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Abstract

This thesis uses the artefactual evidence provided by seventeenth and eighteenth
century clay tobacco pipes as a means of studying not only pipe production itself
but also the broader questions of regionalisation and trade. The historic county of
Yorkshire has been used to provide a large and topographically varied study area
within which to examine these topics.

The archaeological value of pipes with specific reference to trade and regional
studies is outlined in Chapter 1. Chapter 2 draws together the existing evidence for
pipe production in Yorkshire and presents a synthesis of both the documentary and
artefactual material from published sources. Chapter 3 describes the detailed
recording system that has been used to log the attributes of each pipe fragment in a
computerised database. A total of 8,203 pipe fragments from 84 different
collections and 467 different find-spots have been recorded in detail. This
represents by far the largest and most geographically extensive pipe database of its
type ever to have been compiled. The systematic recording of these fragments has
enabled the development of bowl forms, finishing techniques and marks to be
analysed both geographically and chronologically in ways that have never been
possible before.

A synthesis of the results in their broadest sense is presented in Chapter 4. The
remaining chapters provide a detailed analysis of the various attributes represented
by the archaeological data with a discussion of the findings. Published and
unpublished documentary sources have been drawn together to provide the most
comprehensive Yorkshire makers’ lists to date (Appendices 1 and 2). These lists
not only provide a means of identifying some of the marked pipes but also show
how many more pipemakers are represented by the archaeological evidence than
are currently known from documentary sources alone.

A collections summary and corpus of bowl forms and makers’ marks from
Yorkshire has also been compiled (Appendix 3). This includes illustrations and
descriptions of some 2,283 pipes, which it is hoped will form a standard reference
source for future researchers. A CD containing the Yorkshire Clay Tobacco Pipe
Database, in an Access format, has been provided with this thesis. This CD gives
full details of each of the pipes as well as the collections and sites that have been
recorded, including an Ordnance Survey grid reference, where known.

This thesis has drawn together one of the largest data sets of its kind and has
highlighted the value of using a systematic recording system to compare groups of
clay tobacco pipes from across a large geographical area. From this study it has
been possible to define the styles and finishing techniques of the pipes that were
produced in Yorkshire. A detailed analysis of the data has also shown that regional
variations in both bowl form and mark existed within the study area during the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and that the market areas of individual
makers or production centres can be defined.
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Chapter 1: Regionalisation and trade

1.0  Introduction

This chapter considers how archaeologists have addressed issues such as
regionalisation and trade through the study of material remains. It goes on to
consider the importance and uniqueness of a specific artefact type from the Post-
medieval period — the clay tobacco pipe — its survival in the archacological record,
its usefulness as a dating tool and indicator of social status and its links to
individual makers and production centres. This is followed by a critical review of
the existing literature within the field of clay pipe studies. This review highlights a
number of weaknesses within certain areas of pipe research that warrant further
study. It is these weaknesses that have been used to formulate the questions for this
particular study. The chapter concludes with a rationale for the choice of study area

that will be used in an attempt to answer some of these questions.

1.1 Models for regionalisation and trade patterns in archaeology

The subject of archaeology can be defined as ‘the study of past societies primarily
through their material remains’ (Renfrew and Bahn 1993, 9). These material
remains include artefacts, which have been defined in a variety of ways, ranging
from ‘portable objects that have been modified by human activity’ (Sharer and
Ashmore 1987, 65), to ‘anything which exhibits any physical attributes that can be
assumed to be the results of human activity’ (Dunnell 1971, 117).

In the context of this study regionalisation can be defined as the identification of a
group of artefacts that can be assigned to a specific region by virtue of their form.
Renfrew and Bahn (1993, 104) noted that ‘products of a given period or place have
a recognisable style . . . they are in some sense characteristic of the society that
produced them’. In the archacological world it has long been accepted that change
in shape and style was often gradual allowing typologies to be created for almost
any artefact type. The nineteenth-century scholar Montelius studied Bronze Age
tools and demonstrated how artefacts in one region influenced those in adjacent
areas (ibid 105).



Prior to the advent of written history links between groups of people can be made
through the common use of specific artefacts or cultural objects — a particular type
of stone tool, a particular method of decorating pottery, a particular style of bronze
axe. These groupings of artefact types have been equated to cultural groupings in
the prehistoric period and used to define and examine the social structure and
evolution of these groups. In the Post-Medicval period there is a wealth of
documentation for the existence of separate sovereign states, for their social and
political development and for the interactions between them. At the same time
groupings of artefact types can still be observed and yet little attempt has been made
to reconcile these groupings with the documented political situation. White clay
tobacco pipes, for example, were in common use throughout much of northemn
Europe, a geographical area that encompasses a number of quite separate political
units, each of which have their own distinctive language and culture. These pipes
exhibit marked regional differences, which can be studied and interpreted in
relation to the documented social contexts that produced them.

In 1993 Renfrew and Bahn also noted that one of the growth areas in archaeology
was the study of ‘exchange and trade in early societies’. This included not only the
trade in manufactured goods but also in the raw materials used to produce them.
The artefacts themselves are a useful source when determining contact between
different areas or different groups of people. Although the exchange of goods may
be obvious if the objects themselves survive in the archaeological record what is
perhaps more significant is the exchange of ideas through social contacts that the
objects imply (ibid 307). In the Post-Medieval period sufficient documentation
often survives for these individual contacts and transfers of ideas to be identified.
The spread of particular styles of pipe mark and decoration through the use of the
apprenticeship system has, for example, been demonstrated by Walker and Wells
(1979). In the same way the exchange of ideas, as well as the manufactured goods
themselves, can be demonstrated as a result of inter-marriage between pipemaking

families (Appendix 1).



1.2 The importance of clay tobacco pipes in the archaeological record

As early as the eighteenth century clay tobacco pipes attracted the attention of
antiquaries (Higgins 1999, 310). In more recent years clay tobacco pipes have
proved to be one of the most useful artefact types that an archacologist can recover
from a Post-Medieval site. They spanned class and gender being smoked by men
and women from all walks for life, and, as such, are seen by many scholars as the
‘ideal type fossil’ for the period 1600 to 1900 (Davey 1996, 65). In his review of
British clay tobacco pipe studies, Higgins (1999, 310) refers to clay tobacco pipes as
being ‘one of the most commonly encountered elements of material culture’ for this

period.

The importance of clay tobacco pipes lies in the fact that they were very fragile yet
had no recyclable value. Pipes were therefore often used and discarded within a
relative short period of time. Fragments of clay tobacco pipes survive well in most
archaeological conditions and, as they were widely used in vast quantities, they are
often recovered in large quantities on Post-Medieval sites. Their bowl forms and
marks changed rapidly over a relatively short space of time and can therefore be
dated very closely, often to within 20 or 30 years (Oswald 1975, 29; Higgins 1995a
47). If marked, clay tobacco pipes can often be attributed either to a specific
maker, whose life can be charted with the aid of documentary sources, or to a
general production area based on the style of the pipe.

Clay tobacco pipes can also be used as an indicator of social status. The cost of a
pipe was often determined by two major factors; the length of the stem and the
finishing techniques employed. Longer stemmed pipes were difficult and time
consuming to produce and therefore demanded a higher price (ibid). The addition of
milling to the rims, burnishing to the surface of a pipe or trimming of the seams
added time and therefore cost (Walker 1977, 188).

These features mean that not only do clay tobacco pipes have the ability to provide
reasonably accurate dating but they can be used as a means by which the quality or
‘status’ of a group can be assessed, as well as providing the potential for charting



trade routes, thus making them immensely valuable to archaeologists studying the
Post-Medieval period.

1.3  Regionalisation and trade within clay pipe studies

One of the earliest references to a pipe find dates from 1784, from Kildare in
Ireland (Anon 1793, 352). From the early nineteenth century, collections of clay
tobacco pipes were being formed providing groups of pipes for study. In 1835 T C
Croker published an article in the Dublin Penny Journal entitled ‘Ancient tobacco
pipes’ in which he illustrated pipes from a number of places in Britain. By the mid
nineteenth century it was clear that regional differences were apparent to these early
scholars. Lamb (1851, 31) noted, ‘the size, quality and form of clay pipes
manufactured in England differ greatly according to the localities from which they
come’. This idea was developed by F W Fairholt in 1859 in his Tobacco, its
history and associations where he described and illustrated pipes from around the
world as well as presenting a contemporary account of the ‘latest’ discoveries of

clay tobacco pipes from the British Isles.

During the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries work was carried out by a
number of scholars defining regional pipemaking industries. These included
Barnstaple (Hall 1890), London (Hilton Price 1900), Hull (Sheppard 1902a) and
Shropshire (Thursfield 1907). These studies established local styles of bowl forms
and marks and provided a framework against which new finds could be compared.

It was not until 1951 that Adrian Oswald produced the first general typology based
on bowl shape. This was subsequently revised in 1955 and 1961. Oswald’s

typology gave a period of approximately 30 years for each type and was based on
the following:

dated archaeological groups, mainly from London
drawings and pictures by contemporary artists
pipes bearing dates

> W=

documentary sources for makers



In 1975 the typology was further revised when it was presented in Clay pipes for the
archaeologist as volume 14 of the British Archaeological Reports series. This work
was the culmination of over 25 years of research and publication in the field of clay

tobacco pipe studies and remains one of the most widely used works on pipes.

Clay Pipes for the Archaeologist presented a synthesis of the evidence for the
arrival of tobacco in Europe as well as presenting the methods of pipe manufacture.
Oswald published a general typology for the United Kingdom but, recognising
regional variations, also presented local typologies. Several of these regional
typologies include a selection of makers’ marks. They are, however, rather crude,
their coverage patchy and the illustrations are poorly executed making it difficult to
match moulds or marks with other examples. Oswald concluded his work with a
list of over 5,200 pipemakers from all over the country drawn from trade

directories, apprenticeship rolls, parish registers and similar such documents.

Oswald’s work continues to be widely used by clay pipe scholars and has inspired
researchers all over the world. It is one of the few works that presents the study of

clay tobacco pipes as a whole.

After the 1975 publication there was ‘a sustained interest in all aspects of pipe
studies’ although ‘there was no obvious mechanism for its dissemination’ (Higgins
1999, 313). In 1979 this situation was remedied with the establishment of the
research series The archaeology of the clay tobacco pipe, which was seen as a
cheap and quick means of publishing new archaeological research. Since 1979
fourteen volumes in this series have been published by British Archaeological
Reports of Oxford.

In addition to the clay pipe series there have been a number of published works on
clay tobacco pipes that have attempted to look at wider issues such as trade,
production centres, consumption centres, regional studies, the study of specific
attributes of a pipe or particular decorative motifs as well as the recording and

interpretation of clay tobacco pipes from archaeological contexts. The following



sections give a few examples where specific issues of pipe trade, production and

consumption have been addressed.

1.3.1 Trade

There have been a small number of papers where documentary sources have been
used to look at the trade in the raw materials required for the production of clay
tobacco pipes as well as the trade of the products themselves. Cooksey (1980) for
example, draws upon documentary sources to look at the trade of tobacco pipe clay
from Poole. In 1977 Arnold published a paper looking at the trade of pipes within a
specific centre, in this particular case Southampton. Arold drew on the port books
as well as a range of other documentary sources in order to show how many pipes
were being exported from Southampton and where they were being exported. In
1988 Jackson and Jackson took a slightly different approach and looked at
documentary evidence for a particular pipe making family, the Viners of Bristol,
rather than a whole centre. The documents consulted provided a wealth of
information about the Viners lives and showed that they were very prosperous and
exported widely. Jackson and Jackson did acknowledge, however, that there was é
need for archaeological material to show the type and range of pipes the Viners
produced and to confirm the extent of their trading links.

1.3.2 Production centres

The discussion of clay tobacco pipes from production centres tends to fall into two
basic categories. First, those accounts of pipes either found or collected from a
particular town or arca and often set against any available documentary evidence.
Examples of this type of discussion include studies of the pipes found in Barnstaple
(Grant and Jemmett 1985) and Glasgow (Gallagher 1987a).

The second category comprises the excavation and interpretation of kiln sites, again
with supporting documentary evidence when it is available. These sites include that
of William Heath in Brentford (Laws and Oswald, 1981), Aldgate (Thompson,
1981) and Rainford (Davey ef al, 1982a). In 1996 Peacey published his PhD thesis
in which he presented a detailed account of the development of the clay tobacco



pipe kiln in the British Isles. This publication includes a discussion of the pipes and
kiln material from Gloucester, Chelmsford, Pipe Aston, and Waterford in Ireland.

1.3.3 Consumption centres

There are a large number of papers that have been published looking at
consumption centres or areas. Often these reports draw on evidence from
excavation as well as production sites themselves. Examples of this type of
publication include Hull (Watkins, 1979), Chester (Rutter and Davey, 1980) and
Surrey (Higgins, 1981).

The limitations of such studies, as with the production centres (1.3.2 above) is that
they usually examine just a single site or centre, which is often looked at in
isolation. There is very rarely any synthesis of what this means in terms of the
industry as a whole. Nor is there any integration with the wider issues of economic
history. It is very rare for the dynamics of production and consumption to be
examined. In 1981 Duco produced an account of clay tobacco pipe production in
the Netherlands in the seventeenth century. Each site had a detailed summary and
the volume included some 274 drawings but, despite this, no archaeological
evidence was used, there was no quantification nor was there any assessment of the

interaction between the centres in the Netherlands.

In 1985 Davey wrote a paper looking at the clay tobacco pipes recovered from
excavations at Norton Priory. This site offered the rare opportunity to compare
pipes used and discarded by the occupiers of the manor house with those of the
cottagers from the village itself.  Similar studies have been carried out at Beeston
Castle (Davey 1992a) where differences between the Royalist and Parliamentarian
usage of pipes could be determined using a combination of typology, marks and site
stratigraphy. This part of the report, however, has been consigned to microfiche and
is not presented within the body of the main text. In Scotland an attempt was made
to discuss the impact of Dutch imports on the pipe consumption of the whole of
Scotland (Davey 1992b). Although these examples highlight a trend in pipe research
such examples are few and far between and in general they include no overall

assessment of production, consumption, marketing strategies or trading patterns.
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1.3.4 Regional studies

Although there have been a number of papers that appear to be regional studies
most, on closer examination, turn out to be studies of individual centres. For
example the volume on Chesapeake Bay in America (Davey and Pogue, 1991) is a
study of a specific region and is based almost entirely on well-excavated material.
However, on closer examination it is clear that this volume is in reality a series of
site-specific statements with no regional synthesis. The methods of recording and
reporting vary from site to site making it difficult for inter-site comparisons to be
made. The work on Tyneside (Edwards 1988a and 1988b) is another such example.
Although it is an excellent presentation of the results of an extensive documentary
study, and draws together a large number of pipes from the area, there is no
geographical analysis of the market area and the illustration of the marks and bowls
are not detailed enough for comparison with similar material from elsewhere. In
1979 Lawrence published his work on York pipes and their makers. Although this
paper draws on pipes recovered from excavations within York there is little
discussion of the excavation evidence and the paper relies heavily on a descriptive
account of the bowl forms and marks. On a positive note the paper offers a useful
typology for York but one of the drawbacks is the quality of the illustrations,
particularly of the marks themselves, making comparison of dies virtually

impossible.

In the Scottish BAR volume (Davey 1987a) an attempt was made to bring together
as much new artefactual and documentary evidence as possible. As with the
Chesapeake volume the Scottish volume generally had site-specific interpretations
with no real regional or national analysis of the competing centres. In addition, the
quality and nature of the die and mould information was inconsistently presented
leading to difficulties when trying to match dies or moulds with material from

elsewhere.

These are but a few examples of existing regional studies, which, regrettably, are

flawed on a number of counts:-

e the areas are too large for a systematic study of all the evidence



o the study is often led by documents to which artefactual evidence is
appended

o the recording of bowl forms and marks is not consistent or of
sufficiently high standard to allow for comparisons to be made

e regional analysis is not the main point of the study

1.3.5 The study of specific attributes of a pipe or particular decorative motifs
The majority of the papers cited so far have, for the most part, drawn on groups of
pipes from a particular centre, but there is a group of published material that

concentrates on specific groups of pipes, their attributes or decorative motifs.

Examples of selected groups of pipes from within a larger collection include a
collection of marked pipes held by the Hertbert Museum Coventry (Muldoon 1979)
and a collection of Rainford pipes by the Winchester Museum Service (Dagnall,
1991). Pipe scholars have sometimes concentrated their efforts on particular
decorative motifs such as Armorials (Atkinson and Oswald 1980 and le Cheminant
1981a), Prince of Wales Feathers (le Cheminant 1981b), and Dick Whittington
pipes (le Cheminant 1985). Some scholars have gone further still and focussed on
very specific attributes such as internal bowl crosses (Jarzembowski 1985) and stem

curvature (Higgins 1985a).

1.3.6 The interpretation of pipes from archaeological contexts

In the earliest part of the twentieth century reports on clay tobacco pipes from
archaeological excavations, or just stray finds, tended to simply state that clay pipes
were found, very rarely was any quantitative assessment or interpretation made.
There has been some improvement over time, however many reports still tend to
relate to just one specific site or production centre. There is no doubt that this type
of report has its merits, but there is very often no attempt to place the pipe evidence

within a wider social or economic context.

In 1969 Oswald published a paper on a group of marked pipes from Plymouth. In
this paper Oswald, perhaps for the first time, discusses the archaeological and



stratigraphic evidence the pipes provide. It is a sad reflection that this example
remains the exception rather than the rule and that most pipe reports comprise a
simple description and a catalogue, sometimes accompanied with a few illustrations

although these are often of poor quality.

In the wake of the Second World War, excavation of sites in the urban setting
flourished. The 1960s saw the emergence of a number of archaeological units
throughout the country and, for the first time, many of our towns and cities were the
subject of major archaeological investigations as a result of huge new building
programs. Excavations in cities such as London, York and Hull produced vast
quantities of clay tobacco pipes and, although some individual site reports have
been produced, little of this material has ever been pulled together in an attempt to
say anything about the development of the pipe industry within these important

centres.

In 1977 Mann produced a synthesis of pipes recovered from five years of
excavations in Lincoln. This publication is perhaps unique in that it pulled together
summaries of sites excavated and aimed to shed light on the development of ‘a
distinctively local Lincolnshire style, and on the general development of the
industry in the city of Lincoln itself (Mann 1977, 1).

Between 1964 and 1973 a huge excavation was carried out at Sandal Castle near
Wakefield (Mayes and Butler 1983). The pottery report presented in the published
excavation report stands out as a fine example of where a full analysis of the
material remains is presented in relation to the stratigraphic evidence from the site.
The same cannot be said of the pipe report which comprises one short paragraph
with six brief captions and 11 poorly illustrated pipes reproduced at half life-size
(Lawrence 1983). This is in spite of the fact that Sandal produced one of the largest

and most closely dated civil war pipe assemblages from anywhere in the country.

Although there are many examples where lists of excavated pipes exist, it is rare to
find reports in which the stratigraphic evidence provided for the pipes is fully
presented and discussed and where these results are properly integrated into the
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excavation report. The few such examples include Scalloway Castle (Davey 1987b)
Barnard Castle (Davey 1988a) Chester Castle (Davey 1993a) and Pontefract Castle
(Davey and White, 2002). It is rarely the fault of the pipe specialist who is often
willing to produce such a report, it is more often a result of poorly excavated Post-
Medieval features, sketchy or poorly maintained records, or simply because the
material is considered too modern to be worthy of detailed study. It is a damming
indictment of the archaeological profession, but all too often the excavators, their
funders and publishers have not been interested in material of this period beyond a

register of its existence.

1.3.7 The systematic recording of clay tobacco pipes

A recording system that logs information about individual pipes in a consistent and
systematic way is essential for inter-site comparison. Mann’s 1977 article sought to
deal with recording the material resulting from excavations in Lincoln. Specific
attributes such as stem bore, base type and rim type were recorded and presented in

a systematic manner (Mann 1977, 49, Table 1).

In 1981 Davey published guidelines for the processing of clay tobacco pipes from
excavated sites. In this paper Davey highlighted the importance of pipes from
excavations not only as an aid to the interpretation of a particular site but also in
relation to the contribution they make to pipe research in the area concerned (1981,
66). This system was field tested by Webster (1982) and a group of extra-mural
students in Cardiff who proposed a number of amendments to the system that would

make it quicker and more cost-effective.

It was to be at least another 10 years until Higgins and Davey (1994) developed a
system at the University of Liverpool for the systematic recording of groups of pipes
making comparison of material within individual groups and between sites easier.
The system was designed to use A3 recording forms, which were filled in by hand
prior to data entry in a relational database. Since 1994 the clay tobacco pipes from
a number of sites have been recorded using this system but to date no systematic

attempt has been made to bring together a large body of data for inter-site
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comparison. As a result, the full potential of this data recording system has not yet

been realised.

