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ABSTRACT

Architectural history has traditionally focused on the named architect and the
completed building. Investigation of the master craftsmen who realised the
emerging architect's ideas while continuing to build to their own design has only
recently been embarked upon. This thesis sets out to address this imbalance by
scrutinising a group of master masons closely connected with Wren for over five
decades.

This thesis, for the first time, explores the Burford Masons, three dynasties
comprising the Strongs, the Kempsters, and Ephraim Beauchamp, who rose to join
the elite of mason-contractors in the rebuilding of London. Examining their
experience over the period 1630-1730, it aims to shed light on building practices
undergoing transition to modern methods. The research is largely based on primary
sources, some hitherto untapped, which has produced a wealth of new evidence.

The Burford Masons' careers are set out in Chapter Two, a Catalogue Raisonné
giving the first comprehensive account of their works. The remaining chapters are
thematic, Chapter Three investigating their experience after the Great Fire, a
catalyst for changing building practices and their careers. Chapters Four and Five
study the Burford Masons' evolving contractual arrangements, and their strategies
to withstand the endemic problem of dilatory payments. Chapter Six scrutinises
changes in London Masons' Company and the Burford Masons' involvement with it.
Chapter Seven explores their role in design, both in conjunction with the architect
and as mason-architects in their own right. It identifies them as a school of masons
emerging from quarries.

The research deepens knowledge of the evolution of the contracting system in both
London and the provinces. It shows the Burford Masons also in the process of
change, becoming interdisciplinary master-builders, entrepreneurs, and financiers.
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CHAPTER ONE:

INTRODUCTION

WHY RESEARCH THE BURFORD MASONS?

Architectural history has traditionally concerned itself with the style of buildings
and the architects who designed them, only recently turning to consider the
contribution of craftsmen. My thesis sets out to carry this line of investigation
further, exploring the changing world of building practice in England in the
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries through the experience of a specific
group of masons. It aims to redress this imbalance in research by looking at the role
of three dynasties of masons active during this period of accelerating change from
medieval to modern practices in the building industry. It may be viewed as a
contribution to increasing endeavours to investigate architectural history from

below.!

It was Howard Colvin, in the Introduction to his Dictionary, who observed that 'the
history of British architecture is bound up with its own practice'.? He recognised

that the study of architects and craftsmen 'would scarcely be intelligible' without

! Ludmilla Jordanova, History in Practice 2nd edn (London: Hodder Arnold, 2006), p. 14; see also
Peter Guillery, Built from Below: British Architecture and the Vernacular (London: Routledge,
2010).

2 Dictionary, p. 21.



insight into building practices, a principle he followed in other studies. This line of
enquiry into aspects of the construction process has since gained momentum, as is
shown by the establishment in 1983 of the Construction History Society with its
associated journal. A current proponent in this field is James W.P. Campbell, with
his studies on seventeenth-century carpenters, bricklayers, and the role of masons at

St Paul's Cathedral.*

Colvin's observations are particularly relevant to the research period of this thesis, a
time when the emerging architect was beginning to undermine the traditional design
role of the master craftsman while still relying on the craftsman's expertise to bring
his ideas to fruition. In examining building practices, this thesis explores the
interrelationship between the architect and the masons under investigation with the
aim of identifying the masons' various roles, some new, in creating the many
significant buildings they were involved with. In looking at the part masons played
in the design process, this study challenges the earlier connoisseurial approach to
architectural history which assumed the emerging architect to have taken an all-
embracing role. This is the first study to investigate in depth the financial
contribution these masons made to major building projects, and to place this within

the context of their wider business operation.

3 Colvin, 'Townesends'; HKW.

* James W.P. Campbell, 'Fortune' and 'Finances'; 'The Carpentry Trade in Seventeenth-Century
England', Georgian Group Journal, 12 (2002), 215-237; 'Seventeenth-Century Bricklayers'
Contracts: Wren and the City Churches', Construction History Society Newsletter, 64 (2002), 7-12;
Building St Paul's (London: Thames & Hudson, 2007).



The research period of 1630 to 1730 witnessed substantial changes in architectural
style, encompassing the Gothic surviving from medieval times, the permeation of
the newly-arrived classical style from courtly and aristocratic circles into more
general acceptance, and the brief flowering of the Baroque. It was in this period that
the architect emerged, stimulating a significant shift in roles in the building process.
The hundred years under consideration cover the known activity of the three chosen
masons' dynasties, which coincided with the great social and political upheavals of
the Civil War and the Protectorate, and the ensuing relative stability of the
Restoration. The Great Fire of London generated urgent demand for unprecedented
large-scale rebuilding in the City. The Restoration and the Great Fire instigated a
building boom of unparalleled opportunities for those in the building trades, which

was to last, with fluctuations, until the end of the period under scrutiny.

This period of change inevitably presented challenges to the contemporary mason.
How his traditional role underwent adjustments with the arrival of the architect,
how he adapted to new employment practices, learnt to craft new styles and
techniques, and how he adjusted to the credit-based economy were all issues he had
to resolve. If not all contemporary masons were affected by these changes, they
were central to the group chosen for scrutiny who experienced them particularly at

the cutting edge of rebuilding the City of London.

