

















not operate in London, and perhaps also paid him a licence
fee%s. In the case of Morlcy, for whom no link appcarcd
with the Elers, but who admitted to making “brown mugs”,
the basis of thc expertise of his stoneware manufacture has
not been discovered, but his products at this date might
have appeared, like those of the Elers, in the London shops,
so coming to Dwight’s notice. The legal proceedings against
him proceeded successfully, but it is not clear that they had
any effect, and he may have continued to produce. Certainly
by 1700 he was producing very fine stoneware and he
continued to do so, and the developed Nottingham
stoneware became well known as “Nottingham ware”.

At the end of 1693 Dwight had extended the legal action
to include the three brothers, Aaron, Thomas and Richard
Wedgwood, of Burslem in the Staffordshire Potteries. This
might well have been part of the arrangement with the Elers,
in order to safeguard their position, but it is not clear if
anything was achieved. As late as the end of 1697, when
Dwight’s Patent has only about six months still to run, he
brought a further action against three more Staffordshire
potters, and this might also have been at the instigation of
the Elers. Next year, with Dwight’s patent expiring, the
Elers left Bradwell Wood and may have planned to resume
pottery-making at Vauxhall, but in 1700 they were made
bankrupt and did not afterwards engage in the trade®. In
Staffordshire good brown stoneware was being produced at
any rate soon after the beginning of the new century and
was followed by the remarkable advance of the Staffordshire
“white salt- glaze industry. With knowledge of Dwight’s
work and that of the Elers, and the increasing strength and
competence of the local industry, the development of
stoneware manufacture here, and also at Nottingham and
in the nu%hbourmg Derbyshire, may have been entirely
indigenous®”

The amateur enthusiast, Francis Place, of Durham and York,
also succeeded in the early 1690s in making very fine
decorative stoneware, a few attrctive examples of which with
spiral marbling have survived. He may have had the
opportunity to see some of Dwight’s similar work — he
wrote that he was puzzled by the method of glazing — and

55. Although John Houghton (fn 51) included references on 13
October 1693 and 13 March 1696 associating the Elers’ teapots
with Vauxhall and it has generally been thought that they were
manufactured there until the end of the century, it seems more
likely that Dwight induced the Elers in 1693 to return to
Staffordshire, though an interest in the premises at Vauxhall
seems to have been retained, perhaps as a depot. The crucial
evidence that the Elers had later been working in Staffordshire
under licence from Dwight is in the account which was given
in 1698 to Sir John Lowther’s factor at Whitehaven by one of
the Wedgwood brothers from Burslem, see L Weatherill and R
Edwards ‘Pottery Manufacture in London and Whitehaven in
the late 17th century’ Post-Medieval Ar-haeol 5 (1971) 160-81.
Another benefit which Dwight apparently extracted was a first
supply of the Staffordshire red clay, which his “recipe books”
show he was using in experiments in November 1693. Details
are in Fulham Documentary Sources (fn 3).

56.For the Elers see further details in R Edwards (1974) (fn 3).

57. Apart from the sojourn of the Elers, there has been no evidence
that stoneware skills were imported into Staffordshire.

58.See R E G Tyler ‘Francis Place’s Pottery’ Trans English Ceramic
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he was deterred from a commercial venture at least partly
by knowledge of Dwight’s Patent®s.

By May 1694 Dwight found that he was confronted with
the beginning of stoneware manufacture in the pottery
community of London’s south bank at Southwark. The first
defendant, Matthew Garner, was in the process of
establishing a new pottery for making stoneware at Gravel
Lane, Southwark, in partnership with a Luke Talbot, and
claimed that he had himself found the way to make brown
stoneware “mugs and canns”. The other, Moses Johnson,
moved his pottery in 1695 from the Pickleherring area to
the Bear Garden and denied that he had imitated Dwight’s
products. Affidavits on Dwight’s behalf claimed that vessels
similar to his had been purchased at both the defendants’
potteries, and it was also in this context in 1696 that the
evidence, referred to above, was given concerning the earlier
work of the Wooltuses and the interest of Killigrew.
Dwight’s proceedings had dragged on somewhat ineffect-
ually and by about the middle of 1696, perhaps in
consequence of this evidence, he decided, or was advised,
to abandon his current actions. The making of stoneware at
Gravel Lane was permitted to continue, though this did not
greatly benefit Garner and Talbot themselves, since they
were compelled following the suit to borrow money and
could not repay it; the creditor, Nathaniel Oade, soon
foreclosed and took over the pottery and continued to
operate it for both stoneware and tinglaze manufacture for
himself. The further career of the other Southwark potter,
Moses Johnson, is uncertain, but, after being apparently
compelled to move to the add]ommg parish of Lambeth, he
was recorded much later, in 1715, at Bristol, and he may
have played a part, from some time early in the century, in
helping to establish the stoneware manufacture there, which
soon flourished and was well placed to serve the western
parts of the British Isles and colonies®.