Although now widely used within the world of pipe studies, the recording system
remains unpublished. This system has been adapted for use by the Monticello
Project in America (web site www.monticello.org/icjs/archaeology) where it forms
the basis of a huge database which aims to record, in a standard way, all the
artefacts recovered from the excavation of 20 slave sites in the Chesapeake region,
including clay tobacco pipes. Until a standardised method of recording is adopted
here in Britain, inter-site comparisons remain fraught with difficulties

1.4 The present research

The review of pipe research to date has highlighted a number of weaknesses,
particularly in relation to the study of regionalisation and trade. The study of these
broader issues has been hindered by the lack of a standardized recording system and

by the site-specific approach of much of the previous research.

If the style of a pipe from a particular area, or even a particular workshop, can be
defined then two important advances can be made. First, it becomes possible to
identify the origin of the pipes within a particular assemblage, thereby making it
possible to map out the extent of market areas and trade routes. Second, it enables
comparisons to be made between the products of one centre and those of a
neighbouring centre. Both of these points provide information that allow
researchers to draw some conclusion with regard to the interaction between
workshops as well as to the establishment of a particular market area. With these
points in mind the present research sets out to try and address the following

questions:-

1. Isit possible to define a style of pipe that is typical of a given study area?

2. Is it possible to define products of individual centres within a given study
area?

3. Can trading dynamics of production centres within a given study area be
assessed?
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4. Can the influence of external production centres be assessed?
5. If any patterns can be identified in 1-4 above, to what extent can they be

explained from the historic record?

In order to answer these questions it was necessary to define a study area and a

study period. The historic county of Yorkshire (Figure 1.1) was chosen as the study

area for the following reasons:-

1. Itis large enough for economic variables to come into play

2. Yet small enough for evidence to be fully recorded at a reasonably detailed
level.

3. There are a range of settlement types of different sizes and locations, for
example upland villages, market towns and coastal ports.

4. It has inland waterways for internal trade and ports for coastwise and
overseas trade.

5. It has interesting topography that has the potential to affect production and
trade — Pennines to the east, North York Moors to the north, coastal
ports to the east, larger industrial towns to the south.

6. It has the raw materials available in some areas to allow for production of
clay tobacco pipes independently of imports from outside the county.

7. This kind of study has not been attempted before in Yorkshire.

The study period ¢1600-1800 was chosen in order that the trade and distribution
patterns of the early Post-Medieval period could be studied prior to the influence of
turnpikes, canals and railways. Around 1750 there is a change in bowl styles from
the plainer seventeenth- and early eighteenth-century forms to the more elaborate
mould-decorated forms of the later eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. At the end
of the eighteenth century there was also a change in the form and style of marking.
In the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries stamped marks could be
considered the norm. The use of stamped marks continued towards the end of the

eighteenth century, after which they were almost entirely replaced by moulded

marks.
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Rather than applying a rigid cut off date to this current study a date of ¢1800 is
given and is based on the typological and stylistic developments that were occurring
towards the end of the eighteenth century. Mould decorated bowls that were being
produced at the end of the eighteenth century and led on to the proliferation of
highly decorated pipes in the nineteenth century are not considered. For the purposes
of this study only those mould-decorated bowls either bearing an eighteenth-century
makers mark, or positively identified as the product of an eighteenth-century maker,

have been recorded.
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Figure 1.1: Map showing the boundary of the historic county of Yorkshire.
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In order to provide a context for pipes studies in this thesis, a range of specialist
literature on issues such as trade and transport was consulted, for example
Speakman (1969) and Willan (1938 and 1976). The issues discussed in these works
are not specific to Yorkshire or to pipe studies but provide a broad social

framework against which pipe production, marketing and consumption can be set.

1.5 Summary

The current research has highlighted a numbe;r of areas within the study of the clay
tobacco pipe industry that warrant further investigation. It would be a colossal task
to try and address them all and certainly far beyond the scope of a single thesis. It
would be a lifetime’s work to re-examine the excavation archives for all the clay
tobacco pipes found in Yorkshire. What is possible, however, is to record the
attributes of those clay tobacco pipes found within the defined study area and to
look at the development of their bowl forms, marks and at their geographical
distribution in order to address one particular area of research — that of

regionalisation and trade.
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Chapter 2: Existing evidence for the production of clay tobacco

pipes in Yorkshire

2.0 Introduction

This chapter will look at the existing evidence for the production of clay tobacco
pipes in the historic county of Yorkshire throughout the two hundred year period
from the late sixteenth century to the late eighteenth century. It will consider three
main elements; the documentary sources, the known kiln sites and finally the pipes
themselves drawn solely from existing published and other readily available

sources.

2.1  Documentary sources — evidence for distribution

Perhaps one of the most obvious places to start a search for evidence of pipe
production is through the use of historical documents. Over the years a number of
researchers have studied various classes of historical records and, from these,
compiled lists of pipe-makers that provide a valuable starting point in any
assessment of pipe production in Yorkshire.

In 1960 Oswald published a national list of pipe-makers, which included 173
makers from Yorkshire of which 102 dated from before 1800. This list was added
to in 1973 when Lawrence published his work on the pipe-makers of West
Yorkshire. Lawrence added a further 216 makers to Oswald’s existing list of which
26 pre-dated 1800. Oswald produced his final makers list in 1975 with a staggering
435 makers for Yorkshire alone, of which 158 now pre-dated 1800.

Since the publication of Oswald’s list in 1975, individual centres have been studied
most notably Hull (Watkins, 1979) and York (Lawrence, 1979), and lists of makers
for these specific production centres have been drawn up. Watkins’ list of makers
superseded Oswald’s and added further information which appears to have been
drawn primarily from Apprenticeship Rolls (1667-1929), Freedom Rolls (from
1369); Directories (1791-1939), Poll Books for 1724, 1747, 1757 and 1774 and the

1851 Census. Watkins’ work increased the number of known Hull makers dating
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from before 1800 from 60 (Oswald, 1975) to 127 (Watkins 1979). For York,
Lawrence (1979) goes back to primary sources and lists 37 makers who predate
1800, five of which do not appear in Oswald’s 1975 lists. The Oswald list,
however, includes ten makers who Lawrence appears to have omitted from his 1979
list. These two lists appear to have been compiled independently and between
them, provide evidence for 49 York makers dating from before 1800.

In addition to the published material on makers other researchers have added
greatly to the available evidence through extensive documentary searches which
have included Apprenticeship Rolls, Alehouse Keepers Licences, Cemetery
Company Records, Freedom Rolls, Rate Books, Hearth Tax Returns, Register of
Electors, Quarter Sessions Records and Wills in Probate. John Andrews has
worked primarily on the makers of York and, although he has not added to the
actual number of known makers from this particular centre, he has ‘put flesh on
their bones’ by transcribing many individual references to them. Andrews has
published some of his work (1987a, 1987b, 1988 and 1991) but the more
substantial pieces of research remain unpublished. These are Pipe-makers of the
City of York 1643-1921 (n.d. but believed to be mid 1980s); Pipe-makers of York: a
list with evidences (1986), and The Castle Museum, York, clay tobacco pipe
collection (1987c). Copies of these manuscripts have been deposited with a number
of museums in Yorkshire including York Castle Museum and are therefore

available for consultation.

Andrews has also worked on the pipe-make(s of Doncaster and has produced a
detailed account of the pipes held by Doncaster Museum, Doncaster Museum clay
tobacco pipe collection (1993). In this unpublished volume, he provided sketches
of all the pipes together with a brief description as well as producing a list of
Doncaster makers. Copies of this manuscript have been deposited with Doncaster
Museum and Art Gallery and the National Clay Tobacco Pipe Archive. Other
researchers, such as Hilary Brook who has worked on the pipe-makers from Birstall,
have added to the list of known makers. Brook’s work focussed on the nineteenth-
century makers from Birstall, in particular Joseph Dodson (Brook 1989) but her
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research also produced an unpublished list giving details of pipe-makers from other
centres in Yorkshire (Brook in litt 1998).

This thesis is intended to be a study of the artefactual evidence and therefore there
has been no systematic search for pipe-makers through primary documentary
sources. A framework for the artefactual study has, however, been provided by
compiling a consolidated list of all the known Yorkshire makers from before ¢1800
(Appendix 1). This appendix pulls together, for the first time, all the published
makers’ lists together with a wealth of previously unpublished material listing over
280 makers for Yorkshire from before ¢1800. From this information it is possible
to begin to draw together a picture of the extent of pipe production in Yorkshire.
The earliest reference to a ‘pipe-maker’ is 1645 when Gabriel Westoby of York
took on two apprentices (Andrews 1987d, 19). As it was only master pipe-makers
who took on apprentices it is safe to assume that Westoby would have been working
as a pipe-maker prior to this date. He can be traced back through the records with
the earliest reference being to the burial of his son, John, in 1619 (ibid). In 1633 he
took on two apprentices, Mark Bun and Robert Beckwith when Westoby’s trade
was given as a trunkmaker but this does not necessarily mean that Westaby was not
producing pipes at this time. Freemen of a city were required to be associated with
a particular guild. As there was no guild in York specifically for pipe-makers, it
would appear that in the early part of the seventeenth century pipe-makers in York
bought their Freedom as trunkmakers. It is only in York that this link between
trunkmakers and pipe-makers appears to exist (Lawrence 1979, 83). In 1643
Westoby took on a further two apprentices, Francis Balden and Francis Wilday and
at this date his trade is given as a ‘trunkmaker and tobacco pipe-maker’ (Andrews
19874, 19).

By studying the makers’ lists, it is possible to see where makers were working and
how many were working at any given time. In order to give an indication of the
known chronological distribution of the makers over time, each decade of a maker
or apprentices known working life has been plotted onto a bar chart (Figure 2.1).
For example, Christopher Boyes of York is known to have been working from 1711,
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Figure 2.1: Chronological distribution of all known makers and apprentices from
Yorkshire as a whole c1600-1800.
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when he received his freedom, until his death in 17235, therefore the decades 1710-
1719 and 1720-1729 were marked once. Similar charts have been created for each
of the centres where known pipe-makers were working (Figure 2.2). From these
charts two large and important centres stand out — Hull and York - where large
number of makers might be expected. They are also centres where more thorough
documentary research has been carried out. The map in Figure 2.3 gives a clearer
indication of the geographical distribution of the known pipe-makers. The solid
dots are the centres where pipe-makers are known to have been working while the
open circles indicate other centres where makers might be expected but where none
have been identified to date through the documentary record. It is clear from the
map that the known pipe-makers are clustered in south Yorkshire where there are a
number of historic market towns and where the raw materials necessary for the
production of pipes are readily available. The noticeable blank areas are along the
coast and in central and north Yorkshire. Centres such as Ripon, Richmond and
Pickering, might be expected to have pipe-makers but, to date, none have been
identified. In his unpublished report on two groups of pipes from Ripon, for
example, (Davey 1990b) suggested that there was artefactual evidence for a pipe-
making industry in the town from around 1640 through to at least 1750, although
there was no supporting documentary evidence. These charts and the map give a
very biased picture but serve to illustrate the need for a systematic survey of both

the documentary sources and the artefactual evidence.

2.2  Documentary sources — social status

Pipe production was very much a family business and the documents that survive
shed some light on the size and nature of these businesses. In most cases pipe
making was carried out on a fairly small-scale with a workshop being situated
behind the house. Evidence for this can clearly be seen in a will dating from 1705,
where Richard Shafton of York states, “I also give unto the said Richard Shafton
[his son] all my worke tooles belonging to the Pipe making Traide in my backe
shop” (Appendix 2). A similar reference appears in the will of Christopher Boyes
dating from 1725. Christopher’s trade is given as a trunkmaker rather than a
tobacco pipe-maker and he states that “I give and devise to my son Samuel Boyes
and his heirs the back part of the same house with the kitchen, two chambers, with
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Figure 2.3: Map showing the geographical distribution of all documented pipe-
makers from Yorkshire ¢1600-1800.
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chamber and garrett’s above and ye little yard and pipeshop with free passage...”
(ibid). What is also clear from these references is that the pipe shops are being
passed from father to son together with tools of the trade.

By looking at the inventories associated with wills it is possible to get some idea of
how large these pipemaking workshops were. In the inventory of Christopher
Boyes of 1725 specific items relating to the pipe trade are listed including
approximately 40 tons of clay valued at £40:00:00; brass moulds at £01:07:00; and
drying grates at £00:12:06 (Andrews n.d.). Some damp pipe fragments, which were
considered to equate to a complete eighteenth-century pipe were found to weigh
about 60g. If 60g of damp clay was sufficient to make one pipe then forty tons of
clay would have been enough to produce some 677,333 pipes. This shows that
Boyes must have been producing pipes on a considerable scale to warrant holding

this amount of clay in stock.

By contrast, Brears (1967, 8) quotes an extract from the West Riding Quarter
Sessions Rolls for 1680-81 which records the activities of a group of potters who
were accused of ‘driving waynes, Cartes & Carriages crosse over the said common
and with horses and breaking ye soyle, making rutts and new ways, digging and
getting of clay for making pipes, potts, and other earthenwares, and making pitts
and holes neare ye hye waye to the danger of travellers’. This example shows pipe-
makers who were obtaining sufficient clay to produce their pipes by digging at the
side of the road.

The relative success of a pipe-maker could be determined by the number of
apprentices he took on. Details of apprenticeships are given in the Apprenticeship
Rolls, but occasionally the actual Apprenticeship Indentures survive. In 1992
details of two apprenticeship indentures were published. The earlier of the two was
that of John Shafton of York to John Goldwell of Hull in 1721 (Andrews, 1992).
The second was that of Joseph Scott to Thomas Westerdell also of Hull, in 1788
(Rayner, 1992). Both indentures follow the same basic format and include details
of the length of the apprenticeship together with rules and regulations by which the

apprentice was to abide.
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It is clear from documentary sources that some pipe-makers were very successful,
having a number of apprentices working for them. For example in the early part of
the seventeenth century Gabriel Westoby of York had at least four apprentices
working for him (Andrews 1991, 94), and between 1685 and 1727 Robert Burrill of
Hull had at least seven apprentices (Watkins 1979, 108). The success of the pipe-
maker can also be seen in the size of their property. Abraham Boyes of York, for
example, is listed in the Hearth Tax Returns as having six hearths in 1670 and 1671
(Andrews 1987d). Abraham’s son Christopher Boyes, also a pipe-maker, left a
house with nine rooms, plus a workshop and a second house in North Street, York
(Andrews n.d.). These are perhaps the exception rather than the rule, as most pipe-
makers appear to have left small amounts in their wills. In some areas pipemaking
was carried out in conjunction with other trades. Richard Tock of Hull appears in
the Poor Rate Returns for 1735 where he is listed as being ‘poor’ and paid no rates
(Watkins, 1979).

Full transcriptions of the Shafton indenture of 1721, the Shafton Will of 1705, the
Boyes will and inventory of 1725 together with an inventory of William Spacie
dating from 1710, the will of William Ramsden of 1769 and an apprenticeship
indenture of Joseph Scott of 1788 are given in Appendix 2.

The makers’ lists and other documents provide a wealth of information relating to
individual pipe-makers, their families and businesses. From the few examples cited
above, it is possible to see an overview of pipe production in Yorkshire emerging.
The number of pipe-makers in any given centre may indicate how extensive pipe
production was; the amount of clay or the number of moulds may give an indication
of the scale of production for a specific maker; and the collection of clay gives an
indication of which local clay sources were being exploited. There is a note of
caution, however. The collection of details for makers’ lists and surveys of other
documentary sources is a very time consuming business and is fraught with
difficulties. The national makers list published by Oswald in 1975 remains one of
the standard works and one which is referred to time and time again. While its
value and worth should not be underestimated it is important to remember that it is

not a definitive list. It is only as good as the information that was available at the
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time. There is a bias in favour either of those later records that are more easily
accessible, or of areas where researchers have had the time and interest to search
the records thoroughly. The same holds true for other documentary sources where
survival of records may be patchy as a result of loss or damage over the years. The
use of any information gleaned from such sources should therefore be used with

caution and, where possible, in conjunction with other evidence.

23 Kilnsites

Having identified pipe-makers, the next obvious step is to look for the production
sites themselves. Pipe kiln sites are notoriously hard to find, particularly for the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. There are two means by which pipe kiln sites
may be identified, first through documentary sources, and second through the
identification of physical remains. The use of documentary sources has tended to
focus on the pipe-makers themselves and to date there has been very little attention
paid to the identification of actual kiln sites through map evidence.

The use of map evidence in conjunction with the parish registers have, however,
identified the location of one possible eighteenth-century kiln site in Rawmarsh
belonging to a Jonathan Scorah. In 1781 Jonathan Scorer (or Scorah) was
occupying a homestead owned by Thomas Oates in an area known locally as Pipe
House Lane (Munford in /itt 28.6.00). Scorah is recorded in the parish registers as
a ‘maker of clay pipes’ in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century (ibid) and
it is tempting to suggest that Scorah was producing pipes in a workshop attached to

his house in Rawmarsh.

In his 1996 survey of pipe kilns Peacey lists just two kilns, both identified through
physical remains, dating to before 1800 for the whole of Yorkshire. The first is a
seventeenth-century kiln at Potovens and the second, an eighteenth-century site at

Doncaster.

The seventeenth-century pipe kiln was discovered in 1964 to the north-west of
Wakefield, near 105 Wrenthorpe Road (Brears, 1967). Topsoil had been

mechanically removed from an area prior to the construction of a new road. By the.
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time the site had been identified the kiln itself had been destroyed and all that
remained was a circular mark, approximately 8ft in diameter, in the natural clay.
On the spoil heaps nearby lay ‘hundreds of broken pipes, some bearing the initials
‘EG’’ (ibid, 13). Brears is a little unclear as to the exact number of pipes that were
found or what percentage of those pipes were stamped with the initials EG but he
dates them all, on typological grounds, to ¢1650-1670 (ibid 40). There are no
known makers with the initials EG in Potovens at this date although the Gill family
was a prominent and highly successful pipe producing family in and around
Potovens at this date so it is most likely that the EG pipes can be attributed to a
member of this family. In addition to the EG pipes, two other marked pipes were
recovered. The first was stamped with the initials MP, which can be attributed to
Matthew Powell (c1660-1709) and the second with the initials IG, which can be
attributed to Judith Gill (c1692-1693). Unfortunately none of the pipes from this
site were deposited with the local museum and it is not known if they survive or

not.

Pipe kilns are generally rather small structures, often no more than 1.5-2m in
diameter. With time they grew in height rather than width (Peacey 1982 and 1996).
The diameter of the kiln at Potovens (Kiln 5) is given as 8ft (approx 2.5m), which is
extremely large for a pipe kiln. Given that the other kilns at Potovens were pottery
kilns it would seem most likely that the ‘pipe kiln’ described by Brears was in fact
used primarily for firing pottery but may also have been used to fire pipes from time

to time.

The eighteenth-century kiln was discovered during excavations in Church Street,
Doncaster in 1972. At the east end of the street had been a group of industrial
buildings, including a pipeworks, in what was known as Miller’s Yard. Miller’s
Yard appears to have been purchased by the Lee family in 1620. The family built a
house on the site, which was demolished during the nineteenth century. This in turn
was replaced by a number of brick built outhouses, which were cleared in 1936
(Buckland et al, 1989, 194). Although the demolition had removed most the
foundations of the buildings some features had survived including ‘the base of a
small kiln ... used in the manufacture of clay pipes’ (ibid, 200). Buckland et al
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describe the structure as being lined in ‘highly fired, partly vitrified fireclay’ but
that only the ‘basal two courses remained’. The stoke hole appears to have survived
reasonably well. It was partly lined with limestone slabs and contained many
broken stems stamped with the name LUMLEY (ibid, 200). These pipes can be
attributed to Samuel Lumley who is known to have been working in Doncaster from
c1731 to 1769 (Appendix 1). The property, however, appears to have remained in
the Lumley family after his death as an advertisement, offering the property for rent,
appeared in the York Courant in 1782, it reads °... the house lately occupied by
Samuel Lumley. There is a Pot, Furnace, Mold, Grates and everything necessary on
the Premises for the Business (Fowler er al 1979, 60). Samuel Lumley is thought to
have been dead by 1769 as the record of the death of his wife in 1769 clearly states
‘widow of Samuel Lumley’ (Andrews 1993, 4). The newspaper advertisement,
however, strongly suggests that the pipe making business continued to be run by a
member of the Lumley family, perhaps even a son called Samuel, until around
1782. The finds from this site are now in Doncaster Museum and have been
examined as part of this study.

From the evidence for pipe making derived from the documentary sources we know
that there were over 280 pipe-makers working in Yorkshire in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, all of whom would have needed a small kiln to fire their pipes.
The two known examples that survive must surely be just the tip of the iceberg. A

more detailed account of both kiln sites can be found in Chapter 5.

2.4  The pipes themselves

The pipes themselves provide what is perhaps the most tangible link with pipe
production. Past studies of the pipes as artefacts have focussed heavily on specific
centres and in particular on the marked pipes from those centres. It is ironic that
any evidence the pipes may provide with regard to the identification of production
sites is virtually ignored in favour of what can be gleaned from supporting

documentary sources.