The masons whose experience will be examined are the Strongs, the Kempsters and

the Beauchamps, three dynasties who are here called the 'Burford Masons' in view



of their area of origin in Oxfordshire. They are examined as a unique group in this
thesis because of their close interrelationship, striking similarities in career, and
their emergence as stonemasons from ownership of quarries. All three dynasties
originated from within a mile of each other, members of all the dynasties went up to
London to participate in the rebuilding as soon as they could, formed working
partnerships with each other, and intermarried. Examination of one dynasty informs
about the others, providing a broad, yet related research base for analysis and

interpretation.

Their careers justify investigation on several grounds. Firstly, their activity over the
entire hundred years' research period provides fertile ground for studying changes in
building practice. Secondly, their area of operation encompassed both the City of
London and the provinces stretching to fourteen counties, permitting insight into
very different working environments. A further reason is their contribution to
creating some of the most important buildings of their time, including St Paul's
Cathedral, City churches, Winchester Palace, Greenwich Hospital, and Blenheim
Palace, the latter two having won international recognition as UNESCO World
Heritage Sites. The breadth of their client base, including the gentry, aristocracy,
Commissioners for rebuilding, and even the Crown, each making their own
demands, presents another justification for their study. The Burford Masons'
experience of working extensively with Sir Christopher Wren, the leading architect
of the time with whom they collaborated for much of their careers, and their close

involvement with other major architects such as Nicholas Hawksmoor, Sir John



Vanbrugh, and Thomas Archer provides the fifth reason for their scrutiny,
permitting close examination of the working relationship between the newly-

emerging persona of the architect and the mason with his traditional skills.

The sixth reason is the discovery of fresh documentary material, in particular, the
recent re-appearance of Christopher Kempster's Daybook, now held in the Burford
Tolsey Museum, which prompted this research.’ Since then, other documents
relating to the Kempster family have been discovered.® These newly-available
sources, together with those which were already in the public domain but had
remained largely untapped, like William Kempster's six daybooks and diverse
papers relating to the Kempsters, held in The National Archives, should serve to

shed new light on the Burford Masons' careers.’

ARCHITECTURE AND CONSTRUCTION: AN HISTORIOGRAPHY

Secondary literature which is particularly pertinent to issues investigated in the
individual chapters of this thesis is discussed in detail in the Introduction to the
relevant chapters. The literature reviewed at this juncture is intended to place the
research within the discipline of architectural history, particularly the more

specialised field of construction history.

* BT, Daybook.
8 BT, D660-670.
TKvW.



The connoisseurial approach to architectural history, prioritising style, architect, and
issues like attribution and influence, has concerned itself little with the process of
construction and the role of the craftsmen involved. The question of style is not
central to this thesis, as the Burford Masons generally built to the design of others.
The historiography considered here shows a growing awareness of the role of the
craftsman, particularly the mason, focusing on construction history. The close co-
operation of the Burford Masons with Wren over some fifty years makes the
publication of the Wren Society volumes (1924-43) a vital starting point in

reviewing the literature.

Following the bicentenary anniversary of Wren's death in 1923, the Wren Society
produced twenty volumes chronicling his work.® They represented at the time the
most comprehensive account of Wren's buildings and constituted a major addition
to Wren scholarship. They are largely based on primary sources and include
transcriptions of selected source material such as building accounts, vestry minutes
and churchwardens' accounts, making these more widely accessible for the first
time. Following the custom of their time of publication, however, they were not
generously referenced. Through their exploration of the source material they show
an awareness of the role of craftsmen in general, and masons in particular. They
reveal the names of major craftsmen-contractors involved in Wren's buildings,
among them Edward Strong and Christopher Kempster, in the context of many City

churches, St Paul's Cathedral and Winchester Palace.

8 ws.



The Wren Society volumes may be seen as part of the transition from the approach
of earlier architectural historians to the more rigorous research methods influenced
by the foundation of the Courtauld and Warburg Institutes in the 1930s.” John
Summerson and Nikolaus Pevsner, early practitioners of this evidence-based
approach, both expressed their awareness of named craftsman, Summerson to the
extent of including a chapter 'Architecture and the Artisan 1615-1660' in his
Architecture in Britain.'® Looking at the mason-architect Nicholas Stone's
contemporaries of whom little is known except their names, Summerson recognised
the need for more research into 'the precise contribution each of them made’, a

demand which applies equally to masons active in the research period in hand."’

Howard Colvin, looking at architectural history with an historian's training, and
Rupert Gunnis published their seminal dictionaries of architects and sculptors in the
1950s, having researched their subjects, often together, on a scientific, archival
basis.'? Both included many major masons, among them several of the subjects of
this thesis; Colvin particularly recognising that seventeenth-century masons often

performed the function of the architect. My study, in significantly extending the

? See Elizabeth McKellar, 'Populism versus professionalism: John Summerson and the twentieth-
century creation of the 'Georgian', in Articulating British Classicism, ed. by Barbara Arciszewska
and Elizabeth McKellar (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004), pp. 35-56, and Dana Arnold, Reading
Architectural History (London: Routledge, 2002), pp. 35, 42.

