










ted by the preference which had been given by the 
glass-sellers to Dwight's st0newa1-e~~. In 1696, when a civil 
servant, Thomas Bateman, compiled a list of pottery prices, 
the earlier "Cologne ware" had become "Fulham ware"; 
however, hls further list of more exotic and varied "Purple 
and Blew ware", which was much more expensive, seems 
hkely to represent the Westerwald products, which, 
dthough now increasingly popular, Dwight had not 
marketed50. The publicist, John Houghton, has left a record 
that in the year 1694 total imports for England and Wales 
as a whole of stone pots and bottles were respectively only 
21166 "casks" (he should have written "cast") and 191 
dozen bottles. This was again in wartime, though the Dutch 
\\ere now allies51. As noted by Aubrey Toppin, the official 
record for the 6-month period from Lady Day to 
Xlichaelmas in 1697 showed imports for England and Wales 
of 19411 cast of stone pots and 87  dozen bottles, but none 
at all in this period came actually to London52. Although 
this was a relatively modest increase from 1694, the market 
at this time was particularly depressed owing to the 
unposition of new war taxes on home-manufactured and 
unported glass, pottery and other products. 

In regard, however, to further rival attempts to make 
stoneware in England, Dwight had apparently remained 
keenly on the alert to maintain his monopoly and indeed 
had been able, by his own or his advisers' ingenuity, to have 
this quite irregularly prolonged beyond the initial 14-year 
period until almost the end of the century. The record of 
his legal actions may well provide virtually a full account of 
hrther En lish attempts to manufacture stoneware until 

55 after 1700 . 

49.The text is PRO PC 2/68 f.498; also transcribed in Fulham 
Documentary Sources (fn 3). 

50.Text (Manchester Central Library P2873110) published by 
Geoffrey Wills in Apollo 85 (1967) 436-43; also in Fulham 
Documentary Sources. The "Purple and Blew Ware" includes, 
for example, drinking pots at 3s Od to 6s Od per dozen, dishes 
and plates at 4s Od to 12s Od per dozen and "large fine garden 
pots" at £4 OS Od per pair. 

The first attempt was conceived a little before 1684, when 
John Stearne, who had worked for Killigrew and sub- 
sequently for Dwight, planned to engage in a rival venture 
at Litte Peckham, on the Kentish fringes of London, which 
would be fmanced by Sir Humphrey Miller. Learning of 
this, Dwight, as Stearne later related in his 1696 deposition, 
moved quickly in the highest quarters to obtain a new 
monopoly, though the original 1672 Patent still had about 
two years to run. He was successful, but claimed that the 
cost was 100 guineas. The new Patent, granted in 1684 for 
14 years, listed new forms of fine stoneware which Dwight 
had essayed, but also repeated the reference of the original 
Patent to "China and Persian ware" and "Cologne ware", 
so that it was able to be used in the 1690s against further 
attempts to make stoneware. It was also expressed to extend 
to the whole of the King's dominions rather than, as 
previously, to England and Wales and the town of 
Berwick-on-Tweed. The plans of Sir Humphrey Miller and 
John Stearne were effectively thwarted. 
It was not until 1693 that Dwight apparently became aware 
of further such ventures, but over the following five years 
he proceeded in the Chancery courts against a series of rival 
attempts, alleging initially that his secret processes had been 
betrayed by a Fulham workman. The first section was 
against the brothers, David and John Philip Elers, who were 
of German descent but had been fairly recent immigrants 
from the United Provinces, and James Morley, an English 
brickmaker at Nottingham. The Elers, after worlung in 
London as silversmiths, had by 1691 started a pottery in 
Staffordshire, perhaps that at Bradwell Wood that they used 
later, copying the Chinese Yi-Hsing stoneware as had been 
done successfully at Delft in the United Provinces since 
about the early 1670s. This ware was explicitly included in 
Dwight's 1684 Patent. The Elers were prepared to concede 
that they made "red tea-pots" and also "brown mugs", 
saying that David Elers had learnt how to make stoneware 
at Cologne. By 1693, when the suit was brought, they had 
made plans to operate also at Vauxhall, south of the Thames 
near London, or might have already begun to do so54. AS 
aliens, they probably felt vulnerable, and it is inferred that 
Dwight was quickly able to persuade them into an 
agreement by which they would return to Staffordshire and 

Fig. 9: Fulham stoneware bottle with medallion for Henry 
Crosse, proprietor of the "Cock Ale-house", Temple Bar, 
London. c 1675-80. Found at Storey's Gate, Westminster. 
Photo: Museum of London 

51.~0hn Houghton Husbandry and Trade Improv'd, 13 March 
1696; also transcribed in Fulham Documentary Sources (fn 3). 

52.A J Toppin 'The China Trade and some London Chinamen' 
Trans English Ceramic Circle 1 no 3 (1935) 37-56. 

53. Transcribed in Fulham Documentary Sources (fn 3). 
54. Dwight had also essayed the "red stoneware", described in his 

1684 Patent as 'opacous redd and darke coloured porcellane". 
The pottery with which the Elers were concerned at Vauxhall 
appears to have been that of the de Wilde family, on the site of 
Copthall House, see R Edwards (h 3) and F Britton London 
Delftware (1987). For Morley see A Oswald et a1 (1982) (fn 3).  



not operate in London, and perhaps also paid him a licence 
fees5. In the case of Morley, for whom no link appeared 
with the Elers, but who admitted to making "brown mugs", 
the basis of the 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 trades6. 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 nei bouring 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 sunived. 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' Pea-Medieval Archaeol 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). 
5.7. 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' Tram Engltch Ceramic 

he was deterred from a commercial venture at least partly 
by knowledge of Dwight's Patent58. 

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. AfEdavits on Dwight's behalf claimed that vessels 
similar to his had been purchased at both the defendants' 
ootteries. 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 proceedhgs had dragged on somewhat ineffect- 
ually and by about the middle of 1696, perhaps in 
conseauence 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 Gamer and Talbot themselves, since they 
were compelled following the suit to borrow money and 
could not reoav it: the creditor. Nathaniel Oade. soon 

l ,  ' 
foreclosed and took over the pdttery and contin&d to 
operate it for both stoneware and tinglaze manufacture for 
himself. The further career of the other Southwark potter, 
Moses Johnson, is uncertain, but, afier being apparently 
compelled to move to the addjoining 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 coloniess9. 

It may be noted fmdy 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 "AfFANNO 1680", 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 Archaeol4 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 a1 
(1982) and Robin Hildyard (1985) and Jonathan Home 
(1985) op cit fn 3. 



Execution burials 
ROB Poulton's letter (LA 6, no. 4, 101) misses the main point of 
my letter on the Gallev 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 
straved into the subject of burials in the vicinity of Hundred 
meeting places because these are the ones that most often appear 
in the Ineramre, but I do not, of course, think that the Galley Hills 
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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 likelv to have burials 
of late Saxon date than one near a Hundred site. Indeed, thc more 
I think about it, the more I feel mv 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. 
Chvlowen Norman Nail 
14 The Crescent 
Truro 
Cornwall TR13ES 