Published evidence makes it clear that, as a general rule, the majority of pipes did

not travel further than approximately 10 to 20 miles from their place of manufacture
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Oak-Rhind 1980, 360). By identifying either the mark of a specific maker, or by
assigning a geographical area for a specific style of marking, or by identifying a
particular bowl form, it is often possible to give an indication of the origins of a
group of pipes. Very often that place of origin will be quite close to the find spot
but occasionally imports from outside the region, or even from overseas, do occur.
These ‘traded pipes’ are an indication of market patterns and will be discussed more
fully in Chapters 9 and 10, but by looking more closely at common bowl forms and
marks it is possible to pin down the general location of production sites even if the

identification of the actual maker himself remains unknown.

Thomas Sheppard published various notes from 1902 onwards (1902a, 1902b,
1902¢c, 1903a, 1903b, 1903c, 1903d, 1904a, 1904b, 1905a, 1905b, and 1905c),
culminating in the first substantial paper on pipes from Yorkshire 1912. This paper,
Early Hull tobacco pipes and their makers, opens with a discussion concerning the
introduction of tobacco to this country. It then goes on to list the early Hull makers
and gives brief details of about twenty-four of these makers taken from Freemen’s
Rolls. Sheppard discusses eighty-seven groups of objects from Hull Museum
including a pipe stopper and tobacconist’s token. The majority of these objects
came from excavations near the Town Hall, King Edward Street and Alfred Gelder
Street.

It appears to be 1961 before anything else appears in print dealing with pipes from
Yorkshire, with O’Neil’s paper on pipes from Hungate in York which included
illustrations of 21 pipes bowls, one stem and 16 marks. Between 1961 and 1979
only a dozen or so notes were published on pipes from Yorkshire and these included
pipes from Gawber Glasshouse, Bamnsley (Ashurst 1970), Potovens (Brears 1971),
Otley (Whitaker 1973), Featherstone (Anon 1974), Kildale (Anon 1975), York
(Ramm 1976), Kirbymoorside (Williams 1977), Clarke Hall, Wakefield (Brears
1978) and Allerton Mauleverer (Butler 1978). The majority of these articles
comprised of little more than one or two sentences, sometimes a short catalogue to
accompany some illustrations. Most of these are no more than short notes within
more substantial excavations reports that, for the most part, simply record the

presence of clay tobacco pipes from a site.
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In 1979 Simon Lawrence published York pipes and their makers. In this paper he
described the clay tobacco pipes recovered from a number of excavations in York.
A bowl typology was given and eighty makers’ marks were illustrated and
described. A number of decorated stems were also illustrated. Lawrence concluded
his work with list of York makers. Also in i979 Gareth Watkins published a paper
on Hull pipes that attempted to expand upon the earlier work of Sheppard. A
typology is given, the dating for which is based solely on pipes bearing makers
marks. A description and illustration is given for each type. A total of sixty-eight
makers’ marks are illustrated and described. Watkins goes on to describe and
illustrate some nineteenth-century pipes of Hull manufacture. He concludes his
paper with a list of Hull makers and provides a graph, which illustrates the number
of pipe-makers in operation from 1640 to 1929.

During the 1980s and 1990s a number of reports attempted to set pipes in a broader
historical and social context rather than just providing a list of the pipes that were
found from a site. In Yorkshire, however, the majority of pipe reports published
continued to deal with material from a particular site in isolation. These reports
include Sandal Castle (Laurence 1983), York (Tengnagel 1984), Wharram Percey
(Davey 1987c), Cowlam (Hayfield 1988), Bawtry (Higgins 1996) and Bridlington
(Earnshaw 1998). In the majority of cases these notes comprise little more than a
count of the number of bowls or stems recovered with descriptions and/or
illustrations of any marked or decorated pieces. One of the few exceptions is the
report on the clay pipes from Wrenthorpe (Davey 1992b) where statistical analysis
is used to illustrate the evolution of the bowl forms and a discussion of the wider

significance of the pipes from the site is given.

The three main papers — Sheppard (1912), Lawrence (1979) and Watkins (1979) —
remain as the only substantial studies of large bodies of artefacts and documents
and, despite being single centre studies, provide the principal framework for the
county as a whole. More recent research has updated a lot of the information
presented by Sheppard, in particular, and has expanded our knowledge for a number
of the makers presented by Lawrence and Watkins. What each of these three papers
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does, however, is to present the evidence from a specific collection or production
centre. At no point is any attempt made to say what this evidence might mean in
terms of the extent of pipe production by individual makers within these centres, to
assess the stylistic influence or extent of trade from these centres, or to present a

synthesis of pipe production and use across the county as a whole.

As well as looking at the broader social and historical context, scholars are also
beginning to apply a more theoretical and scientific approach to pipe studies.
Although none are confined solely to Yorkshire more recent work has considered
issues that have ramifications for pipes studies of any known centre, including those
in Yorkshire. These include issues such as market patterns (Walker & Wells,
1979); production techniques and Kiln types (Peacey 1996) and thin section analysis
(Davidson & Davey, 1982).

25 Summary

The above survey of evidence drawn from the published work carried out in
Yorkshire to date has raised a number of questions. For example, in his article on
York pipes, Lawrence (1979) states ‘York and Hull had much in common as
seventeenth-century centres of pipes production...’. He goes on to say that ¢...bowl
shapes in general are very similar, as are styles of marks’. What he fails to offer,
however, is any analysis of the similarities or differences between these two centres.
Nor does he discuss whether any family or trading links existed between the two
centres. Further into his article, Lawrence notes that ‘York pipes are not usually
finely produced, few being polished; stamps and milling are often haphazardly
applied’ and that ‘those with better finishes may have been imported from Hull’
(ibid 67). These general impressions provide a useful starting point, but they need to
be substantiated with quantified data and given some sort of chronological
framework. Furthermore, Lawrence’s assertion that Hull pipes were of a better
quality than those produced at York would seem to be at odds with the received
wisdom that pipes can be used as indicators of social status. York, with its
Minister, could be considered a high status site and as such would be expected to
yield high status products. Hull, in contrast, was a major seaport, with docks and

more industry where mass-produced, cheaper pipes for the dock workers and
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labourers might be expected. This raises the question as to whether the features
attributed to ‘high status’ products, such as milling and burnishing, are valid
indicators or whether they are simply a product of differing pipemaking traditions in

the two centres.

Thanks to the work of Sheppard, Oswald, Watkins and Lawrence, it has been
established that both Hull and York had large numbers of pipe-makers and that
there were a number of other centres where seventeenth- and eighteenth-century
pipe-makers worked. If there is to be any progress from the production of lists of
makers and simple counts of pipes recovered, however, it is vital that all the
available evidence is considered as a whole. Although it is useful to say what a site
such as York has in common with Hull, or what differences there are in the
products from such centres, what is more useful are the reasons for these
similarities and differences — the why? How much influence did the centres have

on one another in terms of the quality and style of the pipes they were producing?

The work carried out by Wells in Lincoln (1979) and Walker and Wells in and
around Nottingham (1979) highlighted the usefulness of plotting the distribution of
not only the pipes themselves but also the movement of ideas and trends in style of
both the bowl and the marks. Walker and Wells themselves stressed the need for
work of this kind to be carried out elsewhere in the United Kingdom, not least of
which in the north east of England.

Hand in hand with the question of distribution raised by Walker and Wells is that of
consumption, and consumption by whom. What affected these distribution and
consumption patterns? Was it the availability of raw materials? Was it the logistics
of actually getting the product to the consumer? And what about major political
events — most notably the civil war and the years of political unrest that followed in

its wake?

The work of previous pipe researchers gives an overview of pipe production in
Yorkshire but it is not a definitive or exhaustive account and there is a lot more that

remains to be done. The backbone of this thesis is a systematic survey of the
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artefactual evidence held in museum and private collections in Yorkshire. Such a
survey has never been attempted before and it has generated one of the largest data
sets of its kind. In the following chapters it is intended that a more theoretical and
scientific approach be followed in analysing this data in order to address some of
the wider issues of pipe production and consumption in seventeenth- and

eighteenth-century Yorkshire.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

3.0 Introduction

This chapter describes the sources of both the documentary and artefactual evidence
used in this study. It outlines the methods employed in the recording and analysis
of the artefactual evidence together with details of how this present study links in
with the National Clay Tobacco Pipe Stamp Catalogue (NSC). The chapter
concludes with sections describing how the pipe bowl forms have been illustrated
and dated.

3.1 Documentary sources

It was intended that this thesis be an artefact-based study of the clay tobacco pipe
industry in Yorkshire during the period ¢1600-1800. Unpublished manuscripts and
notes compiled by pipe researchers such as John Andrews (1980s, 1987a, 1987b,
1987c, 1987d 1988, 1991 and 1993) and Adrian Oswald (1991) have been
consulted. Although the author has carried out no systematic survey of the primary
documentary sources, it was possible to make a limited search of records relating to
Yorkshire pipe-makers held at Wakefield Record Office and the Local Studies
Library in Rotherham.

Specialist publications relating to clay tobacco pipe studies, including unpublished
manuscripts and research notes were consulted. These publications included the
BAR series The archaeology of the clay tobacco pipe together with the Society for
Clay Pipe Research Newsletter and their occasional monograph series. The next
stage was to locate references to clay tobacco pipes that were specific to Yorkshire.
This was achieved by consulting local archaeological and historical journals. The
national bibliographic database compiled by the Medieval Pottery Research Group
(www.medievalpottery.org.uk) was also consulted. This database holds references
to all types of ceramics from the British Isles and includes references to later
material such as clay tobacco pipes. A full list of all the sources used in this study
is given in the bibliography.
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Finally, it was necessary to locate where the objects themselves were housed in
order that a detailed record of them could be made. The Guide to museums and
galleries of Yorkshire and Humberside lists all the museums and galleries,
alphabetically by town, and gives a summary of what each museum holds in its
collections. By looking at this guide it was possible to identify all those museums
in Yorkshire that were likely to have clay tobacco pipes in their collection thereby

creating a list of museums to contact.

3.2  Sources of artefactual evidence

The clay tobacco pipes used in this study come from three main sources. The first,
and the one that accounts for the majority of the material, comprises the museum
collections that contain material from Yorkshire. Second, the archaeological stores
of Units operating in Yorkshire, such as the Humber Archaeological Partnership in
Hull, the York Archaeological Trust in York, and English Heritage at Helmsley,
were contacted. Finally, there are a number of private collections, the location of
which was discovered through contact with pipe researchers in the area. Although
the majority are quite small, two are quite substantial. The first belongs to Mr P
Rayner of Beverley near Hull and contains a very large number of pipes collected
from fields near Beverley. The second belongs to Mr R Raines of Acaster Malbis
near York and contains approximately 500 pipes from his farm. In addition to
museum and private collections from Yorkshire there are a small number of larger
national collections which include Yorkshire material, such as the National Clay
Tobacco Pipe Archive (NCTPA), which is currently housed in the University of
Liverpool, and the private collections of Dr D Higgins and S D White, both of
which are also based in Liverpool.

The initial approach to these institutions and individuals was made by letter, which
outlined the nature of the research and also sought to ascertain the range of material
that each collection had. These letters were followed up with a phone call. In some
instances the institutions approached did not have any clay tobacco pipes in their
collection. For example, the Cannon Hall Museum, Barnsley only had two
porcelain bowls of German origin and no English clay tobacco pipes. In other
cases, for example the Yorkshire Museum, York, collections of clay tobacco pipes
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had been dispersed. In such instances these museum could be eliminated from the
list and the enquiry was taken no further. Where institutions did hold clay tobacco
pipes of seventeenth- and/or eighteenth-century date, an appointment was made to
go and record the material. It was possible to borrow some groups so that they
could be studied in more detail in Liverpool. These latter groups included
excavated material from the York Archaeological Trust, the pipes excavated at
Sandal Castle and held by Wakefield Museum and Art Gallery, together with the
private collections of Mr Rayner of Beverley and Mr Raines of Acaster Malbis.

Relevant material has been recorded from the following collections: -

Museums and other public bodies

Abbey House Museum, Leeds

Beck Isle Museum of Rural Life, Pickering
Bowes Museum, Barnard Castle

Craven Museum, Skipton

Dales Countryside Museum, Hawes
Doncaster Museum & Art Gallery

Dorman Museum, Middlesborough

Kelham Island Industrial Museum, Sheffield
Manor House Museum, Ilkley

Mercer Art Gallery, Hartlepool

National Clay Tobacco Pipe Archive, Liverpool
Newark Museum

Pontefract Museum

Richmondshire Museum, Richmond
Rotherham Museum

Ryedale Folk Museum, Hutton-le-Hole
Scarborough Borough Council, Scarborough
Scunthorpe Museum and Art Gallery, Scunthorpe
Sewerby Hall, Bridlington

Sheffield City Museum

Thirsk Museum

Tolson Memorial Museum, Huddersfield
Wakefield Museum & Art Gallery

Whitby Museum

Wilberforce House Museum, Hull

York Castle Museum

Yorkshire Dales Lead Mining Museum, Earby

Archaeological units

Archaeological Research and Consultancy, University of Sheffield (ARCUS)
Central Excavation Unit (HMBC)
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English Heritage Archaeological Store, Helmsley
Humber Archaeology Partnership, Hull
Lampeter Archaeological Unit

North West Archaeological Trust

South Yorkshire Archaeological Unit

Tees Archaeology

West Yorkshire Archaeological Services

Wood Hall Archaeological Trust, Womersley
York Archaeological Trust

Private collections

Akerhagen Collection, Sweden
Austin Collection, Lampeter
Brackenridge Collection, Sheffield
Butterfield Collection, Glusburn
Dagnell Collection, Rainford

Davey Collection, Isle of Man
Denham Collection, Wakefield
Higgins Collection, Liverpool
Mayfield Collection, Potovens
Raines Collection, Acaster Malbis, Nr. York
Rayner Collection, Beverley, Nr. Hull
Richardson Collection

Stothard Collection, Hull

Tierney Collection, Nr. Skipton
White Collection, Liverpool

Summaries outlining the material held in each collection recorded, together with

1:1 drawings showing the range of forms are given in Appendix 3.

The second source of study material comprises the series of plaster blocks compiled
by Dr D A Higgins as part of the National Clay Tobacco Pipe Stamp Catalogue
(NSC) (see below). These blocks contain impressions of all the stamped marks
from approximately two-thirds of England as well as groups from overseas
including sites on the east coast of America. By studying these blocks it was
possible to locate marked Yorkshire pipes that had found their way to other parts of
the country as well as abroad, particularly to the east coast of America. Impressions

of Yorkshire material were identified in the following collections from this source: -

Abbott Hall Art Gallery & Museum, Kendal, Cumbria
Adrian Oswald Collection

Association for the Preservation of Virginia Antiquities, Jamestown, USA
Austin Collection, Lampeter



Bassetlaw Museum, Retford, Nottinghamshire

Birmingham Museum & Art Gallery, Birmingham

Carlisle Archaeological Unit, Carlisle

Carlisle Museum & Art Gallery, Carlisle

Central Excavation Unit, English Heritage

Colonial Williamsburg, Department of Archaeological Research,
Williamsburg, Virginia, USA

Dagnall Collection, Rainford, Lancashire

Department of Archaeology, University of Sheffield

Elkins Collection, Acton, London

Flowerdew One Hundred, Virginia, USA

Fox Collection, Lutterworth, Leicestershire

Grosvenor Museum, Chester, Cheshire

Historic St. Mary’s City, Maryland, USA

Jennings Collection, York

North West Archaeological Trust, Liverpool, Merseyside

Lampeter Archaeological Unit

Lancaster City Museum, Lancaster, Lancashire

Maryland Archaeological Conservation Laboratory, Jefferson Patterson Park
and Museum, Maryland, USA

Royal Albert Memorial Museum, Exeter, Devon

St John’s Church, Hampton, Virigina, USA

Salford Museum & Art Gallery, Salford

Somerset County Museum, Taunton, Somerset

South Yorkshire Archacology Unit

Stocks Collection, Wallasey, Merseyside

Virginia Department of Historic Resources, Richmond, Virginia, USA

Virginia Foundation for Archaeological Research, Virginia, USA

York Excavation Group

The third, and final source of study material, were those groups of pipes that have

already been published. The level of recording is variable and, in many cases not as
detailed as for the rest of the material in this thesis. As a result the published

material is not directly comparable. What these published sources do provide,

however, are details of the bowl forms and stamp marks recovered from sites in

Yorkshire that give valuable information regarding the development and
distribution of Yorkshire products.

3.3  Methodology for the recording and analysis of the artefactual evidence

The recording system employed in the collection of data for this thesis is based on

one that was developed at the University of Liverpool by Higgins and Davey (1994).
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It allows groups of pipes to be recorded in a standard way in order to make the

comparison of material within individual groups and between sites easier.

The system was designed to use a series of A3 paper recording forms, which were
filled in by hand prior to data entry in a relational database. It proved to be the most
efficient means of recording material when visiting museum stores. The Guidelines
for using the clay tobacco pipe record sheets has not been published and has
therefore been presented in Appendix 4 for reference. An example of a paper
recording form, which was completed in the field, can be seen in Figure 3.1. Figure
3.2 shows a print out of one of the pipe records from the Access database.

From the outset of the data collection exercise only complete bowls, or bowl
fragments where the form was recognisable, and marked stems dating from ¢1600
t01800 were recorded. The material from most of the museum collections visited,
included excavated material, chance finds and curated pieces. It should be noted
that during the course of the data collection exercise all bowls, both plain and
marked, were recorded in detail but only the marked stems were recorded. This
decision was made for two main reasons. First, the recording of many thousands of
plain stems would have made the data set too bulky to manage, and second many of
the museum collections recorded did not retain large quantities of plain stem

fragments resulting in data that was not comparable.

For the purposes of this research a number of changes were made to the existing
recording system. The first was the allocation of an individual pipe number. This is
a running sequence of numbers that not only enables individual pipe fragments to
be identified within the database, but also links to the NSC.  Although the existing
system allowed for the allocation of a bowl form, taken from existing typologies, it
had no means of simply recording whether the bowl was a heeled or spurred form.
One of the changes implemented for this research allowed an H to be recorded for a
heeled type and an S for spurred type.  The system devised by Higgins and Davey
(1994) provided a column for a drawing reference. Originally this was intended to
refer back to a set of record sketches made for the particular group that was being
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Figure 3.1: Example of a pipe recording form for use in the field.
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Similar to a Hull Type 3a; milled decoration on the back ofthe bowl near the stem

Figure 3.2: Example of a pipe record taken from the Access database.

recorded. For the purposes of this research, however, the drawing reference
column was used to allocate a unique number relating to publication standard
drawings that were made during the course of the study. Where the original system
required a separate number sequence for each group, this research used a single
number sequence for all the material recorded from Yorkshire. These numbers
were then cross-referenced to a set of record cards that hold a drawing of each pipe

together with all the information relating to it.

By far the biggest change to the existing recording system was to convert it from a
paper to computer format. Initially the paper forms were converted to an Excel
spreadsheet, which enabled counts and basic statistical analysis to be carried out
more easily. It soon became clear, however, that the Excel system relied on data
being repeated for each record, which proved very cumbersome and was time
consuming to input. It also became apparent that more complex queries required
the use of a relational database such as Access. The allocation of codes for
particular pieces of information, such as the collection and the site, enabled the
computer to manipulate data about each pipe fragment without the necessity for
inputting large amounts of repetitive data. It was therefore decided to convert all the
data relating to the clay tobacco pipes collected for this research from Excel to
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Access. This had the added advantage of then being compatible with the NSC

database, which was also in the process of being set up in an Access format.

A copy of the Yorkshire Clay Tobacco Pipe Database, in an Access format, is
provided on a CD with this thesis giving details of each of the collections, the sites

as well as the pipes themselves.

3.4 National Clay Tobacco Pipe Stamp Catalogue (NSC)

In 1982 Dr David Higgins registered at the University of Liverpool to undertake
doctoral research into the tobacco pipe industry of Broseley, Shropshire. As part of
his research Dr Higgins devised a system of creating a permanent record of the
stamps that appeared on the pipes in his study area. The system required the stamps
to be impressed into blocks of plasticine. Plaster casts were then made of these
blocks providing a “convenient, easily transportable and accurate method of
comparing stamps” (Higgins 1984, 36). From the reference casts it was possible to
illustrate type examples of each mark at twice life size. Once the mark had been
identified information relating to its likely date, production centre and manufacturer
could be recorded. At a meeting of the Society for Clay Pipe Research in 1985
(Higgins 1985b, 5-6) it was suggested that the method be used to record marks on a
national basis. The initial response from members of the Society was rather poor
but work on a regional catalogue, which was regarded as a trial run, continued
(Higgins 1986, 25). In 1988 Dr Higgins was able to obtain a three year Leverhulme
Research Fellowship at the University of Liverpool to compile a national database
of stamp marks. The principle of the study was that impressions of all the stamped
pipes in every collection examined were to be made. The plaster casts taken of
these marks provided a permanent reference archive (Higgins 1988, 19). It was at
this stage that the data, excluding the drawings, was transferred to the mainframe
computer at the University of Liverpool. Since 1991 Dr Higgins has continued to
record stamped marks in this way and, to date, marks from approximately two-
thirds of England have now been impressed as well groups from Scotland and a
large body of material from the East Coast of America. The plaster casts are held
by the National Clay Tobacco Pipe Archive (NCTPA), which is based within the
Department of Archaeology at the University of Liverpool.
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It seemed most appropriate to use this established recording system for stamped
marks when recording the material from Yorkshire for this thesis. The prototype
NSC database was set up with codes so that a relational database could handle the
data. Initially this was intended to be used on a mainframe computer but now, with
the advances in computer technology since the late 1980s, a desktop computer can
be used to process the data. The current research adapted the system designed by
Dr Higgins slightly to enable it to be converted to an Access format. This meant
that, for the first time, the NSC database could be implemented in the way it was
designed to be.