' Architecture in Britain 1530-1830 , 9th edn (New Haven and London: Yale University Press,
1993). This chapter was originally entitled 'Artisan Mannerism', and was less positive about the
craftsmen's contribution.

"' Summerson, p. 143.

"2 Biographical Dictionary of English Architects 1660-1840 (London: Murray, 1954); Dictionary of
British Sculptors 1660-1851 (London: Abbey Press, 1951).



primary source base on the Burford Masons, has greatly expanded on the content of
their respective entries, also unravelling errors of misattribution and family

relationships found in both dictionaries.

Colvin's archive-based History of the King's Works detailed the execution of royal
buildings, taking in the major craftsmen involved where known. Volume Five,
published in 1975, contained a detailed account of the construction of Winchester
Palace, designed by Wren, and involved two of the three dynasties of this study, the
Strongs and Kempsters. Winchester, in this thesis, forms part of a wider
investigation of contracts, mostly in the context of projects controlled by Wren.
Colvin's chapter on 'Financial Stress' highlighted the dilatoriness of the Crown in
paying craftsmen. The Burford Masons, however, extended their client base far
beyond the Crown, and my investigation into the endemic problem of arrears of
payment endeavours to show how they coped with it, carrying the research beyond

Colvin's conclusions.

The above developments illustrate how mainstream architectural history has
gradually moved towards a greater awareness of the contribution of the craftsman,
exposed by increasing access to primary sources. Literature specialising in the

subject of craftsmen and construction practice will now be examined.

13 HKW, pp. 39-46.



It is of note that already in the seventeenth century building practice was a subject
frequently addressed by practitioners. Gentlemen-architects such as Sir Balthazar
Gerbier, Sir Roger Pratt, and Sir Roger North, writing for those proposing to
embark on a building project, offered guidance on such issues as methods of
employment, costing, obtaining building materials, and model-making.'* Their
writings have left a benchmark from which changes in building practice can be
traced. Books were also being produced by and for the craftsman, who was
becoming increasingly literate. Trade manuals such as those by Joseph Moxon and
Richard Neve responded to the needs of a building industry which was growing
more complex, requiring craftsmen to execute more formulaic designs.'® Their
works serve to illustrate the craftsman's contemporary role, which Robert Campbell

later consolidated by looking at individual trades. '®

Coinciding with the general rise in interest in Wren, which Andrew Saint examined
in 'The Cult of Wren', four architectural practitioners in the early twentieth century
looked at aspects of his work from a construction history viewpoint.'” They appear

to have been motivated by the accessibility of building accounts, particularly

' B. Gerbier, Counsel and Advise to All Builders (London: n.pub., 1663); The Architecture of Sir
Roger Pratt, ed. by R.T. Gunther (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1928); Of Building: Roger
North's Writings on Architecture, ed. by Howard Colvin and John Newman (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1981).

15 Mechanick Excercises or the Doctrine of Handy Works (London: n.pub., 1683); The City and
Countrey Purchaser and Builder's Directory: Or, The Compleat Builders Guide (London: n.pub.,
1703). Further information on trade manuals can be found in Elizabeth McKellar, The Birth of
Modern London: The Development and Design of the City 1660-1720 (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1999), pp. 141-146.

' The London Tradesman (London: Gardiner, 1747).

17 Andrew Saint, "The Cult of Wren', in Architecture and Englishness 1880-1914, ed. by David

Crellin and Ian Dungavell (London: Society of Architectural Historians of Great Britain, 2006),
37-58.
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resulting from the archiving efforts of St Paul's Librarian, the Reverend W. Sparrow
Simpson, and from work carried out on Wren's buildings. The earliest of these
publications was by the architect J.M.W. Halley, interpreting St Paul's Cathedral
building accounts in 1914, which he viewed as a source hitherto little tapped.'®
From these accounts, Halley illustrated aspects of building practice, noting some of
the craftsmen involved. Just one year later, Lawrence Weaver, who worked in an
architectural practice, was the first to publish transcripts of the building accounts for
City churches lodged in the Bodleian Library, bringing this primary source to public
attention.'’ Following shortly on in 1919, Mervyn E. Macartney, Surveyor to the
Fabric of St Paul's, published brief findings arising from his restoration of the
building, discussing methods of construction and comparative qualities of materials
and methods of workmanship.20 His empirical approach showed how certain
architectural elements, in this case the pillars supporting the dome, were
constructed. The fourth practitioner was W. Douglas Carée, the architect
responsible for the restoration of Tom Tower, Christ Church, Oxford. Carde
developed an interest in its original mason, Christopher Kempster, and included a
brief biography of him, and comments on his Daybook, in Wren and Tom Tower.*!
Car6e brought both Kempster and his Daybook into the public domain for the first

time; his findings are discussed in detail in Chapter Two and Appendix One.