It may be noted finally that in March 1698 the possibility
that stoneware might be made in a pottery venture on the
estate of Sir John Lowther, FRS, MP, around the port of
Whitehaven in distant Cumberland was raised by Sir John
with Dwight himself. With his Patent shortly to expire,

Circle 8 part 2 (1972) 203-212.

59.For research on the careers of the Southwark potters, see R
Edwards (1974) (fn 3).

60. For full details see L Weatherill and R Edwards (1971) (fn 55)
and also Fulham Documentary Sources (fn 3).

61.The significance of the dated medallion of the left-hand bottle,
with inscription “Aff ANNO 16807, is not clear. Both bottles,
which are unprovenanced, would be seen as very unusual as
Frechen products and they are certainly not Fulham. However,
the jug, similar to Fig. 7, may well be Frechen.

62.For preliminary accounts of the excavations at the Vauxhall
Pottery close to Vauxhall bridgefoot (to be distinguished from
the de Wilde pottery referred to in fn 54), see Roy Edwards
‘The Vauxhall Pottery: History and Excavations 1977-81°
London Avchaeol 4 no 5 (1981) 130-6 and no 6 (1982) 148-54;
also Roy Edwards ‘An early 18th century Waste Deposit from
the Vauxhall Pottery’ Trans English Ceramic Circle 12 Part 1
(1984) 47-56. For full discussion of developments in English
stoneware manufacture in the 18th century see A Oswald et a/
(1982) and Robin Hildyard (1985) and Jonathan Horne
(1985) op cit fn 3.



Fig. 10: stoneware bottles and jug. German or English?
Photo: courtesy of Jonathan Horne

Dwight was not unhelpful, but stressed the practical
difficulties, particularly that it would be essential to have a
source of suitable clay and to carry out trials. It has not
appeared, at any rate so far as stoneware was concerned, that
the matter developed®.

The earliest products of Dwight’s competitors at South-
wark, as well as those at Nottingham and in Staffordshire,
have still to be identified. Equally there remain extant vessels
which have not, as yet, been attributed confidently to either
a Rhineland or an English source. Thus the relevant
evidence which has been considered may well not have
indicated the whole of the story, and there should remain
the possibility of informative new archaeological finds in
London and elsewhere. Jonathan Horne has interestingly
drawn attention to the two illustrated Bartminner and a jug,
one of the former with “Aff ANNO 1680 medallion and
the other with a very unusual representation of the mask
(Fig. 10)5!. Meanwhile, it can be added that in recent years
there has been notable progress in new studies and

identification and dating of much early 18th century English
stoneware from the steadily increasing variety of centres and
factories, basing itself, for example, on the preliminary
indications from the archaeological work at Fulham and also
at Vauxhall, notable studies of decorative features and, not
least, careful comparison of the individual “ale measure
marks” for warranty of capacity which from 1700 onwards
were required to be marked on all vessels intended for retail
sale of ale and beer%2.

Conclusion

The above brief survey has endeavoured to offer historical
background for the beginnings of English stoneware
manufacture in the 17th century. As has been stressed, it
may not have been able at this time to uncover or infer the
whole of a true or full account. In the longer term it may
be hoped that further investigation together of both the
English and imported products will shed additional light
and might lead to some further perspectives in the overall
history of European stoneware.

Letter

Execution burials

ROB Poulton’s letter (LA 6, no. 4, 101) misses the main point of
my letter on the Galley Hills execution burials, namely, the wide
range of possible dates for burials near execution sites.

The idea that all those at present known must be late Saxon seems
to be very uniikely. On commonsense grounds, they obviously may
date from any period the execution site in question was in use. I
strayed into the subject of burials in the vicinity of Hundred
meeting places because these are the ones that most often appear
in the literature, but I do not, of course, think that the Galley Hills
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ones are of executions following a Hundred Court verdict. Their
location has been determined by the fact that the barrow was the
site of a gallows, hence the large post-hole disrupting the burial and
the name, Galley Hills. If anything, an execution site unconnected
with a Hundred Court meeting place is far less likely to have burials
of late Saxon date than one near a Hundred site. Indeed, the more
I think about it, the more I feel my medieval attribution to be a
modest claim as it seems to me very possible that, chronologically,
these burials could be as late as Tudor or Stuart times.

Chylowen Norman Nail
14 The Crescent

Truro

Cornwall TR1 3ES
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