As with pipe recording, the system established for the initial collection of data
relating to the stamped marks is based on a series of A3 paper forms all of which
are ultimately transferred to an Access database. This method remains the most
convenient means of recording stamped pipes in the field. The system comprises of
three basic forms. The first records details about the collection itself. Each
collection is allocated a unique four-digit code, which means that full details of the
collection need only be entered once. On each subsequent occasion it is only the
four-digit code that needs to be entered. A similar form is used to record details of
each site. Again a unique number is allocated, this time a six-digit code. The third
form records details about the pipe itself, an example of which is given in Figure
3.3. Figure 3.4 is a print out of a pipe record as it appears in the Access database.

As the NSC was always intended to run on a relational database, its conversion to
Access was a lot simpler than that of the pipe database. In order for the pipe
database and the NSC database to be compatible they share common information
such as the unique pipe number allocated to each pipe fragment, as well as the

unique codes for each collection and site.

Plaster casts of all the stamps recorded in Yorkshire have been deposited with the
NCTPA and it is hoped that those marks recorded during the course of this research
will eventually be analysed in full and that each individual die identified will be
added to the NSC.
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The notes for recording stamped marks, which includes the number codes for the

various frame and motif types, have not been published and have therefore been

presented in Appendix 5 for reference.
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Figure 3.3: Example of a completed stamp recording form for use in the field.
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Code 02724 CastRef| 490.24 Die Code'| 1873 Status T

tion | 0147 Site ' 00815  JAGENO! WH92 20 840 SFNo
CName: O SName: N
Otheri|  Caste | 7 Position H
NATDR GRmpleh] 1 Datefrom..| 1660 ol 1680
Comments' Appears to have a P above the castle tower; ?same die as cast 548.08

Figure 3.4: Example of a stamp record taken from the Access database.

3.5 Illustrations

All the illustrations that appear in this thesis are at 1:1 in the case of bowls and at
2:1 in the case of stamped marks, unless otherwise stated. Bowl forms have been
selected for illustration either to give an indication of the range of material from a

particular collection or site, or because their form varies from the established

typologies.

The author has prepared all the figures unless otherwise stated. In the case of the
2:1 marks, the NSC dies numbered up to 1393 have been drawn by David Higgins;
those numbered 1393 to 1709 by David Williams, with all the remaining dies drawn
by the author.

3.6  Dating and the quoting of date ranges

Preliminary dating of the bowl forms has been done with reference to three
published typologies — York (Lawrence 1979), Hull (Watkins 1979) and, as London
set the fashion for bowl forms in the early seventeenth century, London (Atkinson &
Oswald 1969). These typologies place the bowls within a twenty to forty year date
range. In the case of marked bowls or stems, where the maker is known from
documentary sources, a more accurate date is sometimes possible. It is hoped that
the detailed analysis of data collected for this thesis will help to refine the current
typologies for Yorkshire. It should be noted, however, that it has not been possible
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to go back through the 7000+ records in the database and re-date the fragments
according to this current research therefore the fragments in the database have been
dated using the conventional typologies. Throughout the thesis all dates given are
approximate but the abbreviation for circa (c.) has not been included in either the
text or tables. The date c.1640-1660, for example, will therefore appear as 1640-
1660.

3.7 Summary

The current research has attempted to track down as many clay tobacco pipes from
Yorkshire as possible. Although a large number of museum and private collections
have been studied for this thesis, it is by no means exhaustive and there are almost
certainly other collections that have not been included in this study. Having said
that, however, the collections that have been recorded provide a good chronological
and geographical coverage of the study period and area.

The current research has taken existing recording systems that have only previously
been used to record pipes from specific excavations. They have been modified for
the purposes of this thesis and, for the first time, have been used to record material
over a wide geographical area producing one of the largest data sets of its kind to
date. This data is analysed and discussed in the following chapters.
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Chapter 4: Summary of data collected

4.0 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to present, in its broadest sense, the data collected
from the museums, archacological units and private collections listed in Chapter 3.
At this stage no detailed analysis has been carried out, the aim being simply to
provide an overview of the quantity, range and distribution of the clay tobacco pipes
that have been recorded. A more detailed analysis of the various attributes of the
clay tobacco pipes, such as milling, burnishing, stem-bore and marking, is presented

in the following chapters.

4.1 Thestudy area

One of the key aims of this thesis is to consider if regional variations in the bowl
forms and marks are detectable within a defined study area. The rationale for
selecting Yorkshire as the area for this present study is given in Chapter 2. In order
to present the broad results in a more meaningful way in this current chapter,
however, the study area has been split into six geographical sub-divisions. These
sub-divisions, which will be used in this and all subsequent chapters, mean that any
variations, or similarities, that do occur should become more apparent. These sub-

divisions are as follows and are illustrated in Figure 4.1.

1. West Yorkshire - dominated by industrial towns and urban centres, and
bordered on the west by the Pennines.

2. East Yorkshire — a predominantly rural area but with coastal ports and
the major production centre of Hull.

3. South Yorkshire — which is dominated by a large number of industrial
towns and urban centres with possible links with Nottinghamshire and
Lincolnshire.

4. North-west Yorkshire — a rural area dominated by the northern Pennies
bordering Lancashire on the west with market towns such as Skipton,
Harrogate and Ripon.
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Figure 4.1: Map showing the geographical sub-divisions within the study area
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5. North-east Yorkshire — a rural area dominated by the North York Moors
with coastal towns, such as Scarborough and Whitby, as well as market
towns, such as Malton, Pickering and Thirsk.

6. York and its environs — centred on the major production centre of York

but includes the area to the south of York that borders South, West and
East Yorkshire.

In addition to the geographical sub-divisions, the data is also split into seven broad
chronological groups — 1580-1610, 1610-1640, 1640-1660, 1660-1690, 1690-1720
the transitional bowl forms, 1700-1750 and 1750-1800 — the purpose of this is to
highlight any regional variations that may be evident over time. Again these
chronological groupings will be used in the following tables and in all subsequent

chapters.

4.2  The historic county of Yorkshire

During the course of this present study a total of 8,203 pipe fragments were
recorded comprising 7,696 fragments from sites within Yorkshire itself; 362
fragments from areas bordering Yorkshire by way of comparative material and 147
Yorkshire products found outside the county. A summary of these figures is given
in the table below. A detailed breakdown for each of the six geographical sub-

divisions is presented in the sections below.

eographical

Sub-division 1580-1610{1610-1640]1640-1660{1660-1690/1690-1720/1700-1750{1750-1800|Total
fwest 2 165 105 304| 61 88 8 1687}
[East 2 14 eed 1218 407 592 77| 307

South 1 26 130 167 50 75 211 e60f
[North-west 2 200 144 128 61 37 2 394
INorth-east 1 49 189) 161 53 52 26 531
York & its environs 3 145 382 498 193 113 1343
|Exports 0 2 20 94| 7 23 1| 147]
IComparative material 3 6 85 128 100 4 363
Totals: 1§ 5211 28 2655 960, 1080] 8203

Table 4.1: Count of all pipes recorded for this present research
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4.3 West Yorkshire

For the area of West Yorkshire 1,687 pipe fragments were recorded comprising 100
published bowls, 1,532 previously unrecorded bowls and 55 previously unrecorded
stems. These fragments were recovered from 18 collections and from a total of 73
different sites within West Yorkshire.

The following table provides a summary of the data collected for West Yorkshire
with counts given for the unpublished material (Unpub) and for the material that
has been published (Pub).

Date Bowis Stems Marks
Range Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub
1580-1610 2| 0 0| © 0| o0
1610-1640 129 32 4 0 13 1
1640-1660 1002 | 53 4 0 50 3
1660-1890 291 | 13 0 o 84| 11
1690-1720 55 6 0 19
1700-1750 48 2 38 0 53
1750-1800 5 3 0 5
Totals: 1832 | 100 85 0 224 | 15

Table 4.2: Counts of unpublished and published bowls, stems and marked
fragments recorded from West Yorkshire.

4.4 East Yorkshire

For the area of East Yorkshire 3,079 pipe fragments were recorded comprising 96
published bowls, 3 published stems, 2,732 previously unrecofded bowls and 248
previously unrecorded stems. These fragments were from 12 different collections
and from a total of 48 different sites within East Yorkshire.

The following table provides a summary of the data collected for East Yorkshire,
with counts given for the unpublished material (Unpub) and for the material that
has been published (Pub).
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Date Bowis Stems Marks

Range Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub
1580-1610 2, 0 0 0 0] ©
1610-1640 85 2 25 2 45 4
1840-1660 612 13 43 1 420 11
1660-1690 1179 | 38 1 0 311 37
1690-1720 335| 22 50 0 242 | 22
1700-1750 459 | 21 112 0 456 | 21
1750-1800 60 0 17 0 72 0
Totals: 2732 96 248 3| 1848 95

Table 4.3: Counts of unpublished and published bowls, stems and marked
fragments recorded from East Yorkshire.

4.5 South Yorkshire

For the area of South Yorkshire 660 pipe fragments were recorded comprising 10
published bowls, 517 previously unrecorded bowls and 133 previously unrecorded
stems. These fragments were recovered from 13 collections and from a total of 54
different sites within South Yorkshire.

The following table provides a summary of the data collected, with counts given for
the unpublished material (Unpub) and for the material that has been published

(Pub).

Date Bowis Stems Marks

Range Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub
1580-1610 LR 0] 0 1o
1610-1640 2% 0 o © 8f 0
16840-1660 125 3 2 0 10 0
1660-1690 164 2 1 0 51 2
16890-1720 48 2 2 0 24 1
1700-1750 40 3 32 0 43 1
1750-1800 115 0 96 0 96 0
Totals: 817 10 133 0 233 4

Table 4.4: Counts of unpublished and published bowls, stems and marked
fragments recorded from South Yorkshire.
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4.6 North-west Yorkshire

For the area of North-west Yorkshire 394 pipe fragments were recorded comprising
2 published bowls, 355 previously unrecorded bowls and 37 previously unrecorded
stems. These fragments were recovered from 16 collections and from a total of 44
different sites within North-west Yorkshire.

The following table provides a summary of the data collected for North-west
Yorkshire, with counts given for the unpublished material (Unpub) and for the
material that has been published (Pub).

Date Bowis Stems Marks

Range Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub
1580-1610 2| 0 0, © 0| ©
1610-1640 20 0 0 0 7 0
1640-1860 142 0 2 0 24 0
1660-1690 124 1 3 0 30 o)
1690-1720 44 1 16 0 30 0
1700-1750 23 0 14 0 31 0
1750-1800 0] 0 2 0 2 0
Totails: 355 2 37 0 124 0

Table 4.5: Counts of unpublished and published bowls, stems and marked
fragments recorded from North-west Yorkshire.

4.7 North-east Yorkshire
For the area of North-east Yorkshire 531 pipe fragments were recorded comprising
29 published bowls, 6 published stems, 446 previously unrecorded bowls and 57
previously unrecorded stems and 2 previously unrecorded mouthpieces. These
fragments were recovered from 18 collections and from a total of 51 different sites
within North-east Yorkshire.

The following table provides a summary of the data collected for North-east
Yorkshire, with counts given for the unpublished material (Unpub) and for the
material that has been published (Pub).
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Date Bowls Stems Mouthpieces Marks

Range Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub
1580-1610 10 0| © 0| 0 0, ©
1610-1640 43| 1 3| 0 2 0 71 0
1640-1660 174 5 10 0 0 0 25 1
1660-1690 142 12 7 0 0 0 38 4
1690-1720 37 2 13 1 0 0 26 2
1700-1750 43 0 8 1 0 0 25 1
1750-1800 6 0 16 4 0 0 20 4
Totals: 446 | 20 57 6 2 0 141 12

Table 4.6: Counts of unpublished and published bowls, stems and marked
fragments recorded from North-east Yorkshire.

4.8 York and its environs

For the area of York and its environs 1,343 pipe fragments were recorded
comprising 49 published bowls, 23 published stems, 1,260 previously unrecorded
bowls and 11 previously unrecorded stems. These fragments were recovered from 7

collections and from a total of 69 different sites in York and its environs.

The following table provides a summary of the data collected for York and its
environs, with counts given for the unpublished material (Unpub) and for the
material that has been published (Pub).

Date Bowls Stems Marks
Range Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub
1580-1610 3] O 01 © 0] ©
1610-1640 | 144 0 0 91
1640-1660 372 6 3 1 62 7
1660-1690 475| 22 1 0 233 | 22
1690-1720 187 5 1 0 132 4
1700-1750 73| 15 3] 22 22 24
1750-1800 6 0 3 0 4
Totals: 1280 | 49 1| 23 544 58

Table 4.7: Counts of unpublished and published bowls, stems and marked
fragments recorded from York and its environs.
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4.9 Yorkshire products from outside the county

During the course of the data collection exercise a number of Yorkshire products
were recorded from sites outside of the county. In total 147 possible Yorkshire
products were recorded comprising 16 published bowls and one published stem, and
110 previously unrecorded bowls and 20 previously unrecorded stems. These

fragments are from 28 collections and from 42 different sites.

The following table provides a summary of the data collected for Yorkshire
products from outside the county, with counts given for the unpublished material
(Unpub) and for the material that has been published (Pub).

Date Bowis Stems Marks

Range Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub | Unpub | Pub
1580-1610 0 0] 0 0 ©
1610-1640 2 0| 0 B
1640-16680 20 0 0 18 0
1660-1690 701 16 8 0 48 5
1690-1720 6 1 0 4 0
1700-1750 12 0 10 1 20 1
1750-1800 0 0 1 0 1 0
Totals: 10| 16 20 1 93 6

Table 4.8: Counts of unpublished and published Yorkshire bowls, stems and marked
fragments recorded from outside the county.

In addition, the Oswald Stamp Index lists a further 28 clay tobacco pipes bearing
marks that have been attributed to Yorkshire makers. Of these 24 are from
England, two from the United States of America and two from Jamaica. In spite of
the limited information given for each of these fragments their details have been
added as they do give valuable information with regard to distribution.

4,10 Milling and burnishing
In the following table the number of fragments that are milled or burnished for each

of the sub-divisions is given. The figures given in brackets are examples that have
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been published. The figures do not include those fragments where the milling and

burnishing is unmeasurable.

A more detailed analysis of each of these attributes is considered for the material
from each geographical and chronological sub-division will be presented in Chapter
7.

Area Milled Bumnished

West 888 (80) 246 (19)
East 524 (7) 213 (11)
South 255 (2) 103 (3)
North-west 160 (0) 41 (0)
North-east 194 (2) 51 (0)
York & its environs 667 (29) 325 (0)
Yorkshire products from elsewhere 31 (2) 5 (0)

Table 4.9: Counts of unpublished and published milled and burnished fragments
recorded for this present research. Unpublished figures are given in brackets.

4.11 Stem-bores

The following table presents the number of fragments from each sub-division where
a stem-bore is measurable. The stem-bores are given in 64" of an inch and have
been measured using a ruler. As with the milling and burnishing, a more detailed
analysis of the chronological and geographical distribution of stem-bores is
discussed in Chapter 7.

Area 3/64 4/84 5/64 6/64 7/64 8/64 9/64
West 1(0)]| 24(2)| 128(1) | 386(22) 733(43) | 46 (11) 2 (0)
East 3(0)| 94(0) | 459(4) | 573 (4) | 1258 (7) {305 (1) | 27 (1)
South 1(0)| 85(0) | 134(2) | 111 (1) 144 (2) | 11 (3)| 11(0)
North-west 0 (0) 1(0) 46(0) | 60 (0) 135 (0) [ 31 (0) 1 (0)
North-east 20001 12(1) 66(3) | 122 (4) 200 (4)| 40 (0) 0 (0)
York & its
onVirons 1(0) 19(0) | 137(0) | 265 (0) 426 (0) {200 (0)| 14(1)
Yorkshire
products from 0(0)] 0(0)| 21(0) 5 (0) 1221 7 (8] 2(0)
olsewhere

Table 4.10: Counts of unpublished and published stem-bores from each of the six
geographical sub-divisions and of Yorkshire products found outside the county.
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412 Mould Flaws

By studying the bowls carefully it is sometimes possible to detect small flaws that
are unique to a particular mould, rather like a fingerprint. These flaws, caused
either during the manufacturing process or by subsequent re-filing and repairing of
the mould, can be used to help identify individual bowls that were produced from
the same mould. Mould flaws may help to identify the number of moulds used by a
particular maker or, in the absence of any mark on the pipes themselves, to identify
the presence of previously un-recorded makers through the distribution of their

wares.

The material recorded for this present research included three large groups of pipes
where mould flaw analysis was possible. The first two were groups of Civil-War
Period pipes from Pontefract Castle and from Sandal Castle. It was possible to
identify 12 different moulds from Pontefract, and 13 from Sandal. In addition, the
analysis of the moulds from these two Civil War Period sites was able to
demonstrate that some of the pipes recovered from Pontefract were made in the
same moulds as examples from Sandal (For discussion see Chapter 9). The third
group was a collection of pipes with moulded initials for the period 1680-1770 from
the Rayner Collection. Analysis of this group resulted in the identification of 69
different mould groups accounting for 203 pipes produced by 14 different makers.

4.13 Bowl crosses
Bowl crosses, or marks, are relief moulded impressions created in the bottom of the
bowl by marks cut into the end of the stopper that forms the bowl cavity. These

marks are often crosses and most frequently appear as one of the following types:

A cross ® A plus sign @ A star ®

Although pioneering work into the use and purpose of bowl crosses has been carried
out in the south of England, for example Surrey (Higgins 1981) and London
(Jarzembowski 1985), there has been no systematic recording of these marks from

other parts of the country. As a result it is difficult to place the Yorkshire examples
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within their broader context. The Yorkshire examples do, however, point to a
pattern similar to that seen in both London and Surrey where these marks appear to
represent only a small percentage of the bowls recorded. It also appears that they
are only present in bowls dating from the eighteenth century or later, when there

was a change from a pointed base to a flat base within the bowl.

In Yorkshire, from the present study period, 13 examples were recorded — nine of
the plus type (o) and one of the cross type (®) from South Yorkshire, two of the
cross type (®) from West Yorkshire, and one of the plus type (o) from East
Yorkshire, all dating from the period 1700-1750.

The following table presents the number of examples, from each geographical sub-
division, of bowl crosses recorded. These figures exclude those bowls where the

base of the internal bowl cavity could not be seen.

Area Present | Not present
West 2 (0) 801 (10)
East 1(0) 2481 (12)
South 10 (0) 413 (5)
North-west 0(0) 300 (0)
North-east 0(0) 303 (6)
York & its environs 0(0) 1172 (0)
Yorkshire products from elsewhere 0(0) 29 (0)

Table 4.11: Counts of the presence or absence of bowl crosses for the unpublished
and published bowls from the six geographical sub-divisions in Yorkshire together
with Yorkshire products found outside the county.

4.14 Summary

The tables presented above give an indication of the quantity, range and
geographical distribution of the material collected for the purposes of this study.
Complete summaries of all the attributes recorded for each of the six geographical

sub-divisions is presented in Appendix 7.
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A detailed analysis of all the data collected is presented in the following chapters in

order to consider the following issues:-

¢ The development of the bowl form

e The development and range of marks used

e The finishing techniques employed by the makers

e The distribution of Yorkshire products within the county itself
e The distribution of Yorkshire products outside the county

e The distribution of non-Yorkshire products recorded within the county

Each of these topics will be discussed both geographically and chronologically in

order to highlight the regional variations or similarities within the study area.
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Chapter S: Clay sources and kiln sites

50 Introduction

In this chapter the clay sources available to and exploited by Yorkshire’s pipe-
makers will be considered. This is followed by an assessment of the only two
known early pipe kiln sites from Yorkshire - one from Potovens, dating from the
seventeenth century, and one from Doncaster, dating from the end of the eighteenth

century.