'® 'The Rebuilding and the Workmen of St Paul's Cathedral from the 'Accounts™, RIBA Journal,
22.3 (1914), 49-60, and 22.4 (1914), 73-82.
19 'Slr Christopher Wren's Building Accounts of City Churches', Archaeologia, 66, (1915) 1-60.
1 'The Renovation of St Paul's: Progress of the Works', Architectural Review, 45 (1919), 61-62.
Carde.
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In the mid-1930s stonemasons came under close scrutiny by two economic
historians at Sheffield University, the Freemason and Honorary Architect Douglas
Knoop, and Gwilym P. Jones. Their pioneering research, based largely on primary
sources, looked at the mason in medieval times, in the sixteenth, and in the
seventeenth centuries.?? The latter study is of particular relevance to this thesis as it
focused on post-Fire London. It looked at the London Masons' Company, masons
active in London at the time, and to some extent, masons' working practices.
Predominantly sourcing the records of the Masons' Company which are more
plentiful in this period, brief biographical details were presented on more than fifty
masons, including those considered in much greater detail in this thesis. The work
also raised issues for discussion, for example the questions of financing contracts,
and the degree of control exercised by the Masons' Company, both of which are

considered more extensively in this thesis.

My research into three masons' dynasties builds on Knoop and Jones's overview to
demonstrate empirically how these particular masons operated within wider
geographical parameters, and on a broader range of building types. In respect of the
financing of contracts, Knoop and Jones drew broad conclusions from their
inspection of bank archives. My examination of these records has been specific to
the Burford Masons, linking findings to other evidence about them, with a view to

gaining new insights into working practices.

2 The Mediaeval Mason: An Economic History of English Stone Building in the later Middle Ages
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1933); 'The Sixteenth-Century Mason', 4QC, 50,
(1937), 191-210; London Mason.
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The writings of Knoop and Jones have remained in the forefront of literature on the
working practices of masons. Later related studies may be seen as falling into three
main categories, one looking at the craftsman in the context of a specific building
type; another at the craftsman in relation to his trade and guild; and the third at
masons and their dynasties. The three categories are constructs for the purposes of

this thesis, their contents often overlapping.

For the first type of study, country house accounts have proved a fruitful source. In
1975 Malcolm Airs examined the role of craftsmen and their working practices in
the design and construction of Elizabethan and Jacobean country houses, also
analysing records to ascertain wages and working conditions.” Building on Airs,
Mark Girouard explored this role in Elizabethan Architecture, examining masons
Robert Smythson, William Arnold and John Thorpe in particular.2* Richard Wilson
and Alan Mackley, concerned with country house building between 1660 and 1880,
also took in craftsmen's working practices.? Although looking at different periods,
many concerns overlap, for instance how best to obtain building materials, and the
mason's role in design, issues explored in this thesis with regard to the Burford

Masons. The question of the mason's role in design was taken up again by Nicholas

3 The Making of the English Country House 1500-1640 (London: Architectural Press, 1975),
revised as The Tudor & Jacobean Country House: A Building History (Stroud: Sutton, 1995).

2 Elizabethan Architecture: Its Rise and F. all, 1540-1640 (New Haven and London: Yale University
Press, 2009).

» Creating Paradise: The Building of the English Country House 1660-1880 (London: Hambledon,
2000).
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Kingsley in respect of Gloucestershire houses.?® Geoffrey Beard displayed a similar
awareness of the craftsman as designer in respect of the interior of country houses.?’
A unique analysis of early seventeenth-century masons' marks found at Apethorpe
Hall, Northamptonshire, shed light on the size of Thomas Thorpe's workforce, and
used marks to identify the work of those masons at other country houses.”® As
masons' marks shifted to less visible parts of buildings later in the century, this
method of identification has produced only one example of the Burford Masons'

work.

The mason's role in rebuilding the City churches and St Paul's Cathedral has also
been explored in the literature. Paul Jeffery, in examining each City church built by
the Wren office, identified the respective major craftsmen, acknowledging, to some
extent, their contribution to the design process and the financing of the churches.”
James W.P. Campbell, with an architect's experience, examined the construction
history of St Paul's, especially the working practices of the various crafts employed,
trade by trade. In his awareness of the collaborative nature of the project, he
acknowledged the role of the mason-contractor in withstanding arrears of payment,
and went on to explore the issue of their proﬁt.3° The issue of arrears, profit, and

how late payments were withstood is investigated in greater depth in this thesis by

% The Country Houses of Gloucestershire, Volume One 1500-1660 (Chichester: Phillimore, 2001).

*" Crafismen and Interior Decoration in England 1600-1820 (Edinburgh: Bartholomew, 1981).

%8 Jennifer S. Alexander and Kathryn A. Morrison, 'Apethorpe Hall and the Workshop of Thomas
Thorpe, Mason of King's Cliffe: A Study in Masons' Marks', Architectural History 50 (2007), 59-94.

® The City Churches of Sir Christopher Wren (London: Hambledon, 1996).

0 Building St Paul's (London: Thames & Hudson, 2007); Campbell 'Fortune'.
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scrutiny of a wider spectrum of archival material relating to the particular

experience of the Burford Masons.

