but 16 do so because they married the daughter of a
non-pipemaker freeman, 8 because their father was a non-pipemaker freeman, 2
because they married the widow of a non-pipemaker freeman, and one because
he had been apprenticed to a non-pipemaker freeman. In other words, 35% of
those pipemakers becoming burgesses during this period did so by
apprent iceship to a pipemaker or through family connections while 65% used
quite extraneous reasons obviously purely as a legal convenience.

It is interesting to note, however, that some of this new tradition of
pipemakers falls in with the cycle observed after the first founding of the
industry in the Cl7. By the 1830s the second generation is appearing with
four pipemakers - Thomas Appleford F 1830, Samuel Roberts, Thomas Roberts,
and Edward Thomas all F 1838 - claiming their freedom because their fathers
had been pipemakers, though in each case the father had claimed his freedom
on poor professional grounds. Similarly, one of the three pipemakers
becoming free through apprenticeship — Henry Walker F 1838 - had been
apprenticed in 1824 to William Thomas who had become free 1807 through
marriage to a millwright's daughter, suggesting that the new pipemakers
attempted, however fitfully, to re-establish known traditions (the other
pipemakers to become free in the Cl19 were Philip Guy F 1838 who had been
apprenticed in 1812 to William Okely F 1809 whose pipemaking antecedents go
back into the first half of the Cl8, and Thomas George apprenticed 1827 to
his grandfather Thomas George and F 1875, the pipemaking antecedents of
whose family went back to a similar date).

By the early Cl9, however, freedom even as a means of becoming
enfranchised apparently held little interest for most Bristol pipemakers.
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Nearly all those appearing in Matthews's 1810 directory were burgesses, but
by 1820 only a minority of those listed had their freedom, and as the
refounded industry expanded into the 1850s in its new ghetto beyond
Lawford's Gate its workers no longer bothered to claim their freedom on even
the most artificial grounds.

FIG 143 illustrates in bar-graph form the number of Bristol pipemakers
taking their freedom each year during the period 1640-1877. The first point
to note is that while the number of new burgesses varied considerably from
year to year before ca.l740 there were few years without at least one
pipemaker taking his freedom, whereas after that date there was an
increasing tendency for pipemakers to take their freedom at irregular but
well-spaced intervals. Traditionally, freedom was considered the
culmination of one's training in whatever trade one had chosen, a graduation
in effect; this change ca.l1740 suggests that by the middle of the Cl8 this
aspect of freedom-taking was largely dead. Put another way, it suggests
freedom as a prerequisite for plying one's trade was no longer necessary.
True, Rogers as noted earlier suggested this was becoming the case from the
1680s, but Latimer indicates the Council was fighting the tendency as late
as the 1730s and 1740s and even into the 1770s. Obviously, however, the
Council must have largely given up the fight before freedom became so much
of an election plaything, so it would appear that it was the 1730s rather
than the end of the Cl7 which saw the civic authorities finally abandon
systematic attempts to force freedom on all craftsmen working in the city.

The graph also plots the number of pipemakers becoming free against
general and by-election years, but interpretation of apparent correlations
turns out to be dangerous, because the only definite indication of
pipemakers deliberately taking their freedom for an election is the
appearance of groups of closely-dated entries occurring immediately before
an election. For example, the peak indicated on the chart for 1660 is not
connected with the election of that year, for the election took place in
April and none of the five pipemakers taking their freedom that year did so
before May. (The peak indicated in 1669, which was not an election year,
similarly turns out to be six pipemakers becoming free on various dates
between January and December; and the peak of 1707, involving eight
pipemakers, has the same explanation.)

The first time there is evidence of pipemakers deliberately becoming
free for an election occurs in 1680/1, when all seven pipemakers who became
free during the year 1 January 1680/1 to 31 December 1681 did so on 5, 7,
and 8 February, the Bristol election ending 7 March. !’ This, however, is
virtually an isolated case among the Cl7 pipemakers, for the peak coinciding
with the 1685 election and the less well-defined one in 1690 turn out to be
random. Of the five pipemakers free in 1685 one took his freedom on 31
March (the day after the Bristol election, at which the nominees were
returned unopposed in any case, ended) while the others did so in a group on
10, 11, 12, and 14 December - the reason for this close spacing is unknown,
but it certainly could not have been connected with the election of eight
months previously. Similarly, whatever the reason for nine pipemakers
taking their freedom between 9 March 1699/1700 and 12 April 1700 it can
hardly have been the following election, for that was not until sometime in
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the period 2 January-5 February (Latimer omits mention of this election; the

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 Cl7 and beginning of the Cl18, 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. 1In a vote in which ca.9%97% 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