5.1 The availability of raw materials

The production of clay tobacco pipes required two main ingredients — a white firing
clay and fuel for a kiln. By the seventeenth century there was a general shortage of
wood in Southern England caused by an increase in demand from the urban centres,
particularly London, and for good timber for shipbuilding. In the 1634 charter of
the London Company of Tobacco Pipe Makers it was agreed to set aside £40 per
year to pay ‘to a person to teach the members of the company how to make their
fires of coal’ (Atkinson and Oswald 1969, 172). This may be a possible attempt to
alleviate the demand on supplies of wood and suggests that pipe-makers were
actively being encouraged to use coal as an alternative fuel source. In 1663 the
second company was formed imposing certain conditions including one that
required ‘only coals to be burnt for firing pipes’ (ibid). There is very little evidence
for the use of different fuel sources but by looking at documentary evidence it is
possible to get an idea of the fuels that may have been exploited. For example in
Spalding, Lincolnshire in 1671 the inventory of John Fox includes ‘3 loads of wood
and 2000 turves’ (Oswald 1975, 23) and in Portsmouth around 1700 wood and
charcoal appears to have been used (ibid, 20). This would suggest that in spite of
the conditions imposed by the 1663 charter wood, charcoal, and turves might have
been used for some time. There appears to be even less in the way of evidence for
the use of fuels in Yorkshire. Coal, however, was readily available, particularly in
south Yorkshire, and it seems most likely that this would have been the dominant
fuel source exploited by pipe-makers in the county.
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Some of the finest, and whitest, pipe clay is found in Dorset, Devon, and on the Isle
of Wight (Walker 1977, 214 & 221). This clay is often referred to as ‘ball clay’
taking its name from the fact that the clay was originally mined in cubes or ‘balls’
measuring approximately 10 inches (c25cm) across and weighing between 30 and
351bs (ibid, 213). From at least the late 1620s records show large quantities of ‘clay
for tobacco pipes’ was being shipped to London (Willan 1938, 151). In the year
Christmas 1627 to Christmas 1628 160 tons of clay specifically for tobacco pipes
was shipped to London from Southampton (ibid). With the increase in demand for
clay tobacco pipes came an increase in the amount of clay shipped to various ports
around England’s coast. In the year from Christmas 1690 to Christmas 1691 3,114
tons of clay was shipped out of Poole, 2,215 tons of which was destined for London.
Only 212 tons of this was actually specified as tobacco pipe clay, but it seems
probable that most was for production of clay tobacco pipes (ibid 156).

Some of Yorkshire’s coastal ports appear in the records and Hull in particular was a
regular destination. In the year ending Christmas 1687, for example, Cowes
shipped 60 tons of tobacco pipe clay to Hull (ibid 153). It would appear that part of
these consignments were then trans-shipped to other Yorkshire destinations, for
example in 1684 Bridlington imported tobacco pipe clay from Hull, although the
quantity is not specified (ibid 121).

In addition to the clays that were clearly being imported into parts of Yorkshire
from Dorset, Devon and the Isle of Wight, local sources were being exploited by the
pipe-makers where they could be found. Yorkshire has two mains sources of local
white firing clay, those associated with the Carboniferous coal measures and those
associated with the Jurassic. In both cases the clays form thin seams interleaved
with other materials. Although no one appears to have mapped these clays
according to their firing characteristics, an indication of their locations can be
obtained by looking at where white-firing clays have been exploited for other
purposes — normally pottery making (Alan Vince in lir 10.3.02). In 1980, for
example, Kilmurry looked at the pottery industry in Stamford and was able to
distinguish Stamford Ware from similar looking and contemporary products from
Northampton, Lincoln, Oxford and Winchester through neutron activation.
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Coal measures outcrop extensively in the west and south of Yorkshire and
excavations in and around Doncaster have recovered large quantities of pottery in
what is described as ‘white coal measure clay’ (Buckland er a/ 1989). Similarly,
local white firing clays were used at Potovens, near Wakefield, to decorate the local
earthenwares with applied strips, motifs or stamped pads (Brears 1967, 19). Also at
Baxter Gate in Doncaster where vessels were recovered bearing applied decoration
in the form of fleur-de-lys, flowers and dots, all in white ‘pipeclay’ (Buckland et al
1989, 385). There are also direct references to local clays being exploited
specifically for pipe-making. In the West Riding Quarter Sessions Records for the
year 1680-81 it was noted that potters were ‘driving waynes, Cartes & Carriages
crosse over the said common and with horses and breaking ye soyle, making rutts
and new wayes, digging and getting of clay for making pipes, potts and other
earthenwares, and making pitts and holes neare ye hye waye to the danger of
travellers’ (Brears 1967, 8). In 1715 Thoresby noted that at Wortley there “is a good
vein of fine clay, that will retain its whiteness after it is burnt (when others turn red)
and, therefore, used for the making of tobacco pipes, a manufacture but lately begun
in Leeds’ (Brears 1991, 2).

The Jurassic outcrop is intermittent around the North York Moors, its southwest
extremity being at the Roman kilnfield of Cranbeck, heading north through the
Hambleton Hills and Osmotherley, then on to the outskirts of Whitby and finally
Scarborough. These clays are often siltier than the coal measure clays and with
variable iron content. Although these local sources would have provided cheaper
and perfectly adequate clay for the manufacture of clay tobacco pipes, it could be
argued that the proximity of production sites to the coast may have meant that

Devon or Dorset ball clays would also have been accessible.

In 1982 Davidson and Davey looked at a sample of pipes from five production
centres in England, including Hull, in an attempt to identify the clay sources. The
object of the paper was to ‘see whether pipe clays from differing sources could be
distinguished in thin section’ (ibid 311). By plotting the various inclusion
characteristics of the samples Davidson and Davey were able to show that there
were distinct clusters (1982, 334, Fig 8). This suggested that is was indeed possible
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to distinguish pipes made from different clay sources. However, the authors point
out that of the nine samples, only two were of sufficient size to be representative.
The remaining seven samples were described as being ‘not sufficient’ (ibid 318),
‘too small’ (ibid 319) or ‘weak’ (ibid) and in two cases ‘clearly insufficient’ (ibid
320). In addition, the study would clearly have benefited from the inclusion of a
sample of Dorset or Devon ball clay in order to compare with the samples made

from possible ‘local’ clay.

Dunham employed an alternative technique in 1992 when he noted the minerals
found by x-ray diffraction in two clay tobacco pipes recovered from a building site
in the centre of Beverley. One of these pipes dated from the seventeenth century,
while the other was of twentieth-century date. In addition to noting the absence of
mica in the seventeenth-century pipe, which indicated that it had been fired to a
higher temperature than the twentieth-century sample, Dunham suggests that the

mineralogical content of both samples were typical of ball clay (ibid 111).

It is clearly possible to differentiate between clays obtained locally and those
imported from outside a given production area, using a combination of the scientific
methods. Although small numbers of pipes from within Yorkshire have been
sampled using one or more of the techniques outlined above, there has been no
systematic survey of possible clay sources within the county as a whole. This is

clearly an area for further research.

5.2 Kilnsites

The pipe-makers whose names appear in the records are often listed as coming from
a specific town or village and it is assumed that most, if not all, of these makers
would have had a small kiln attached to their house. Occasionally it is possible to
glean information about the house they may have lived in from the documentary
sources, for example Judith Gill of Potovens, appears in the Manor Book for 1709
as holding ‘a poor cott[age] and a garth of 1r. 4p. at Potovens’ (Brears 1967, 42),
and Henry Byram, another Potovens pipe-maker working from the 1670s also
appears in the Manor Book for 1709 when he held “a cott[age] and a garth of 25p.”
(ibid). In many cases it is not possible to precisely locate these properties but by

61



using map evidence in conjunction with the parish registers it is sometimes possible
to locate kiln sites or workshops. An enclosure map of Rawmarsh dated 1781 and
held by the Archives and Local Studies library in Rotherham (Munford in litt
28.6.2000), clearly shows that Jonathan Scorer (or Scorah) was occupying plot
number 453. The lane that ran across the north side of this plot was known as Pipe
House Lane (ibid). From documentary sources a Jonathan Scorah is known to have
been working as a pipe-maker in Rawmarsh from 1764-1821 (Lawrence 1973, 193;
Appendix 1). Unfortunately, the area around plot 453 has since been re-developed
as a housing estate and Scorah’s house has long since been destroyed so it is not
possible to look for any physical evidence, but it is tempting to suggest that he was
producing pipes in a small workshop attached to his house. A similar site came to
light in 1991 when Higgins published a schematic map drawn from details
contained within an indenture dating from 1665/6, which dealt with the division of
a plot of land in Bugbrooke, Northamptonshire. The plot was to be divided between
Richard and Elizabeth Halliwell, and Thomas Halliwell, a pipe-maker. The details
of the plot and the description of how the division was to be made, were so precise
that it was possible to locate these properties within the village itself. Unlike the
Scorah property in Rawmarsh, the plot occupied by Thomas Halliwell in Bugbrooke
was substantially undisturbed and it was possible to carry out a series of trial
excavations in the garden. These excavations yielded muffle fragments and
wasters, strongly suggesting that a kiln had indeed been present on the site. Such
cases are rare, as are direct reference to actual pipe kilns. In the Wakefield Court
Rolls for 1664 reference is made to a ‘pipe furnace’ belonging to a John Watson of
Halifax that was causing a nuisance (Constance Fraser in lirt 21.8.2000). Watson
objected to the charge but was found guilty and fined £10. He later appeared at
Brighouse where the court ruled that he ‘shall not at any time hereafter burne any
pipes in any furnace now builded and made upon the backside of his dwellinge
house in Halifax whereby the people passinge alonge the streets may be annoyed
with the smoke thereof, upon payne to forfeit for every time so doinge the summe
of Twenty shillings’ (ibid).

In terms of actual kiln structures, very few remains have ever been found in

Yorkshire. In his national survey of the clay tobacco pipe kilns Peacey (1996) lists
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just two Yorkshire kiln sites, one from the seventeenth century, at Potovens, and

one from the eighteenth century, at Doncaster. A brief summary of each of these

sites is given below.

5.2.1 The seventeenth-century kiln site at Potovens

Wrenthorpe is the modern name for the settlement that was known as Potovens
from at least the mid seventeenth century due to the large numbers of potters who
lived there. The settlement lies less than 2 miles to the north-west of Wakefield at
SE 315226, in an area that was well supplied with all the raw materials required to
produce pottery — coal, clay and water (Bartlett 1968, 1). Between 1963 and 1966
thirteen kilns, or kiln-sites, were excavated in advanced of a housing development.
Kiln 5 was discovered near 105 Wrenthorpe Road during the construction of
Imperial Avenue and was identified as a clay tobacco pipe kiln. The discovery of
the kiln was made in less than ideal conditions by Peter Brears in 1963. At that
time Brears was attending Leeds College but had become alerted to the archaeology
that was being destroyed by the rapid construction of new suburban housing at
Potovens, which was only two miles away from his family home. In the absence of
any ‘official’ archacological input, Brears undertook to ‘rescue and record’
whatever he could in the evenings after college (in /itt 4.10.2001). Brears describes
how the finds were recovered ‘mostly by torchlight, from the foundation trenches of
buildings that were being constructed’ (ibid). Brears goes on to describe how he
arrived on site ‘one evening close to dusk’ only to find ‘that the surface had been
scraped back by a bulldozer, which had apparently destroyed the lower section of a
pipe kiln, leaving little more than a stained area and the bottom of a flue on the
surface of the clay’ (ibid). The diameter of the stained, or burnt circle, left by the
kiln measured 8ft (Brears 1967, 13). On the spoil heaps nearby there were ‘chunks
of heavily fired clay kiln interior’ and ‘masses of broken pipe stems and MP
stamped bowls’ but only a sample were retrieved due to failing light (ibid and in litt
4.10.2001).  There were also large quantities of pipes marked EG (Brears 1967,
40). Regrettably, at the time the local museum showed little interest in the site and
Brears was unable to keep large quantities of material himself, therefore only
samples were retained. By the time Brears could visit the site again, the

foundations had concrete in them and the area around the new house had been re-
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levelled as a garden. A small sample of the bowls recovered by Brears has
subsequently been deposited with the Wakefield Museum and Art Gallery and a
selection have been illustrated in Appendix 3, Figures 158.13, 158.14 and 158.15.

Peacey’s survey of tobacco pipe kilns (1996) would suggest that a kiln base with an
8ft diameter, as recorded by Brears, is much too large for a pipe kiln. If this is the
case, it raises the question of why pipe waste was found with such a large kiln at
Potovens. One hypothesis is that the Potovens kiln was in fact a pot kiln that was
also being used, from time to time, by the local pipe-makers. Precedent for this is
set by a find from Barnstaple in North Devon, where a cylindrical saggar containing
pipes was found (ibid S5). The fragments of saggar base have pipes, dated
typologically to 1610-1630, fused to it by a thick lead glaze. The site yielding these
fragments also produced large quantities of potting waste. It would appear
therefore, that in the early part of the seventeenth century, in Barnstaple at least,
pipe-makers were firing their pipes in pottery kilns. This is the only firm evidence
from anywhere in England where pipe-makers and potters were sharing a kiln,
although it is known that Dutch pipe-makers often fired their pipes in potters’ kilns
(Brongers 1964, 40). The material from Barnstaple might indicate that this English
‘experiment’ was unsuccessful as lead glaze from the pots contaminated the pipe
filled saggars and it does not seem to be an arrangement that lasted. If the pipe-
makers and potters at Potovens had a similar arrangement, it would be an extremely
rare and an interesting parallel for the Devon material. Potovens clearly had a
well-developed potting industry by the seventeenth century and documentary
sources show that pipe-makers were also well established in the village, which has
clear parallels with Rainford in Lancashire and Broseley in Shropshire. At both
Rainford and Broseley potting and pipe-making were important local industries.
Archaeological evidence from these two centres clearly shows that, from at least the
mid seventeenth century pipe-makers and potters were using their own kilns,

specially constructed for their individual needs.

There is no doubt that what Brears recovered and recorded at Potovens were
fragments of pipe waste, and the evidence for a kiln base is not in dispute. What is

in question, however, is the interpretation of that evidence. Given the evidence
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from Peacey’s survey of pipe kilns (1996), the archacological work at Rainford, in
particular Church Field (Davey et al 1982b) and the survey of the Broseley pipe
industry (Higgins 1987), it seems most likely that the Potovens kiln was in fact a pot
kiln. The presence of such large quantities of pipe waste may simply have been the
result of material having been dumped on the site from elsewhere. The lack of any
direct stratigraphic association between the kiln and the waste dump makes it
impossible to say how these two deposits relate to each other. The balance of
probability however, suggests that this is not actually a pipe kiln, but simply a site
on which pipe kiln waste had been dumped from a nearby manufactory.

5.2.2 The eighteenth-century kiln site at Doncaster

As with the seventeenth century, there is only one eighteenth-century pipe kiln
known from Yorkshire. The kiln was discovered during excavations in Church
Street, Doncaster in 1967 with further work being carried out on the site in 1972
(Buckland ef al 1989, 191). This pipe kiln was clearly being operated by a Samuel
Lumley, since numerous stems bearing his full name mark and dating from the end

of the eighteenth century were recovered from the site.

There is a great deal of confusion in the documentary sources with regard to exactly
how many Samuel Lumleys were pipe-makers in Doncaster. The documentary
sources and the IGI (International Genealogical Index) would suggest that Lumley
was a common name in South Yorkshire in the eighteenth century, as was Samuel,
and there would appear to have been as many as three pipe-makers by the name of
Samuel Lumley (Appendix 1). The first was working in Rotherham from 1723 to
around 1753 but may have moved to Doncaster later in his life. The second, most
likely the son of Samuel (1), was working in Doncaster from the mid 1750s but died
somewhere between 1766 and 1769. A possible third Samuel Lumiey may have
been working at the Church Street pipe-works until 1782, since an advertisement of
that year appeared in the York Courant offering for rent ‘the House lately occupied
by Samuel Lumley. There is a Pot, Furnace, Mold, Grates, and everything necessary
on the Premises for the Business.” (Fowler et a/, 1979, 60). There is no evidence to
indicate this offer was taken up and pipe-making, therefore, appears to have ceased

on the site at this date.
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Unfortunately the excavation of the pipe kiln itself was never written up fully for
publication. A summary account is therefore given below drawn from the interim
report (ibid) and from the notes made when the kiln material was examined by the

author during a recording visit to Doncaster Museum and Art Gallery in July 2001.

The site of the kiln lay on the north side of Church Street in an area later to be
known as Miller’s Yard, named after a eighteenth-century antiquarian and church
organist called Edward Miller who lived in the adjoining house (ibid). The site
itself appears to have been purchased in 1620 by the Lee family who had their
family home immediately to the west of the pipe kiln site (ibid). Buckland et al
suggests that the Lee family were linked with the tannery which formed part of a
small industrial complex that later included the pipe works (ibid 194). Edward
Miller acquired the site through marriage around 1763. A map of 1767 shows that,
by this date a substantial building known as Clergy House stood on the site, but that
to the east of this, where the kiln was later located, were gardens (ibid 10).
Although Clergy House stood until the nineteenth century, when it was demolished,
the gardens were clearly developed long before this. By 1832, when the town was
surveyed, the garden arca had gone and in its place were a series of narrow
alleyways between the buildings leading off Church Street to small courtyards
beyond (ibid 41). The map evidence is important in showing that the kiln site itself

must have been constructed after 1767, when the area was still shown as gardens.

Very little published information exists concerning the kiln itself other than to say
that the base of a small kiln was ‘inserted into a sub-rectangular pit, 2.6m long by
1m wide, and associated with a roughly cobbled surface’ (ibid 200). Buckland ef a/
go on to describe how this structure, which was ‘lined in highly fired, partly
vitrified fireclay, had been built of brick and only the basal two courses remained,
where it had later been incorporated into the cobbled yard surface’ (ibid). In
addition, there was a small stoke-hole ‘partly lined with upright limestone slabs’
containing ‘many broken stems and bowls. The former [being] stamped with the
name Lumley.” (ibid).



In July 2001 the matenal recovered from the pipe kiln was recorded by the author at
Doncaster Museum and Art Gallery. In terms of pipe fragments this material
comprised 132 bowls, 91 stems and 6 mouthpieces. A total of 108 bowls were of
six different moulded designs (Figure 5.1) some of which were associated with
stems stamped with an S LUMLEY mark and were almost certainly being produced
on the site. The largest group of bowls recovered from the site were those with a
flute and dot design as Figures 5.1.4 and 5.1.5. It is interesting to note that these are
either a heel form (Figure 5.1.5) of which there were 41 examples, or a spur form
(Figure 5.1.4), which accounted for 27 examples. Of the remaining 19 flute and dot
bowls the spur or heel was missing. The design in the second group comprised a
total of 15 bowls decorated with flutes combined with leaf and tendril design, which
ran down the bowl away from the smoker, and part way along the stem (Figures
5.1.2, 5.1.3 and 5.1.6). Again, this group included both heel and spur forms. A
number of stems with parts of the moulded tendril designs also had the S LUMLEY
stamped mark. The third group comprised five fluted bowls with a stag’s head
facing the smoker (Figure 5.1.1). All five of these bowls appeared to be of a spur
type, although none survived. Two of the stag’s head bowls appeared to be wasters.

In addition to the Lumley material there were six bowls with Masonic motifs and
the moulded lettering W WATSON/ROTHERHAM in two lines, on either side of
the bowl seam away from the smoker dating from 1775-1800. Oswald (1975) does
not list a W Watson for Rotherham at this date so this would appear to be a
previously unrecorded maker. The remaining 18 bowls comprised three residual
bowls dating from 1640-1680, two of which were stamped on the heel with the
initials IH; nine plain bowls dating from 1740-1800, seven of which appear to have
formed part of the muffle; four bowls or fragments bearing Masonic motifs; and

two small, plain bowl fragments.

A total of 78 pipe fragments, mainly stems, with stamped marks were also
recovered from the kiln site. Of these 78 fragments 60 (77%) were stamped S
LUMLEY, which appears to have been produced by the same die, and a further
10 (13%) were marked with a diamond pattern stamp. The only other marked stem
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Figure 5.1: 1-6. Range of mould-decorated bowls recovered from the Church Street
Kiln, Doncaster; 7. S LUMLEY stem fragment with traces of moulded decoration,
similar stems were used as reinforcement for the muffle. Scale 1:1.

from the site was one, which can be attributed to Richard Scorah of Rawmarsh and

is contemporary with the Lumley material.

Although not from the kiln site itself, it is interesting to note the existence of two
plain bowls dating from 1750-1770, both stamped with the lettering ‘LUMLEY
DON.R’ on the bowl facing the smoker. One of these was recovered from fields
around Beverley (Pcode 15266) but the other was recovered from the north side of
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Church Way in Doncaster (Pcode 06922) (Appendix 3, Figure 124.8), less than 100

meters from the pipe kiln site. It is also interesting to note that no examples of this

particular bowl type were recovered from the Church Street kiln site, perhaps

suggesting that someone by the name Lumley was working at another site in

Doncaster prior to the construction of the Church Street pipe-works.

In addition to the clay pipe fragments that were recovered from the site, there was a

large quantity of kiln material, a summary of which is given in Table 5.1 below.

Context

Description

DC/AAE

Thick lower muffle wall section (7cm thick) with vertical sections of
pipe stem to reinforce; multiple clay lining layers can be seen on the
inside (Figure 5.2); outside is heavily slagged with traces of a support.
Some of the reinforcing stems are clearly stamped S LUMLEY

(Figure 5.3).

DC/AAE

Fragment of mainly fine white clay with little evidence of filler. In
plan it is curved like a muffle wall fragment, but on the inside it is
roughly fractured as if stuck on to the outside of a muffle. Has a
clearly defined edge or face; heavily encrusted and reddened.