Looking at the mason in the context of speculative building in London, John
Summerson's Georgian London, first published in 1945, observed the increasing
capitalisation of the building industry, a theme which Elizabeth McKellar
investigated, based on an analysis of a collection of property and building disputes
deposited in Chancery.?! Although speculative development was mainly in brick,
stonemasons were also involved. McKellar looked at questions of the financing of
speculative building, and building practices common to various trades. Evidence of

the Burford Masons building for the speculative market is limited, however.

Turning to the second type of study focusing on craft practices rather than building
types, Campbell has made significant contributions to the study of craftsmen in the
seventeenth century. His paper 'The Carpentry Trade' shed light on trade guilds,
contemporary methods of learning the craft, and terms of employment, much of
which could equally apply to masons.*> Campbell continued the theme of working
practices in 'Finances of the Carpenter', including an investigation into the profits of

carpenter Richard Jennings at St Paul's.>

A Georgian London (London: Harmondsworth, 1945); McKellar, Birth of Modern London.

*2'The Carpentry Trade in Seventeenth-Century England', Georgian Group Journal, 12, (2002),
215-237.

*3 Campbell, 'Finances'.
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Interest in the third category, the lives and works of individual masons and their
dynasties, has also been steadily increasing. Most contributions are at least part
biographical, some prompted by the discovery of a particular primary source which
affords new insight. One study predating Knoop and Jones dealt with the Stantons
of Holborn which demonstrated the breadth of activity of contemporary London
masons, but, being largely biographical, shed little light on building practice.3 4
More recent works have been published on provincial masons, the more élite
masons attracting significant monographs, such as Mark Girouard's on Robert
Smythson, who was active in the Elizabethan and Jacobean period, and Andor
Gomme's ten-year research on Smith of Warwick, a dynasty emerging in the later
seventeenth century.’® Both examined masons' practices in the provinces in the
early modern period. Colvin had looked more briefly at Smith of Warwick in
1973.36 His papers on the Bastards of Blandford, Dorset, and the Townesends of
Oxford were both prompted by the discovery of fresh documentary material.>” The
Bastards prospered after a town fire in Blandford in a similar but much more
modest way to the Burford Masons in London, its effects on their business bearing
some comparison. The Townesend dynasty, like the Strongs, flourished over many
generations, and had control over nearby quarries. Colvin examined their accounts,
enabling him to draw conclusions about the Townesends' working practices,

including the question as to how they made their profit.

3 Mrs Arundell Esdaile, 'The Stantons of Holbom', 4rchaeological Journal 85 (1928), 149-169.

3% Robert Smythson and the Architecture of the Elizabethan Era (London: Country Life, 1966),
revised as Robert Smythson and the Elizabethan Country House (New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 1983); Smith of Warwick (Stamford: Shaun Tyas, 2000).

3 H.M. Colvin, 'Francis Smith of Warwick 1672-1738', Warwickshire History 2 (1972/3), 3-13.

37 "The Bastards of Blandford', Archaeological Journal, 104 (1947), 178-195; Colvin, 'Townesends'.
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Other studies of masons include those on William Byrd of Oxford, the Thorpes of
Northamptonshire, and the Hiorns of Great Tew, Oxfordshire, who were the
successors of Smith of Warwick's business.*® Airs looked at Lawrence Shipway, an
Elizabethan mason, noting the problems of surviving evidence, an issue
encountered in this thesis.* These were provincial masons, two of whom were
based not far from Burford. By contrast, the Burford Masons were also heavily
engaged in the City of London, and their work with the foremost architects of their
time provides a wider research base, over a longer period of significant change in

building practices.

My research sets out to investigate the changing world of building practice as
experienced by the Burford Masons, following the second line of enquiry pursued
after a long hiatus by James Campbell, who has taken up the approach of Knoop
and Jones and whose research falls into the period of my study. It also builds on the
third category, represented particularly by Girouard, Colvin, and Gomme, in
looking at the lives and achievements of the Burford Masons. Evidence arising from
each of these two avenues of investigation is likely to elucidate the other. By

combining these two approaches, my research aims to show the Burford Masons'

3 Mrs. J.C. Cole, 'William Byrd, Stonecutter and Mason', Oxoniensia 14 (1945), 63-74.; Alexander
and Morrison, pp. 59-94.; Andor Gomme, 'William and David Hiorn 1712-1776, 7-1758: The
Elegance of Provincial Craftsmanship' in The Architectural Outsiders, ed. by Roderick Brown
(London: Waterstone, 1984), pp. 45-62.

*'Lawrence Shipway, freemason', Architectural History 27 (1984), 368-375.

e
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contribution to the rebuilding of the City of London, and to major building projects

of the period.

I am indebted to an observation by Colvin on quarry-based 'schools of masons' in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. This thesis explores this term with regard

to the Burford Masons, who became purveyors of stone to London. *

METHODOLOGY

It is apparent from the above that the role of master craftsmen and the exploration
of their working practices have been increasingly acknowledged in architectural
history. Within this recent line of enquiry the methods of my approach will now be

considered.