DC/AAE

Pipe clay ‘brick’ with some gritty inclusions; odd fragments of late
18® C fluted bow confirm its association with the kiln. Three joining
pieces to form a wedge-shape. Oufside surface heavily slagged,
inside surface clean but abraded; other surfaces slightly reddened as if
repeatedly heated. The worn and abraded area is very clean and could
be the result of the fragment having been set in the ground and worn

as part of a path after use (Figure 5.4).

DC/AAF
($) Layer 2

Fragments of kiln debris including sheets of clay some with paper
impressions on one side; some fragments seem to have been folded

over a ‘lip’ (Figure 5.5, top right).
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DC/AAG

Waster bowls that appear to have been included in the body of the
muffle walls (see Appendix 3 figures 122.10, 122.11 & 122.12); a
pinch of clay wrapped round a pipe stem, which is broken at both
ends, shaped like a small support. Discoloured from firing all over so
does not appear to be broken or attached to anything else other than
the pipe stem (possibly a rack, as identified by Peacey (1996, 65) - not
illustrated.

DC/ABL
($) Layer 4

Two joining fragments making up a large wall section, similar to
Figure 5.2, but 6cm thick in lower area thinning to 4cm with a 2cm
step on the top surface (Figure 5.6). Within the fabric are casts of
bowls now missing (Figure 5.7) and stems set vertically, some of

which are marked with an S Lumley stamp.

Not known

Piece of muffle support 5.75cm x 5.5cm x 4.5cm; set with three lines
of vertical pipe stems; blackened by firing on the sides (Figure 5.5 top
left).

Not known

Large chuck of muffle with a layer of bowls at the base and a possible
support scar (Figure 5.5, bottom left).

Not known

Piece of unformed pipe clay containing fragments of pipe stems and
coal (not illustrated).

Not known

Thick squashed ‘sausage’ of pipe clay c36mm x 22mm x 10cm;
appears to have been pressed onto a curved surface ?muffle wall
identified as an applied strip (ibid 64)(not illustrated).

Table 5.1: Summary of the kiln material recovered from excavations at Church
Street, Doncaster, in context number order.

Analysis of the kiln material from Church Street would indicate that Lumley was

using a muffle kiln typical of the eighteenth century, with steps built into the sides

on which the bowis of the pipes could be rested (Peacey 1996, 170, Fig 94). Part of

one of these steps can clearly be seen in Figure 5.6. With the exception of the

strange brick-like object (Figure 5.4), which is not paralleled by any other pipe kiln
site in England, all the other material is of a type and form that would be expected
from an eighteenth-century muffle kiln.
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The presence of so many S LUMLEY stamped stems both on the site and within the
body of the muffle (Figure 5.3) clearly points to the fact that Lumley was
responsible for the waste material and the construction of the kiln itself. After each
firing of the muftle any cracks were sealed with the application of a wash of pipe
clay on the inside of the muffle. The multiple layers of pipe clay that are clearly

visible on parts of the muffle (Figure 5.2), suggests that it was used several times.

Although the confusing documentary sources make it difficult to identify which
Samuel Lumley was responsible for the kiln waste found in Church Street, the map
evidence and the archaeological evidence confirms that someone by that name was
working on the site. In addition, the documentary evidence provides a tight date
range of between 1768 and 1782 for the kiln waste. The kiln group provides an
important bench-mark for the identification of Yorkshire bowl forms and decorated

stem styles dating from the 1770s.

Figure 5.2: Photograph of a section of muffle showing the reinforcing stems and
the layers of pipe-clay. Scale is 5cm. Photograph by D A Higgins.
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Figure 5.3: Detail of fragment shown in Figure 5.2, showing stem fragments
clearly stamped S LUMLLEY. Photograph by the author.

Figure 5.4: Pipe-clay ‘brick’ from DC/AAL showing the heavy slagging on one side
as well as worn areas. Scale 5cm. Photograph by the author.



Figure 5.5: Sample of the kiln debris recovered from Church Street. Scale Scm.
Photograph by the author.

Figure 5.6: Part of a muffle wall from DC/ABL with reinforcing stems clearly
visible, showing the shelf support. Photograph by the author.



* ]

Figure 5.7: Detail from part of the muffle wall (DC/ABL) showing the impression
left by a fluted bowl that has been used within the body of the muffle itself.
Photograph by the author.

5.3  Summary

What is most striking about this survey of clay sources and kiln sites in Yorkshire is
the paucity of both documentary and artefactual evidence. From the evidence that
does exist it would appear that pipe-makers in Yorkshire were exploiting both local
clay sources as well as importing clays from Dorset and Devon. Although a range
of scientific methods exist to characterise the differences in these clays in order to
help identify sources, these methods have not been applied systematically. This is

clearly an area where more work is needed.

The survey of pipe kiln evidence from Yorkshire serves to highlight the glaring gap
in the archaeological record for the county. There are hundreds of documented
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century pipe-makers from Yorkshire, all of whom

would either have owned or had access to a small kiln. Large numbers of these
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makers have been identified through documentary research, but there are
undoubtedly many more that are still to be found. Despite the clear documentary
evidence there are only two pipe kilns known and one of those, that at Potovens, is

most likely a pot kiln rather than a pipe kiln.

The following chapter goes on to look at the development of the bowl form in
Yorkshire.
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Chapter 6: The development of the bowl form in Yorkshire

6.0 Introduction

In this chapter the influences that affected the development of the Yorkshire bowl
form are discussed, considering the impact of production centres bordering the
study area as well as those from overseas. The evolution of the bowl forms found in
Yorkshire 1580-1800 is then presented. This will chart the changes from the small
late sixteenth and early seventeenth-century bowls reminiscent of those found in
London, to the introduction of the Yorkshire bulbous during the second half of the
seventeenth century and the upright forms of the eighteenth century through to the
introduction of mould decorated bowls towards the end of the eighteenth century.
This is followed by an analysis of the bowl forms recorded for this present research,

for the period 1640-1720 illustrating the variations in form within Yorkshire.

6.1 The influences on the development of bowl forms in Yorkshire

In the following sections the way in which those production centres bordering
Yorkshire may have affected the development of the bowl form is considered. The
actual importation of products from these neighbouring production centres is
discussed in Chapter 10. This present chapter deals primarily with influences on

the development of the bowl form within Yorkshire.

6.1.1 The south — Derbyshire/Lincolnshire/Nottinghamshire

Bordering Yorkshire to the south are three pipe producing areas - Derbyshire,
Lincolnshire and Nottinghamshire — any, or all, of which could have had an
influence on the development of the bowl form in Yorkshire. Each centre is dealt

with separately below.

6.1.1.1. Derbyshire

There has been very little previous work on Derbyshire pipes. The Society for Clay
Pipe Research lists only one article in its Bibliography of Clay Pipe Studies (Atkin
1989). This was an article by Gault and Alvey (1979), which simply lists the known
pipe-makers from Derbyshire. This list includes only one seventeenth-century and

76



26 eighteenth-century pipe-makers. The date for the single seventeenth-century

maker comes from a token.

Two other articles are known, however, both dealing with clay pipes from
Chesterfield. Although the majority of the pipes from the Peacock Inn, Chesterfield
(Alvey 1978) were of nineteenth-century date, the group did include some from the
seventeenth century, a selection of which have been illustrated. With the exception
of one of the illustrated bowls, which is slightly bulbous (ibid, 51 fig 25.2) none
show any 'resemblance to products found in Yorkshire. The large group from Hady
Hill, Chesterfield (Wynne 1996) also included a group of seventeenth-century pipes
none of which match anything found in Yorkshire.

During his collection of stamped marks for the National Clay Tobacco Pipe Stamp
Catalogue, Higgins (2002a) made detailed notes of the bowl forms encountered at a
number of museums in Derbyshire. From these notes it appears that in the early
seventeenth-century Derbyshire either imported London products or copied London
forms. By the mid seventeenth century spur forms predominate and this contrasts
quite markedly with what is happening in Yorkshire at this date, where only 3% of
the mid seventeenth-century bowls have spurs. During the late seventeenth century
through to the early eighteenth century Derbyshire appears to be importing a
significant quantity of products from Broseley in Shropshire. In Yorkshire,
however, this present research has only encountered three imported Broseley pipes

amongst the many thousands examined from the county.

From this brief survey it appears that the production centres in Derbyshire had little
or no influence on those being produced in Yorkshire, either in terms of bowl form
or in the style of marks used. Nor, does it appear, that Yorkshire had any particular
influence on the pipe styles produced in Derbyshire or the supply of pipes to that

county.

6.1.1.2 Lincolnshire
Clay tobacco pipes from Lincolnshire have received far more attention than those
from Derbyshire. The Bibliography of Clay Pipe Studies (Atkin 1989) lists 17
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articles relating to clay pipes from Lincolnshire to which can be added a county
summary compiled for the NSC by Higgins (2002b). In his survey of Lincolnshire
makers Wells (1979,124, figure 1) illustrates a range of bowl forms from the
county. Most of which are different to those encountered in Yorkshire with one
exception, Figure 1.7. This particular bowl dates from the transitional period
(1690-1720) and has the moulded initials RC on the sides of the heel and a RC
stamp on the base of the heel. Wells does not provide a clear caption for this figure,
so it is difficult to work out to whom he is attributing the pipe, but it does bear close
resemblance to the transitional bowls from Hull. It is not clear if Wells considers
this an import to Lincolnshire or if he assigns it to a Lincoln maker. Although very
similar to the Robert Chapman products in Hull there are no known examples from
the study area that have a stamped mark as well as the moulded initials.

In 1977 Mann carried out a survey of clay tobacco pipes from excavations in
Lincoln. During the Civil War period the pipes from Lincoln bear a very close
resemblance to those found in Yorkshire at the same date. Mann herself notes the
close similarity to pipes from York as well as a ‘swollen bowl pinched-in below its
lip and with a noticeable ‘waist’> (1977, 11). As with Yorkshire, the majority of the
Civil War period bowls appear to be heel types although spur types in Lincolnshire
do appear to be more common. The bowls from Lincolnshire dating to the period
1660-1690 are much less bulbous than those from Yorkshire and appear to have
slightly elongated heel, almost heart shaped (White 1979a, 176; Comrie 1979, 207).
The later seventeenth-century bowls from Lincolnshire appear to be larger versions
of the earlier forms as opposed to those from Yorkshire where a different range of

forms emerges.

In the transitional period Lincolnshire does not appear to have the very pronounced,
forward leaning bowl forms that are common in Yorkshire centres such as Hull and
York. The typical Lincolnshire transitional bowl appears to be fairly upright with a
slight swelling towards the rim (White 1979b, 186; Appendix 3, Figure 46 No. 13
and Figure 47 No. 1) Bowls of this type are found in Yorkshire, for example
Appendix 3, Figures 88.12-15 and 99.7-8, all of which can be attributed to
Yorkshire makers. In his survey of the pipe industry in Stamford Comrie (1979,
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209 Fig 17) illustrates a bulbous bowl form with the initials SS moulded on the
sides of the heel. Comrie dates this bowl to 1699/1700 and suggests that it is a
product of Samuel Saunders of Stamford. What is interesting is that Comrie
suggests that this ‘squat bulbous bowl’ is ‘a York or Hull design adapted for use by
Samuel Saunders’ (ibid, 212). Although clearly a bulbous style it is not a form that
is found in either York or Hull.

In the early part of the eighteenth century, Lincoln pipes appear to have a very
distinctive form where the bowl is still quite forward leaning and flaring at the rim,
with a pedestal foot (Mann 1977, 18). Forms of this type do not appear in
Yorkshire where pipes of the early eighteenth century are almost all upright forms

with the rim cut more or less parallel to the stem.

This survey has shown that while there were obvious similarities in the bowl forms
current in Yorkshire and Lincolnshire during the mid-seventeenth century these
similarities became less marked during the later seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries. There were clearly some links between the two counties, although it is
unclear whether it was Lincolnshire that was influencing Yorkshire or vice versa. It
is possible that each centre may have been evolving independently but within a
broader regional tradition.

6.1.1.3. Nottinghamshire

A total of 23 articles are listed in the Bibliography of Clay Pipe Studies (Atkin
1989) for Nottinghamshire, the majority of which focus on specific groups of pipes
from excavations in Nottingham itself. A survey of these published sources show
that for the Civil War period the bowl forms current in Nottinghamshire follow
those trends seen throughout England as a whole (Alvey 1975, 50 figure 12; Alvey
1977, 29 figure 12 and Todd 1978, 52 figure 6). During his survey of the
collections in Nottinghamshire for the National Stamp Catalogue Higgins (2002¢)

noted that in the first half of the seventeenth century heel forms predominate.

By the period 1660-1690 there appears to be more in the way of spur forms (Alvey
1974, 70 figure 11; Alvey 1975, 50 figure 12). Some of the bowls also appear to be
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quite bulbous although it is difficult to be sure of this as the illustrations have be
over reduced with many being reproduced at half life size and even a quarter size in

one instance (Alvey 1972, 30 figure 10).

Nottinghamshire bowl forms that were current towards the end of the seventeenth
century and into the transitional period appear to be similar to those seen in
Lincolnshire. Although the majority of these bowls lean forward slightly there are
one or two examples where this lean is very pronounced, similar to those seen at

centres such as York and Hull (Hammond 1985, figures S5, 62 and 68).

As with the eighteenth-century bowl forms from Yorkshire, those from Nottingham
appear to be upright with the rim cut parallel to the stem although the survey for
this current research found very little in the way of published eighteenth-century

material.

From this limited survey it is possible to see that, as with Lincolnshire, there were
links between Yorkshire and Nottinghamshire. This particular chapter has focused
on the bowl forms themselves, but Nottinghamshire’s greatest influence is seen in
the use of two distinctive forms of marking. The first was during the period 1660-
1690 and took the form of incuse lettering stamped on the bowl facing the smoker
(Alvey 1972, 30 figure 10; Alvey 1973, 36 figure 1; Alvey 1975, 29 figure 12 and
Hammond 1985, figures 38-55, 58-62 & 65-69). The second was the use of
decorative stem stamps, which was a particular style of marking that appeared at the
beginning of the eighteenth century and continued for approximately 75 years
(Walker and Wells 1979, 3). Both forms of marking are found on bowls recovered
from sites in Yorkshire, and there are very close parallels to stem stamps used by
makers in south Yorkshire during the same period (see Chapter 8 for a discussion of
the marks).

6.1.2. The west — Lancashire/Cumbria

Bordering Yorkshire to the west are two pipe producing areas — Lancashire, which
is dominated by the pipe producing centres of Rainford and Liverpool, and
Cumbria. The possible influence on the development of both Lancashire and
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Cumbria may have had on the bowl form in Yorkshire is dealt with under separate

headings below.

6.1.2.1. Lancashire

As with Derbyshire, the pipes from Lancashire as a county have received little
attention, with work being concentrated on specific centres such as Rainford, for
example Berry 1963; Coney 1979; Davey 1978 and 1982a; Dagnall 1982a, 1982b,
1985, 1990, 2001 and Higgins 1982 and 1990. In addition to the published sources,
Higgins (2002d) carried out a survey of Lancashire pipes for the National Stamp
Catalogue, which included material from the following collections:- Blackburn
Museum; Towneley Hall, Burnley; Astley Hall Museum, Chorley, Lancaster
Museum; Plint Collection in the Museum of Lakeland Life and Industry, Kendal,
Ribchester Museum and the Alcock Collection, Ormskirk.

A survey of the published and unpublished material available for Lancashire would
indicate that pipes from the county from the early seventeenth century had a slightly
bulbous profile not unlike those found in Yorkshire. Higgins (ibid) indicates that
seventeenth century pipes in Lancashire are ‘predominantly South Lancashire
forms’ and that the industry was centred on Rainford. Some of the bowl forms
found in Rainford throughout the seventeenth century have a very bulbous
appearance. Unlike those from Yorkshire, however, the forms from Rainford are
predominantly spur forms although some heel forms do occur. In addition, the
Rainford bulbous forms are more oval in section where the Yorkshire equivalents
are round, a feature that is not apparent from the two-dimensional side profiles of
the bowls.

The main source of clay tobacco pipes in Lancashire from the eighteenth century
and into the early nineteenth century appears to be Rainford (White 1975, 58). It is
therefore not surprising that Rainford forms should dominate any assemblage from
the county. The earliest documented pipe-makers for Lancaster were in 1732 and it
was not until the early nineteenth century that pipemakers appear at centres such as
Preston and Kendal (ibid). In his survey of Lancaster clay tobacco pipes White
(1975) notes that Lancaster imported ‘all the pipes it required from older centres,
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such as London, Hull, Chester and Liverpool’. It should be noted that, to date, no

systematic survey of the pipes from either Liverpool or Manchester has been carried

out.

The overwhelming impression is that pipe production in Lancashire was dominated
by one or two key centres at the south of the county (Rainford and Liverpool). It is
therefore not surprising that these centres should set the fashion for bowl forms
within the county as a whole. Higgins (2002c) comments that eighteenth-century
Lancashire products are ‘clearly influenced by South Lancashire and Chester
designs. He goes on to note that ‘Lancashire pipes clearly fall within the north-
western tradition but appear to have been subservient to it rather than setting

particular trends of their own’.

There are clearly close links between the bulbous forms of South Lancashire and
Yorkshire although it is unclear whether there was an exchange between the two
centres or if those influences travelled in one direction. As with the products of
both Lincolnshire and Nottinghamshire, however, it is the style of the makers’
marks and their position on the bowl that set Lancashire products apart from her

neighbours.

6.1.2.2. Cumbria

There has been comparatively little research on the pipes and pipemakers of
Cumbria published. Atkins Bibliography of Clay Pipe Studies (1989) only lists five
articles three of which focus on pipemaking in and around Whitehaven (Weatherill
and Edwards 1971, Fletcher 1984 and Jackson 1986). Pipe production at
Whitehaven began during the late seventeenth century (Jackson 1986, 6) and the
site of at least one early eighteenth-century kiln in Whitehaven has been identified
(Fletcher 1982). A series of letters survive from the late 1690s referring to
pipemaking experiments with local clay (ibid). One of these letters, dated 18®
January 1697/8, notes that “our last kill-full burnt to a degree of whiteness nothing
short of ye Bristol pipes, and we think in other respects... .to exceed them.” (ibid).
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Higgins survey of pipes from Cumbria for the National Clay Tobacco Pipe Stamp
Catalogue (2002¢) notes that pipes from the county fall into two basic groups —
those to the south being influenced by Lancashire forms and those from the north
displaying attributes similar to that found in southern Scotland and North-east
England. These broad differences are borne out by a survey of the museum and
private collections in Cumbria. For example, in the collection of the Museum of
Lakeland Life and Industry, Kendal, Rainford style pipes are particularly well
represented. In addition there are a large number of bulbous forms dating from the
period 1660-1680 which Higgins (ibid) notes ‘owe more to Yorkshire types than to
South Lancashire’. In contrast the collections of the Tuille House Museum, Carlisle
and the Carlisle Archaeological Unit are dominated by imports from the North-east
and bowl forms that bear a closer resemblance to those found in southern Scotland
and Tyneside than those of Lancashire. The excavations at Carlisle Cathedral in
1988, for example, produced a small assemblage, which included bowl fragments
that were almost certainly products of the Gateshead industry as well as six marked
pipe fragments. Of those six fragments, however, four were stem stamps that could
be attributed to Gateshead makers.

In terms of bowl forms, examples of a bulbous form similar to that found in
Yorkshire have been noted. Jackson (1986, 8) illustrates some examples of pipes
recovered from a pipe kiln site in Little Broughton. One of these pipes (ibid, fig 12)
is a particularly bulbous form and bears a striking resemblance to examples from
Yorkshire for example Appendix 3, Figures 44.10, 98.14 and 155.4. Bulbous bowls
have also been recovered from excavations at Clifion Hall, Penrith (Alvey 1980,60).
These include two bowls with an AB heel stamp that may be products of Abraham
Boyes of York. Similar bulbous forms have been found in the Kendal area
including large quantities of Yorkshire types dating from 1660-1680 (Higgins
2002d).

This brief summary of the bowl forms from Cumbria shows that bulbous forms are

present, particularly in the south of the county. Although bulbous forms are found
in both Lancashire and Cumbria they are subtly different not only from one another,
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but also from those forms found in Yorkshire. All three areas clearly form part of a

northern tradition, particularly during the second half of the seventeenth century.

6.1.3. The north — Tyneside

In 1964 Parsons published a survey of clay tobacco pipes in North-east England in
which he presented a typology. Parsons (1967, 238) suggested that local
manufacture did not begin in the North East until around 1645 and that prior to this
date pipes had been imported from London, Bristol and the South West. This was a
view widely held in the 1960s and 1970s but one that is no longer in line with
current thinking. There have been a number of published works on clay tobacco
pipes from Tyneside with the majority being focussed on groups from Newcastle
(Oswald 1979, 1981, 1983 and Parsons 1966 and 1967) and Gateshead (Edwards
1986, 1987, 1988a and 1988b). The most comprehensive work is Edwards’ study of
the Gateshead industry, which includes typologies of the local bowl forms and
marks (1988a).

For the period 1635-1660 bowls with heart-shaped heels dominate. Oswald (1983,
186) noted a ‘chinned’ bowl, which he defines as ‘leaning forward with a marked
inward kink’. Although this ‘chinned’ form is found in London and Central
Southern England, Oswald states that it is the combination between the heart-
shaped base and the ‘chinned’ bowl that ‘is rare apart from the Newcastle
examples’. This particular bowl form is associated with two distinctive heel marks,
both comprising initials within a heart-shaped border, GC and NW (see Chapters 8
and 9 for discussion of the marks). These ‘chinned’ bowls with heart-shaped heels
are found in Yorkshire, indeed large numbers of bowls stamped with the same GC
marks as those from Newcastle have been found in and around Beverley. The form

is, however, not a typical Yorkshire form.

A quick survey of the published material from Tyneside shows that the bulbous
forms typical of the Yorkshire pipe industry are not present in assemblages from
sites in centres such as Newcastle and Gateshead. Oswald presents a bulbous form

as Type 4 in his publication on the material from the castle at Newcastle-upon-Tyne

84



(1983, 187), but this type only accounted for four of the bowls recovered and it is
quite possible that they were imports from Yorkshire.

Forward leaning transitional forms are present in Tyneside but these are not as
pronounced as those seen at either York or Hull, nor along the east coast of
Yorkshire.  For the mid to late eighteenth century the bowl forms found in
Tyneside are similar to those found in York and Hull in that they are more upright,
with rims cut parallel to the stem and with small round or oval heels. The Tyneside

typology does, however, have two eighteenth-century spur forms, which are rather
unlike those found in Yorkshire (Edwards 1988a, 10).

As with all the areas that have been surveyed it is in the style and positioning of
stamped or moulded marks where the greatest regional variation can be seen.
Typical of Tyneside are large oval, or lozenge, shaped stem marks in the
seventeenth century, and moulded initials on sides of the heel or spur in the

eighteenth century. There is a full discussion of the mark types given in Chapter 8.

6.1.4. The East - maritime influences

Yorkshire’s coastal and overseas trade is discussed in more detail in Chapters 9 and
10. In this section only those pipe producing centres whose influence may have
reached Yorkshire via its coastal ports will be considered. These include London,

the Low Countries and Scandinavia.

As has already been demonstrated by the survey of Yorkshire’s neighbours, London
products, or styles, were clearly in use from early in the seventeenth century. These
products and styles may have travelled north from London via overland routes. The
use of trade routes via the coastal ports, however, had long been established and
ideas as well as products almost certainly arrived in Yorkshire by sea as well as by

land.

During the transitional period large, forward leaning bowls are found predominately
at sites along the east coast of Yorkshire such as Hull, Scarborough and Bridlington,

or at major sites that were linked to these ports by navigable rivers, such as York.
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These forward leaning forms are very similar to London Types 19 to 22 (Atkinson
& Oswald 1969, 180). It could be argued that these bowls represent actual products
from London that were being traded coastwise. Although London products almost
certainly did find their way to Yorkshire this only accounts for a very small number
of the examples found. A little over 26% of the transitional forms recorded from
Yorkshire are burnished, a phenomenon that is rare in London, suggesting that it
was bowl forms rather than the products themselves that were being imported by
Yorkshire. The ease with which those styles can be confused is illustrated by a
group of pipes at the Wilberforce Museum in Hull. The actual provenance of the
pipes is unknown but on typological grounds it was thought that they may have
come from London. A large number of the group, however, are burnished, strongly

suggesting that they are in fact local products copying London forms.

A similar pattern can be seen in the eighteenth century. The dominant bowl form in
London at this date is the Type 25 (ibid) which invariably has a set of initials
moulded on either side of the heel. An analysis of the bowls recorded in Yorkshire
shows that bowls of this type can be found at centres along the east coast of
Yorkshire, particularly Hull, and up into Tyneside. This may suggest that local
makers had adopted the London style of marking by applying moulded initials to

mark their own products.

Trade links further a field offer the possibility of yet another source of influence. In
the sixteenth and early seventeenth century trade between Yorkshire and the
Netherlands was being carried out, although not all was direct trade (Davies 1978,
4). During the seventeenth century there was clearly a direct link between the two
industries as documentary records show that at least five Yorkshire-men went on to
become pipemakers in the Netherlands. Henry and Roger Wilkins from York;
Thomas Harcastle and Christian Peters from Ripon (Duco 1981, 335-336) and
Christopher Laze from Yorkshire (Anon 2000, 1197), further details of these
makers can be found in Appendix 1.

Duco (1981, 371) considers that the use of tobacco and the making of clay tobacco
pipes was introduced to Holland by the English and notes that in all those Dutch
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towns where pipe-making was being carried out during the seventeenth century, the
English played a major role (ibid, 372). As a result pipes produced in Holland in
the early part of the seventeenth century are virtually indistinguishable from those
produced in England.

Holland very rapidly developed a distinctive bowl form of its own and although
these pipes are found in Yorkshire they are clearly imports to the county rather than
forms that are being copied by the local makers. From sites in Holland a slightly
more bulbous form does occur from time to time (ibid, 243 fig 12 and 244 fig 24)

but these are clearly not Yorkshire forms.

As well as trade with the Low Countries, Yorkshire’s coastal ports, such as Hull,
had been exporting products to the Baltic, Norway and Iceland since the fourteenth-
century (Davies 1978, 4). Port records tended to list only the main cargo, which for
the most part was wool leaving Yorkshire and comn or flax being imported from
overseas. The trade in other goods, such as clay tobacco pipes, is hinted at by other
records from Sweden, which show that until the mid eighteenth century large
quantities of pipes were being imported from England (Bonds 1980, 274). In 1719
a Swedish businessman living in England commented on the large quantities of
pipes that were being exported from Hull to Sweden. Unfortunately for Hull he
referred to the pipes as being ‘rough and badly made’ (ibid). However, he goes on
to say ‘[the pipes] are mostly sent to Sweden and Norway’ (ibid). Bonds notes that
‘the import of English pipes almost ceased in spite of the fact that the English pipe
model was popular. Instead it was manufactured within Sweden’ (ibid, 275).

Pipes dating from the period 1660-1680 have been found in Sweden that have either
been positively identified as, or bearing very close resemblance to, Yorkshire
products. These sites include Falun, Jonkoping and Stockholm as well as the wreck
of the Kronan near Hultestad (Akerhagen 1998; 2001 and in Jifr. 13.12.2000). In
contrast, no pipes identified as Swedish products have been found in Yorkshire
suggesting that influence, in this particular instance, may have travelled in one

direction.
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6.2. The evolution of Yorkshire bowl forms

Having considered the interaction between Yorkshire and its neighbouring centres
and the possible influence on the development of the bowl form, the following
sections go on to look at the evolution of the Yorkshire forms within the county

itself.

6.2.1. Early pipes (1580-1640; Figure 6.1)

One of the earliest references to an instrument for taking tobacco dates from 1573
when a William Harrison notes in his Great Chronologie that ‘In these daies the
taking-in of the smoke of the Indian herbe called ‘Tobaco’ by an instrument formed
like a little ladell ...... is gretlie taken-up and used in England...” (Oswald 1975, 3).
The term ‘pipe’ is not known to have been used before 1580 (ibid, 4).

The popular myth is that Sir Walter Raleigh was responsible for the introduction of
smoking at the end of the sixteenth century. Raleigh was, by all accounts, a very
charismatic character and while there is little doubt that he popularised smoking at
the court of Elizabeth I, it is perhaps not true to say that its introduction was solely
down to him. Smoking rapidly spread throughout London, the Home Counties and
Central Southern England during the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries
(ibid 6). In 1618 the Venetian Ambassador to England noted that ‘Women as well
as men smoke night and day’ (ibid, 5). Certainly up to 1640 London set the fashion
throughout the country and pipes from almost any site in England during this period
are generally indistinguishable from those produced in London - Yorkshire is no

exception.

The survey of clay tobacco pipes for this present research has recorded only ten
pipes dating from 1580-1610 from the whole of the county (see Table 6.1 below),
all of which were heel types, and documentary sources have so far failed to yield
any pipe-makers for Yorkshire from before 1635. The earliest known pipemaker is
Gabriel Westaby of York, who was freed as a trunk maker in that year (Appendix

1).

88



Figure 6.1: 1580-1610 period bowls. 1. York Castle Museum (Pcode 7781); 2. & 3.
Rayner Collection (Pcodes 3875 & 3661); 4. English Heritage (Pcode 23539); 5.
Manor House Museum, llkley (Pcode 7043); 6. White Collection (Pcode 8417) and
7. York Archaeological Trust (Pcode 5554). Scale 1:1.

Area West | East | South | North-west | North-east | York & its environs
Quantity | 2 2 1 1 1 3

Table 6.1: Number of 1580-1610 period pipes recorded in each of the six
geographical sub-divisions in Yorkshire for this present research.

6.2.2 Pre Civil War (1610-1640; Figure 6.2)

Prior to the outbreak of the Civil War, bowl forms throughout England were fairly
uniform in terms of size and shape. This is perhaps best illustrated by a group from
the Kitto Institute in Plymouth (Higgins 1992), which produced a very closely dated
group of pipes from 1625-1630. This group included pipes from London and the
Low Countries as well as local forms. What is interesting about this group is that
although there are subtle differences in the curves of the bowils, they are all
basically the same size and shape. A similar group from Tron Kirk, Edinburgh
(Gallagher 1987b) with a secure terminus ante quem of 1637 also has bowls of a
very standard size and shape. This early ‘standard” bowl form for the first part of
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Figure 6.2: 1610-1640 period bowls. 1 & 2 Rayner Collection (Pcodes 2900 &
3538); 3 & 16 Humber Archaeological Partership, Hull (Pcodes 6388 & 6488); 4
English Heritage Store, Helmsley (Pcode 21135); 5 Scarborough Borough Council
(Pcode 5941); 6 Beck Isle Museum of Rural Life, Pickering (Pcode 21144); 7
Tierney Collection (Pcode 21224); 8 & 9 Craven Museum, Skipton (Pcodes 25150
& 25134); 10 Sheffield Museum (Pcode 7352); 11 Kelham Island Museum,
Sheffield (Pcode 7396); 12 Raines Collection (Pcode 6576); 13 White Collection
(Pcode 8414); 14 & 15 Wood Hall Moated Manor (Pcodes 7441 & 7467) and 17
York Archaeological Trust (Pcode 1777). Scale 1:1.
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the seventeenth century can be seen time and time again from sites throughout
England. There are occasional exceptions to this rule, such as the material from Ide
Cottage near Exeter (Oswald 1980, 331), which dates from 1610-1630 and which
clearly shows the early signs of a regional style developing. This is, however, very
much the exception and at this early stage in pipe production bowl forms are very
standardised.

A survey of the clay tobacco pipes from the period 1610-1640 for this present
research recorded 453 Yorkshire bowls (see Table 6.2 below). With the exception
of Gabriel Westaby of York who was working 1635 (Appendix 1) no other pipe-
makers, working in the period 1610-1640, have been identified from documentary

sources from anywhere in the county.

Area West | East | South | North-west | North-east | York & its environs
Quantity | 156 67 26 20 42 142

Table 6.2: Number of 1610-1640 period pipes recorded in each of the six
geographical sub-divisions in Yorkshire for this present research.

The Yorkshire bowl forms from this period appear to follow the same basic trends
as those from other sites in England. As with the pipes from the period 1580-1610
Yorkshire bowls are virtually indistinguishable from those produced outside of the
county. Of the 453 bowl fragments recorded as being Yorkshire products only 376
could be identified as being either a heel or a spur type, the remaining 77 fragments
being unidentifiable. The heel forms during the period 1610-1640 dominate,
accounting for 96% off all identifiable bowls from Yorkshire. For a breakdown of
the quantities and percentages by geographical sub-division see Table 6.3.

The figures in the table below clearly show that heel forms in all six geographical
sub-division are the dominant form. In the North-west all those pipes from the
period 1610-1640 are heel forms. In contrast those pipes from the East and North-

east have a slightly higher percentage of spur forms but even then that only accounts
for 10%.
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West East South North- North- York & its
west east environs

Qty | % |Qly| % [Qty| % [Qty| % [Qty| % Qty %

':;;L 107 {97% | 56 |90% | 21 |95% | 19| 100% | 27 |90% | 130| 8%

Spur 3

Type 3% | 6]10% 11 5% 0 0% 3| 10% 3 2%

Table 6.3: Quantity and percentage of heel and spur type bowls for the period
1610-1640 from the six geographical sub-divisions in Yorkshire.

6.2.3 The Civil War period (1640-60; Figure 6.4)

The Civil War marks a turning point in English history and the resulting upheaval
and disruption to virtually every aspect of life, including that of pipe production, at
this time cannot be underestimated. It is the Civil War that appears to be the
catalyst for the emergence of regional forms not only in Yorkshire but also
throughout England.

During the course of this current research it has been possible to study two
exceptional groups of Civil War material in detail. The first was recovered during
excavations at Pontefract Castle (Davey and White, 2002) and the second from
excavations at Sandal Castle. The group from Sandal Castle was reported on in
1983 by Lawrence in very summary form. Since 1983, a more detailed catalogue of
the material has been prepared by the author for the Wakefield Museum Service
(See Appendix 6). This is clearly a group of national importance and warrants full
analysis and publication at some point in the future.

In order to try and assess the typical Yorkshire bowl form used during the Civil War
period, the maximum height and width for all those bowls that could definitely be
assigned to Civil War contexts was measured in millimetres using a set of vernier

callipers (see Figure 6.3).
There is very little in the way of comparative material for the Yorkshire finds

although it has been possible to take measurements of Civil War period finds from
Tutbury Castle in Staffordshire and Portland Castle in Dorset. The measurements
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Figure 6.3: Measurements of the maximum height and width of a Civil War period
pipe bowl.

from these four sites are compared in the following table. For each site the range

and average measurement for both height and width is given.

Site Qty Height Ave. Width Ave.

Range | Height | Range | Width
Pontefract Castle 51| 258-31.7 | 28.34 | 16.7-20.1 | 18.31

Sandal Castle 135 | 24.1-32.3 | 2822 | 16.8-19.8 | 18.30
Tutbury Castle 12 1 27.1-32.1 | 29.14 | 16.9-20.9 | 18.37
Portiand Castle 8]298-328 [ 31.18 | 18.9-20.4 | 19.72

Table 6.4: Ranges and average height and width measurements for Civil War
period pipes.

The most striking finding from the measurements taken is the very close similarity
between the four different groups with a difference in the average height of just
2.84mm and in the width of 1.41mm. The only slight trend appears to be that the
pipes become marginally taller and broader the further south of Yorkshire they are.
This suggests that any variation on a local or national level is going to be almost
impossible to discern by using overall bowl dimensions alone. Trimming too much,
or too little off the heel during the manufacturing process can alter the height of a
bowl quite dramatically, and both the height and width of a bowl can be affected by
shrinkage both prior to and during firing. For example, the analysis of individual
mould groups from Sandal Castle (see Chapter 9) showed that within Mould Group
7 there was a difference in bowl height of 2.5mm. It is only when the actual

objects themselves are compared directly that the differences become apparent.
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The height and width of bowls from the Civil War period appears to be fairly fixed
throughout England, as does the angle of the bowl to the stem. What differentiates
the bowls from the various regions within England, including Yorkshire, is the
subtlety of the curves within those fixed parameters — the three dimensional quality.
In order to try and illustrate this point a range of Civil-War period bowls are
presented in the Figure 6.4. The bowls presented in this figure come from a small
selection of sites in England that have yielded Civil-War period pipes — Tutbury
Castle, Staffordshire (Higgins forthcoming A), Beeston Castle, Cheshire (Davey
1992a); Portland Castle, Dorset (Higgins forthcoming B), and Pontefract Castle
(Davey and White 2002) and Sandal Castle (Lawrence 1983) in West Yorkshire.

The pipe bowls from Portland Castle in Dorset have much softer curves presenting
an overall barrel shape to the bowl. Those from Beeston Castle in Cheshire are
more forward leaning and are pinched at the rim. In contrast, the Yorkshire
material has much more pronounced curves creating a ‘waist’ at the base of the

bowl.

The figures in the table below clearly show that heel types dominate the bowl forms
of the Civil-War period in Yorkshire. In York and its environs the number of spur
forms are negligible and for the West, North-west, East and South of the county the
figures are extremely low with between 2% and 3%. Only in the North-east of the

county are there slightly more spur forms with 7%.

West East South North- North- York & its
west east environs

Qy| % [Qty| % [Qty| % [Qty| % [Qty| % Qty %

:‘;;L 909 | 98% | 569 | 97% | 116 | 97% | 101 | 91% | 111 | 96% | 330 | 99%

Spur | 47| 29| 18| 3% | 4| 2%| 10| 3%| 5| 4%| 4| 1%
Type

Table 6.5: Quantity and percentage of heel and spur type bowls for the period
1640-1660 from the six geographical sub-divisions in Yorkshire.
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Figure 6.4: A range of Civil War period bowls. 1-3 from Tutbury Castle,
Staffordshire (drawn by D A Higgins); 4-6 from Beeston Castle, Cheshire (after
Davey 1992a. N.B. these figures have been reversed for ease of comparison); 7-9
from Portland Castle, Dorset (reproduced by permission of English Heritage;
drawn by D A Higgins); 10-12 from Pontefract Castle, West Yorkshire and 13-15
from Sandal Castle, near Wakefield, West Yorkshire. Scale 1:1.
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The beginnings of regional variation within the bowl forms of the Civil-War period
are evident and very subtle differences can be seen, some of them hinting at the
forms to come. The analysis of the material from Yorkshire has shown that
although there are slight variations in the form of the bowls in the country as a
whole, in some areas within the county of Yorkshire these variations are less
apparent. What is interesting, however, is that one of the consequences of having a
‘waist’ is that it creates a slightly rounder, more globular upper part to the bowl.
This globular, or slightly bulbous, feature becomes much more exaggerated and
pronounced in the wake of the Civil War giving rise to the Yorkshire Bulbous form

of the later seventeenth century.

6.2.4 Yorkshire bulbous (1660-1690; Figure 6.5 & 6.6)

The period 1660-1690 sees the emergency of the first truly regional bow! form in
Yorkshire, the archetypal form _ the ‘Yorkshire bulbous’. There were hints of the
origins of a bulbous form during the Civil-War period but it is not until the period
1650-1670 when a true bulbous form appears. This appears to be caused by two
factors, firstly the use of a ‘waist’ at the base of the bowl and second the fact that
during the period 1650-1670 the actual height of the bowls themselves changed very

little but an increase in the width did creating a more rounded, bulbous profile
(Figure 6.5)

By the 1660s the true bulbous form had arrived and although it was most common
in York and Hull, the form does turn up at centres throughout Yorkshire right
through to the 1690s (Figure 6.6). Watkins (1979, 87) suggests that it was York that
set the trend for the round bulbous form during the second half of the seventeenth
century. The earliest bulbous forms seen in York date from 1650 whereas the
earliest date for their production in Hull was 1660 (ibid). The bulbous forms from
Yorkshire are very rounded with the main bbdy of the bowl being as wide from
front to back as it is from side to side, appearing roughly circular in section. This
contrasts with the bulbous forms seen in Lancashire, which are wider from the front

of the bowl to the back of the bowl than from side to side appearing more oval in
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Figure 6.5: Bulbous bowls dating from 1650-1670. 1-3 York Archaeological Trust
(Pcodes 05508, 05712 & 05647); 4 & 5 Rayner Collection (Pcodes 02875 &
03675); 6 Dorman Museum, Middlesborough (Pcode 08107). Scale 1:1.

section. Typical of a Yorkshire bulbous form is a large rounded heel suitable for
the application of the round stamped marks, which were also typical of the county
(see Chapter 8 for a discussion of the mark types).

As with the previous period, the bowls dating from 1660-1690 are predominantly
heel type bowls although there are some regional variations creeping in. The
following table presents the percentage of heel type and spur type bowls for each of
the six geographical sub-divisions for Yorkshire for the period 1660-1690.

West East South North- North- York & its
west east environs

Qty | % {Qty|{ % [Qty| % | Qty % Qty | % Qty %

:_';;'e 257 | 96% | 940 | 82% | 133 | 88% | 103 | 97% | 119 | 93% | 470 | 99%

Spur 9 %| 19(13% | 3| o
Tope | 17| 2% |205| 18% o% | of 7| 7| 1%

Table 6.6: Quantity and percentage of heel and spur type bowls for the period
1660-1690 from the six geographical sub-divisions in Yorkshire.
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Figure 6.6: Yorkshire bulbous forms. 1-3 York Archaeological Trust (Pcodes 5691,
5963 & 1789); 4 & 6 Rayner Collection (Pcodes 4081 & 4001); 5 Humberside
Archaeological Partnership (Pcode 6159); 7 & 8 Beck Isle Museum, Pickering
(Pcodes 21151 & 21152); 9 Manor House Museum, Ilkley (Pcode 7004); 10-12
Raines Collection (Pcodes 6658, 6569 & 6666). Scale 1:1.
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The figures in Table 6.6 show that the proportion of heel to spur type bowls for the
West, North-west, North-east and York is virtually the same as that of the Civil-War
period. It is the East and South of the county, however, where there is a marked

increase in the number of spur type bowls.