Primary Sources

In view of the scant literature on any of the Burford Masons and their working

practices, research for this thesis has been largely based on original sources, many

of which have not previously been explored.

Sources specific to a chapter in this thesis are discussed, like the literature, in the

Introduction to the relevant chapters. The sources for this thesis generally fall into

40 Dictionary, p. 16.
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two main categories: the biographical, represented largely by parish records, wills,
inventories, and family chronicles, and sources relating to the Burford Masons'
professional lives, in particular building accounts kept by employers, records of the
Masons' Company, and the Burford Masons' own business papers, the latter having

remained largely untapped until now.

This thesis has benefited greatly by two recent discoveries, both of which relate to
the Kempster dynasty, as mentioned above. I had the good fortune to be alerted to
the resurfacing of Christopher Kempster's Daybook, lost for many decades until it
was purchased by the Burford Tolsey Museum, who kindly made it available to me.
A further discovery was made in 2007, when the Tolsey Museum opened a safe, the
key for which had been lost, probably since the late nineteenth century.*! The safe
was found to contain seventeenth- and eighteenth-century property conveyances,
several concerning the Kempster family. The Museum kindly notified me of this

find, and allowed me generous access to the documents.

Another vital source relating to the Kempsters which has remained largely
overlooked, is the Kempster v. Wrigglesworth deposits in The National Archives,
the most relevant comprising two boxes of disparate, but revealing papers,
considered in detail in Appendix One.*? Apart from Christopher Kempster's will,

the contents of these boxes have not been used in the literature.

:2’ Author's correspondence with the Chairman of the Burford Tolsey Museum, 2007.
KvW.
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In respect of the Strong dynasty, the principal major source has been the
'Memorandums of Works in Masonry done by Edward Strong, Senr & his family',
dated 1716, but transcribed in 1740. These are the best evidence of the Strongs,
examined in detail in Appendix One. The Memorandums are bound with Edward
Strong junior's letter-book copies, an untapped source on his property and financial

investments.

Otherwise, relevant sources examined were found to bé widely dispersed, lodged in
The National Archives, Kew; London Metropolitan and county record offices, in
particular Oxfordshire, Gloucestershire, Worcestershire, Berkshire, Hampshire, and
Hertfordshire; the British Library, and libraries of Lambeth Palace, the Bodleian,
and the London Guildhall; museums including the Victoria and Albert, Sir John
Soane's and the Burford Tolsey; and institutions as disparate as Oxford colleges,
Abingdon Borough Council, the Inner Temple, and the Bank of England. Archival
material was also located in individual ownership, where access was kindly granted,

for instance by the religious community then resident at Burford Priory.

The spasmodic survival of records has proved to be a particular problem, resulting
at times in patchy evidence. Some records were destroyed by fire, like many
London churchwardens' accounts and vestry minutes in wartime; many seventeenth-
century applications for Freedom of the City perished in an accidental fire at the
Guildhall in 1786; some were burnt intentionally, like most of the Kempster's

business papers when the family moved from their home in 1884 after almost three



20

hundred years' occupation.* Flood damaged Burford's parish records when they
were stored in the Diocesan Solicitor's basement in Oxford, unfortunately
alphabetically (Burford falling early in the alphabet); an act of theft removed
documents collected about the Strongs in Taynton.* Others remain lost, like the
volume of building accounts for Tom Tower, Christ Church, Oxford, covering the

period 1681-83.* In some cases gaps in evidence cannot be bridged.

Apart from their survival, the study of documents has presented some problems.
Unsurprisingly, several are incomplete, at times with pages missing, or torn,
obliterating key words or sentences. The legibility of handwriting varies greatly,
from the clarity in the records of the various Commissions for City churches, St
Paul's Cathedral, and the 'Queen Anne' churches, to the hands of struggling
parishioners elected annually to keep churchwardens' accounts. The spelling in
earlier documents, and in those written by less literate hands found further from
London, tends to be erratic, and usually phonetic in the local dialect. This proved a
particular stumbling block for Carde, leading to misinterpretations, as discussed in
Appendix One. Unlike previous scholars, I was able to consider these documents in
the context of local history. Accounting practices reflected similar variations,
ranging from the meticulous bookkeeping of the Bank of England and the
Commissions to the unsystematic notes of payments in Christopher Kempster's

Daybook.

“ Author's correspondence with LMA, 2009; Carbe, p. 90.

“ Personal comment from Oxford Diocesan Solicitor, 2007, and from current owner of the place of
theft, 2008.

“ Author's correspondence with Christ Church's archivist, 2006.
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Fieldwork and Networking

A further method of research has been fieldwork, visiting buildings, inspecting
monuments and minor works, and photographing them for reference and
comparison. Membership of The Friends of the City Churches has overcome the
difficulty of access to some City churches. Research has also been advanced by
correspondence with architectural historians such as Colvin, Gomme, Beard and
Campbell, and with leading local historians in Burford and St Albans; also by
contact with owners of buildings constructed by Burford Masons. These have

generated ideas which were followed up in primary sources.