6.2.5 Transitional forms (1690-1720; Figure 6.7)

At the end of the seventeenth century there is a sudden, and rather dramatic change
to the forms of the bowls produced in parts of Yorkshire. There is a very rapid
move from the rather heavy, bulbous forms of the period 1660-1690 to a very
clongated, forward leaning form of the transitional period (1690-1720). The
typologies produced for Hull (Watkins 1979) and York (Lawrence 1979) present a
small range of forms that are contemporary with the Yorkshire bulbous but have a
narrower, more parallel-side, bowl. It appears to be these contemporary forms (Hull
Type 3 and York Type 13) and not the bulbous forms that go on to develop into the
forward leaning transitional bowls of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth

century.

The transitional bowl form in Yorkshire is very long, narrow and forward leaning.
In East Yorkshire at centres such as Hull this forward lean becomes very
pronounced (Figure 6.7 & Appendix 3 Figures 34.9, 34.10, and 35.1). Whereas in

York and other centres in the county this form is less exaggerated.

By comparing the percentage of heel and spur types again, it is possible to see that
there is yet another shift in the figures.

West East South North- North- | York &its

west oast environs

Qty | % [Qty| % [Qly| % [Qty|1 % [Qty | % Qty %

:,';;L 38 | 83% | 326 |99% | 32|84% | 20| 63% | 19 |e8% | 179! g%
Spur

e 8|17 | 2| 1%| 6|16%| 12| 38% | 9329 1] 1%

Table 6.7: Quantity and percentage of heel and spur type bowis for the period
1690-1720 from the six geographical sub-divisions in Yorkshire.




Figure 6.7: Transitional bowl forms. 1-2 Rayner Collection (Pcodes 4377 & 3786);
3 Wilberforce House Museum, Hull (Pcode 8220); 4-5 English Heritage Store,
Helmsley (Pcodes 21128 & 21114); 6 Doncaster Museum (Pcode 6996); 7
Wakefield Museum & Art Gallery (Pcode 21129); 8-10 York Archaeological Trust
(Pcodes 1771, 1843 & 1845); 11 Manor House Museum, Iikley (Pcode 7034) and
12 Craven Museum, Skipton (Pcode 25140). Scale 1:1.
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Interestingly for East Yorkshire, the proportion of spur type bowls that were seen in
the period 1660-1690 (18%) drops dramatically in the transitional period to 1%.
York and its environs continues to have a very low proportion of spur type bowls
with a figure of just 1%. The remaining areas of Yorkshire see a steady increase in
the percentage of spur bowl forms with between one quarter and a half of those

bowls recorded being spur forms.

6.2.6 The eighteenth century (1700-1800) (Figure 6.8)

During the eighteenth century the regional variations within England continue. By
the early 1700s the general trend is for a bowl that is more upright with the rim cut
parallel to the stem. The thicker, shorter stems of the seventeenth century were
gradually replaced with thinner, longer stems in the eighteenth century. Very few
eighteenth-century bowls survive in the archaeological record, which may be the
result of two factors. The first is the fact that the walls of the bowls were much
thinner than had previously been the case. As a result the bowls often break into
tiny fragments, which are difficult to recover with the result that they are often
under represented in the archaeological record. The second factor is the
introduction of snuff, which appears to be the preferred method of taking tobacco in
the eighteenth century. For this present research, of the 6989 bowls recorded only
897, or 12%, date from the eighteenth century.

The strong regionalisation that was seen during the seventeenth century continues in
the eighteenth century with some centres producing very distinctive forms, for
example the West Country with its pronounced overhanging bowl forms (Oswald
1975, 53) and the Midlands where ‘both bases and bowls are smaller than shapes
current elsewhere’ (ibid 47). In Yorkshire at the larger centres such as York and
Hull the eighteenth-century bowls are very similar to the London Type 25 (Atkinson
& Oswald 1969, 180).

By the end of the eighteenth century moulded decoration had also emerged as a

regular feature of pipe production. In Yorkshire, as with other parts in England, the
same basic bowl form is retained but to this is added elaborated moulded designs
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Figure 6.8: Eighteenth-century bowl forms. 1 Rayner Collection (Pcode 3933); 2
Pontefract Museum (Pcode 8002); 3 English Heritage Store, Helmsley (Pcode
21096); 4-5 Doncaster Museum (Pcodes 6972 & 24658); 6 Wood Hall Moated
Manor (Pcode 7449); 7-9 York Archaeological Trust (Pcodes 5635, 5769 & 5776);
10 Manor House Museum, Ilkley (Pcode 7056); 11 Raines Collection (Pcode 6771)
and 12 Tolson Memorial Museum, Huddersfield (Pcode 7762). Scale 1:1.
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including flutes with dots (Appendix 3, Figures 123.4 and 124.5), flutes with a
stag’s head (Appendix 3, Figures 123.1 and 133.7), and Armorials bearing either a
motto or the maker’s name (Appendix 3, Figures 53.3 and 140.5). A discussion of
the development and range of mould decorated pipes of the late eighteenth and
nineteenth century is beyond the scope of this present research. Where time
permitted some late eighteenth-century mould-decorated bowls were recorded but
only when associated with stamped makers marks, for example the Lumley group

from Doncaster, were they recorded in detail.

6.3  The regional variation of Yorkshire bowl forms

Having outlined the basic evolution of the bowl form in Yorkshire, and the possible
influences on those forms from outside the county, this section focuses on the
variation of form within Yorkshire. Analysis of the material recorded in Yorkshire
focuses on bowls from the periods 1640-1660, 1660-1690 and 1690-1720. The
earlier 1580-1640 bowls have not been included as they are virtually
indistinguishable from pipes of that period from outside of the county. Post 1720
bowls have not been included first because there are insufficient complete examples
from the present study, and second, because regional variation at this time is less
apparent. A random sample of pipes from the three date ranges was selected from
each of the six geographical sub-divisions within the study area. The maximum
width of each bowl was measured to the nearest 0.5mm. The transitional bowls of
the period 1690-1720 are rather long, forward leaning bowls and in order for them
to be more easily compared to the shorter, more upright bowls of the earlier periods,
the length rather than height of the bowls was measured, again to the nearest
0.5mm. The length is taken to be the line from the mid-point of the heel or spur to
the mid-point of the rim (see Figure 6.9). These measurements were plotted on a
series of graphs, one for each geographic sub-division (Figures 6.10 and 6.11), in
order to illustrate the range of bowl sizes for each area over time. The blue dotes
represent the bowls from the period 1640-1660, the red dots to those from 1660-
1690 and the green dots to the Transitional bowls of 1690-1720.

In addition to the actual measurements, which have been plotted in Figures 6.10 and
6.11, Table 6.8 presents the sample size, range of length and width measurements
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from each sample and the mean length and width figures for each of the six

geographical sub-divisions.

Figure 6.9: Measurement of the maximum length and width.

‘g:;l%f:ml sub- Date S:irrznzle Length Range Lh::;s\ Width Range w'::‘
West 1640-1680 | 34 28.0-350 | 31456 | 175205 | 18.809
West 1660-1690 ( 57 30.540.1 | 35.133 | 19.0-260 | 22439
West 1690-1720 | 21 39.5-525 | 44476 | 195240 | 21.224
East 1640-1660 | 37 25.8-380 | 32022 | 175210 | 19.081
East 1660-1690 | 65 33.0435 | 36900 | 185265 | 22438
East 1690-1720 19 395.535 | 48263 | 205240 | 21.816
South 1640-1680 | 33 285390 | 33197 | 175220 | 19.455
South 1660-1690 | 62 300410 | 35758 | 185-255 | 21.960
South 1690-1720| 18 37.5-505 | 43.889 | 195220 | 20778
[North-west 1640-1660 19 28.0-36.0 32526 | 17.5-22.0 19.472
North-west 1660-1690 | 43 30.0-395 | 35.151 | 200255 | 22500
North-west 1680-1720| 12 39.0-50.5 | 43.750 | 18.0-23.0 | 20.750
{North-east 1640-1660 | 49 285365 | 32459 | 18.0-220 | 19.592
North-east 1660-1690{ 66 32.0440 | 37.091 | 20.0-36.0 | 23.409
North-east 1690-1720 9 39.0-53.0 | 46.167 | 20.0-24.0 | 21.833
York & environs 1640-1660 | 34 28.0-355 | 31803 | 175210 | 19.103
York & environs 1660-1690 | 43 32.0-39.0 | 35523 | 21.0-255 | 23500
York & environs 1690-1720 2 415530 46.000 19.5-23.5 21.818

Table 6.8: The sample size, range of lengths and widths, and mean length and
width, for the samples from each of the geographical sub-divisions by period.

Although the graphs, presented in Figures 6.10 and 6.11, and the mean figures
presented in Table 6.8 suggest that there is evidence for regional variation, the
differences in the actual mean figures are very slight. In order to test that these
perceived differences are in fact real it is necessary to carry out a simple statistical

analysis of the data. A one-way Analysis Of Variance test (ANOVA) compares the
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means of three or more samples and avoids the need to perform multiple T-tests,
each of which may introduce a degree of error. What is being tested here is the null
hypothesis that the means of the bowl measurements from the different areas are
equal. ANOVA calculates a P value, which is the probability that the null
hypothesis is true, that is, if the probability is very close to zero it means that the
null hypothesis can be rejected and that significant differences between the means
from the different areas in Yorkshire do exist. Both the bowl height and bowl width
measurements were analysed for the three different date ranges and in each case

significant differences were shown to exist (for the detailed results see Appendix 8).

Having established that the perceived differences are now real it is possible to draw
some conclusions from the evidence presented in Figures 6.10 and 6.11. The first
point to notice is that they each geographical area follows the same basic pattern,
that is, the bowls gradually become markedly wider but only slightly taller from the
period 1640-1660 to the period 1660-1690. By the transitional period, 1690-1720,
the bowls narrow again but become markedly longer. This development is not
unexpected and follows the same basic pattern as the rest of England. What has not
previously been noted, however, are the subtle differences that can be seen from
region to region.  These differences are discussed chronologically and

geographically in the sections 6.3.1 and 6.3.2 below.

6.3.1 Chronological variation

During the Civil War period (1640-1660) it is clear that bowls from all parts of
Yorkshire were very similar. In West Yorkshire (Figure 6.10 top) during this period
(1640-1660) the majority of the bowls appear be slightly narrower than those found
in other parts of Yorkshire. The widest range of both width and length
measurements appears in South Yorkshire (Figure 6.10 bottom) indicating that Civil
War period bowls from this area are generally slightly larger than those from other
parts of the county. It was the east and north-east of the county that were producing
the longest bulbous bowls for the period 1660-1690, although both the average and
median figures suggest that it was York that was producing the widest bowls. York
and its environs (Figure 6.11 bottom) also produced the tightest group of both
widths and lengths for this period suggesting that there was less variation in the
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Figure 6.10: Bowl length and width diagrams for West Yorkshire (top); East
Yorkshire (middle) and South Yorkshire (bottom) for the periods 1640-1660, 1660-
1690 and 1690-1720.
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Figure 6.11: Bowl length and width diagrams for North-west Yorkshire (top);
North-east Yorkshire (middle) and York and its environs (bottom) for the periods
1640-1660, 1660-1690 and 1690-1720.
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overall size of the bulbous bowl in and around York than was seen in other parts of
Yorkshire. Although only slightly longer than the bowls of the Civil War period the
widths of the bulbous bowls are much greater. During the transitional period (1690-
1720) the largest bowls in terms of both width and length are found in the east
(Figure 6.10 middle) and north-east (Figure 6.11 middle) of the county.

6.3.2 Geographical variation

The graphs in figures 6.10 and 6.11 clearly show that with the exception of one
area, York, all the periods have a certain degree of over-lap suggesting that there
was a wider range of overall bowl sizes in most parts of Yorkshire. York is quite
different from the other areas as each period is quite separate and discrete. In all
areas the bowls from the Civil War period (1640-1660) and the bulbous forms
(1660-1690) are of a very similar length and width with the most marked changes
occurring in the transitional period (1690-1720).

The overall length of the pipes of the transitional period (1690-1720) from the south
and north west of the county are much shorter than any of the other geographical
areas as well as being narrower, with an average width of just 20.8mm. In the east
and north-east of the county those pipes from the transitional period (1690-1720)
have a greater range of bowl widths and lengths and are generally larger than in the
other geographical areas (Figures 6.10 middle and 6.11 middle).

The graphs for the west (Figure 6.10 top) and the north-west (Figure 6.11 top) of the
county are quite similar with only a slight overlap between the groups of pipes.
With the exception of a particularly narrow pipe from North-west Yorkshire, all the
bowls from the transitional period (1690-1720) are basically the same size as those
from the West of the county.

6.4 Summary and conclusions

This chapter has considered a number of elements in the development of the bowl
form that allow interesting conclusions relating to the pipe industry to be drawn. A
survey of the pipe producing areas bordering Yorkshire suggests that neither
Tyneside, to the north, or Lincolnshire and Nottinghamshire, to the south, had any
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great influence on the pipes being produced in Yorkshire. There is also little
evidence to suggest that Yorkshire made any significant impact on her neighbours
to the north or south. What is apparent, however is that across England there is a
broad band, which developed a bulbous tradition in the second half of the
seventeenth century. This band includes parts of Lancashire, south Cumbria and
Yorkshire. Although there are clearly variations within this band the distinctive
large, round bowl dominates the assemblages from these three areas. Along the east
coast of Yorkshire, London was clearly an influencing factor right into the
eighteenth century. Further a field there is evidence to suggest that, the export of
Hull products may have been influencing the makers in parts of Scandinavia,
although the forms here are referred to as ‘English’ models and not specifically
Yorkshire or Hull. To a lesser degree there was clearly links with the Netherlands
in the early part of the seventeenth century through the movement of Yorkshire
makers, rather than actual products. Although some links can be seen through the
bowl forms themselves, it is the seventeenth century and particularly the eighteenth
century, style of the makers’ marks and the positioning of those marks that show the

greatest regional variation — the subject of chapter 8.

In terms of the evolution of the bowl form it is clear that the material from
Yorkshire displays the same basic trends that are seen elsewhere in England. The
small, thick walled bowls of the early seventeenth century were gradually replaced
by the larger, thin walled, more up right bowls of the mid eighteenth century, which
then give way to the mould-decorated bowls of the late eighteenth century. What is
clear is that even within these broad parameters there is strong evidence for regional
variation. For example in the east and south of the county there appears to be a
move towards spur forms rather than heel forms during the period 1660-1690, and
during the transitional period (1690-1720) the makers in the east of the county
opted for a long, wide bowl form with a pronounced forward lean as opposed to

those in the south who preferred a shorter, narrower form.

Having now considered the development of the Yorkshire bowl form, the following

chapter goes on to consider the finishing techniques employed by the pipe-makers.
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Chapter 7: Finishing techniques and stem-bore analysis

7.0 Introduction

In this chapter those methods and techniques employed in the finishing of a clay
tobacco pipe that leave an indelible mark will be examined. The stem-bore and how
this changes over time, is discussed first, followed by a section on the use of milling
as a means of finishing the bowl rim as well as a means of applying decoration to
either the bowl or the stem. Finally, the application of burnishing and its possible
use as an indicator of social status will be considered. Each section concludes with
an analysis of the data recorded from Yorkshire both geographically and

chronologically in order to highlight any regional variations within the county.

7.1 Stem-bores

One of the debates that has been raging in the field of pipe research since the early
1950s is that of the use and validity of stem-bore analysis as a statistical method of
dating pipe stem fragments. This analysis relies on the fact that stem-bores
gradually decrease in size over time, translated into increments of 64™ of an inch as
bores are traditionally measured with the butt ends of a set of imperial drill bits
(Harrington 1954). In his initial survey Harrington (ibid) measured a total of 330
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century fragments from sites on the east coast of
America. He was able to show that from 1620-1800 the diameter of a stem-bore
decreased and he devised a series of bar charts that provided the likely date for each
bore within a broader date range. For example, a pipe with a stem-bore of 7/64”
could date from between 1620 and 1710, according to Harrington’s charts, but
within that range the most likely date would be 1650-1680. This system was refined
in 1962 by L R Binford who presented a straight-line regression formula,
Y=1931.85-38.26X where Y is the desired date and X is the average stem-bore.
Binford’s formula came under some criticism in 1969 when Hanson argued that as
the relationship between the date and bore was non-linear a series of equations
should be used rather than a single formula.

Both the Harrington and Binford methods have been applied with some degree of
accuracy for material from North America, although Audrey Noel Hume tested
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Binford’s formula at 13 sites in Virginia in 1963 and found that the dates given
were not reliable after c1760 (Walker 1967, 94). Hume also noted that a sample of a
minimum of 900-1000 fragments were necessary to ‘provide a consistently reliable
date’ (Noel Hume 1962, 22). When applied to English material Belcher and Jarrett
(1971), working at West Welpington in Northumberland, found that neither
Harrington’s nor Binford’s method was applicable for pipes from ¢1720 onwards in
the North-east of England. They concluded by stating that ‘the Harrington method
is not applicable to the dating of north-eastern pipes at this period’ and that ‘the
median dates derived from the application of the Binford formula are almost
certainly too early’ (ibid). In 1975 a series of small groups from Chester were
analysed using the Harrington and Binford methods (Davey 1975). This study
showed that up to ¢1730 stem-bore dates, even for quite small groups, were
‘reasonably reliable’ (Rutter and Davey 1980, 267), however after ¢1750 stem-bore
dates were considered to be ‘very misleading’ and that the method did ‘not appear
to be any more precise or reliable than the traditional study of bowl forms® (Davey
1975, 33-34). In 1980 Rutter and Davey published a detailed survey of the pipes
from Chester. During the course of this survey there was an opportunity to test the
earlier stem-bore findings by analysing a much larger sample. This analysis, of
fifteen excavated groups, confirmed the findings of the earlier study and concluded
that ‘for most excavated groups of any size the character of the bowls present are
likely to be more use than the stem-bore dates’ (Rutter and Davey 1980, 268). The
basis for the whole subject of stem-bore dating is that the bores become
progressively smaller through time. Analysis of a group of pipes from St Stephen’s,
Norwich, however showed that the Norwich pipe-makers went against the national
trend by using progressively thicker wires through the seventeenth century (Atkin
and Davey 1985, 309-324). This example highlights a point raised by Oswald
(1975, 93) who noted that ‘the rate of decrease of bore diameter was subject to local

variation’.

Discussions into the subject of stem-bore dating have continued since Harrington
and Binford first presented their methods. These include Omwake (1967), Hanson

(1971), Heighton and Deagan (1972) and Alexander (1979 and 1983). In the
absence of datable bowls the analysis of stem-bores can provide a reasonable date
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range, albeit a wide one, but as Oswald (1975, 94) points out, it is unlikely that in a
sample of sufficient size to produce a reliable stem-bore date there would be
insufficient bowls to provide a reasonably reliable date to within 30 years.

Assuming that at any given period all pipe-makers used roughly the same diameter
wire to produce the bore, there were a number of actions during the production
process that could distort or alter the bore, which should also be taken into account.
The most obvious is the use of two wires, a moulding wire, which was used to
create the bore, and a trimming wire, which was used to add strength to the pipe in
its leather hard state during trimming. In Jung (forthcoming) there is an account of
pipe production covering every step from the preparation of the clay to the removal
of the fired pipes from the kiln, written by John Pollock in 1952. This account
includes a description of a moulding wire, one end of which had a wooden handle.
The account goes on to say that the other end was ‘to be burred with a file to make
what is called a button. This button on the wire makes it easier to wire the roll and
to clear the hole when the wire is drawn out. If the wire has no button on it, the hole
will suck or shrink when the wire is drawn out’. From contemporary accounts of
pipe production it is known that as the moulding wire became worn one end was to
be rounded by a hammer in order that the clay could more easily be drawn onto the
wire. The stem-bore would therefore vary as the button became worn down, and
would change again when it was freshly burred over. The insertion of the trimming
wire, no matter how carefully, provides the potential for the bore to be distorted
again. A bowl fragment from Queen Street in Hull (Pcode 6410) (Figure 7.1)
illustrates what can happen when the trimming wire is incorrectly inserted - it has
two bores one 6/64” the other 7/64”. The smaller bore may well have resulted from

compression of the surrounding clay as the second hole was made.

In 1954 Harrington noted that an examination of the long stem fragments in his
sample showed that the diameter throughout was constant, the only exception
occurring at the mouthpiece end where the hole was enlarged by the action of
removing the wire. Harrington (ibid) does not say how far along the stem this
distortion goes. In order to try and assess the extent of any distortion a group of
pipes from a kiln site in Bridge Road, Broseley, Shropshire dating from c1720 was

112



Figure 7.1: Pipe bowl recovered from
excavations at Queen Street, Hull
(HOS90 (98)) showing two bore
holes. Photograph by P Rayner.

examined. This site produced a large number of joining fragments, which meant that
the bore could be measured at intervals along the length of the stem. In total ten
bowls with joining stem fragments were analysed, each pipe reconstructed to
between 47mm and 260mm from the back of the spur to the end of the broken stem.
In each case there were between two and five breaks at wh