Scope of Thesis

Turning to the scope of this thesis, the known period of continuous activity of the
Strong dynasty, ¢.1630-1730, comfortably encompasses those of the Kempsters and
Beauchamps, and has been taken as the parameter for the research period. Although
this period covers the time identified by Airs as the peak of building activity in the
transformation of domestic buildings in the Burford area, the concept of a Great
Rebuilding as introduced by W.G. Hoskins and subsequently debated is not

considered central to this study.*® In the Burford Masons' home area, evidence of

% Airs, 'The Great Rebuilding' in An Historical Atlas of Oxfordshire, ed. by Kate Tiller and Giles
Darkes, (n.p.: Oxfordshire Record Society, 2010), pp. 92-3; W.G Hoskins, 'The Rebuilding of
Rural England, 1570-1640', Past and Present, 4, (1953), 44-59; see also Matthew Johnson,
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their involvement with domestic buildings might have been found in Christopher
Kempster's Daybook which, however, seldom identifies properties. The Burford
Masons' known work outside London predominantly involved institutional and
royal commissions, and country houses. In London, where they were most heavily
engaged, rebuilding was a matter of necessity and urgency, not one of gradually

upgrading the conditions of habitation.

Some aspects of this thesis also relate to socio-economic history, which will be
discussed in the context of the economics of the changing building industry, and the

careers of the masons.

Unusually in the field of architectural history, the question of style is not central to
most of this thesis, as the Burford Masons generally built to the design of others.
However, style becomes a consideration in Chapter Seven, which looks at the few
known works of their own design, and their design input when collaborating with

the architect.

Problems of Definition and Conventions

The occasional problem has arisen regarding nomenclature, perhaps the most

potentially confusing being the term 'builder'. The Burford Masons might, in

Housing Culture: Traditional Architecture in an English Landscape (London: University College
London, 1993) and Maurice Howard, The Building of Elizabethan and Jacobean England (New
Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2007).
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modern terminology, equally be seen as builders; certainly they carried out the
activity of building, usually limited to masonry. However, the term 'builder' has also
been used in the literature for the person commissioning building work. To avoid
confusion, | have used the term 'client' for the commissioner of building. Titles with
specific contemporary meanings such as 'undertaker', 'measurer’, or 'freemason' are

considered as they arise.

In order to distinguish the fifty-one City churches built under the 1670 Rebuilding
Act from the fifty proposed under the Act of 1711, I follow the tradition of referring
to them as 'City churches' and 'Queen Anne churches' respectively. In the absence
of a binding convention regarding the spelling of some church names, this thesis

follows that used in the Buildings of England series.

STRUCTURE OF THESIS

Turning to the structure of the thesis, Chapter Two addresses the question of the
identity of individual Burford Masons, whose experience forms the basis of this
research. Together with Appendix One and the Catalogue Raisonné in Appendix
Two, it sets out to produce, for the first time, a comprehensive account of the
careers of their foremost members, largely based on primary sources, some hitherto
untapped. It aims to correct the confusion in the literature over their identity, and to

clarify problems of attribution of their works.
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Chapters Three to Seven are, by contrast, thematic, each dealing with the various
challenges which the Burford Masons encountered, and how they responded to
them. Chapter Three centres on the Great Fire of London and the profound change
which it brought about, giving rise to unprecedented opportunities for building
craftsmen. It examines the motivation of the Burford Masons, as provincial
operators, to enter the fray of rebuilding the City, looking at the commercial
advantages of rates of pay, and a new market for their stone. It explores the question
why the Burford Masons might reasonably have expected to be awarded building
commissions in London, by tracing their previous connections with Wren, who
played a central role in the letting of many contracts. To determine their business
acumen, the chapter endeavours to ascertain, entirely from primary sources, the
speed of their response to the opportunities which the Fire and the ensuing building
boom presented, also examining the years before their first known commission in
1672. This is the only chapter limited to part only of the research period,

specifically from the Fire in 1666 to Thomas Strong's death in 1681.

Chapters Four and Five are related, Four looking at challenges presented by the
changing methods of employment, which were in the process of shifting from direct
labour to the contracting system in its various forms. It explores the degree to which
the Burford Masons were involved with each type. It analyses the terms of their
contracts and looks at how they may have been adapted or refined over the research
period. The degree of success with which the Burford Masons fulfilled those

contract terms is considered. The question as to how contracts were awarded is
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investigated, as are the Burford Masons' strategies to win them. Chapter Five
focuses on the challenges of the emerging credit-based economy in London. It
investigates the extent of arrears which the Burford Masons carried in respect of
sertously late payments for their work and supply of stone by scrutinising the
running of particular contracts. It looks at the level of profit mason-contractors
might have expected, by reference to William Kempster's daybooks. It investigates
how the Burford Masons protected themselves against the potentially damaging
consequences of arrears, examining their use of capital for this purpose, and

exploring other strategies which they applied to remain solvent and competitive.

Changes in the function of the London Masons' Company, particularly the extent of
its control over craft practices, are examined in Chapter Six. It aims to ascertain the
Burford Masons' motives for seeking membership of the Company. It looks at the
degree of their commitment to it by examining their individual careers within the
Company. It seeks to establish to what extent they complied with the Company's

requirements.

The last thematic chapter, Seven, concerns the Burford Masons' involvement in
design. It looks at their relationship with the new persona of the architect,
investigating their technical contribution to the design process, and the specific
functions they carried out to realise the architect's ideas. It examines the extent to
which they were called upon by the architect to participate in the design process by

preparing drawings, including a case study, by model-making, site supervision, and
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giving specialist advice. It explores the challenges of innovative construction

techniques, particularly in respect of domed buildings and cantilevered staircases.

The chapter further looks at how the Burford Masons familiarised themselves with,
and adopted, the changing styles. It looks at the advantages to the designer of
foreign travel and access to books in the light of the Burford Masons' experience. It
questions to what extent the architect left the design of detail to Burford Masons. It
examines the few buildings which can confidently be ascribed to them as mason-
architects, including County Hall, Abingdon, Berkshire, which is examined as a
case study. Finally, the chapter attempts to trace their influence on provincial

buildings.

Appendix One enlarges on sources and biographies of the Burford Masons. The
Catalogue Raisonné in Appendix Two chronicles for the first time all buildings and
sculpture unquestionably by the hand of the Strong, Kempster, and Beauchamp
dynasties between 1630 and 1730. Its purpose is to catalogue and to illustrate the
scope of their work. It is also intended for reference particularly where buildings are
not discussed in detail. Evidence for attribution is cited, along with the name of the
client, and architect where applicable. The dates of work quoted have been
ascertained from the sources, and do not always coincide with the construction
dates for the entire building. Follow-up work like paving, chimneypieces, and
repairs such as those at St Paul's Cathedral, or adding heraldic shields at Tom

Tower, could engage masons on site for extended periods and are reflected in these
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dates. Payment for work is stated where substantiated by primary sources, the
masons' own records being used in preference to records which are likely to have
been duplicated, or distorted by advance payments or the mason's own loans, a

problem arising particularly in connection with the City churches and St Paul's.
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CHAPTER TWO:

THE BURFORD MASONS AND THEIR CAREERS

INTRODUCTION

This chapter introduces the principle members of the three dynasties of the Burford
Masons. It is substantially augmented by Appendix One and the Catalogue Raisonné
in Appendix Two. The chapter and appendices put forward the fullest account to date
of the Burford Masons' careers. Collectively they present much new material, thus
addressing the scarcity of information in the literature. Bringing together biographical
information also serves to clear up confusion over names, which has resulted in
incorrect attributions of their building work, particularly in the Kempster family. Both

chapter and appendices form a body of reference for later thematic chapters.

As a means of examining the works of the foremost Burford Masons, this chapter
looks at their age profiles in relation to the major opportunities they responded to, in
particular the rebuilding of the City churches, their steeples, and St Paul's Cathedral,
and new projects such as two royal palaces, Greenwich Hospital, and the Queen Anne
churches. Living through a period of profound social change both in terms of
horizontal mobility (moving from country to town) and vertical mobility (rising in
status through marriage or acquisition of wealth), the Burford Masons' careers are
then examined in the light of geographical mobility, wealth accumulation, and social

mobility. Further details of the lives and careers of individual members are found in
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Appendix One. Only their major buildings feature in this chapter, the fully referenced
Catalogue Raisonné providing a comprehensive record of their evidenced works,
where attributions are cited. Their careers in the London Masons Company are
discussed in Chapter Six. This chapter starts with a discussion of the literature and the

sources.

Both the Kempster and Strong families left some account of their work, either in the
form of daybooks, financial records, or family history, which are discussed in more
detail in Appendix One. Literature relating to the careers of the Strongs appears to
have been largely based on the antiquarian Robert Clutterbuck's version of the
'Memorandums of Works in Masonry done by Edward Strong, Senr & his family',
printed in his History and Antiquities of the County of Hertford in 1818.' In the
'Memorandums', Edward Strong senior set down in 1716 his recall of his and his
family's works. Although they fall short of being a comprehensive account, they
provide invaluable evidence in particular in respect of those works for which building
accounts have not survived. As discussed in Appendix One, the Memorandums only
became publicly accessible in the later twentieth century and appear to have been
generally overlooked in favour of Clutterbuck's account, which at times is unreliable.
This thesis scrutinises the surviving manuscript of the Memorandums, and other
business and personal records such as account books and letter-book copies, which at

times are invaluable.?

'3 vols (London: Nichols, Son and Bentley, 1818-27), 1 (1818), 167-169.
2SM, Letter-book; GL, MS 233 Bills of Worke done at Greenwich Hospital and delivered in before
they are past; RIBA, TUF/1.
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Mention of the Kempster dynasty in the literature is mostly based on W. Douglas
Carde's Tom Tower, which enquires into Christopher Kempster as the tower's original
mason-contractor.” Whilst he highlighted the Kempsters as important mason-
contractors, his confusion over recurring Christian names in the family brought about
errors, both in biography and attribution. As an example, Carde credited Christopher
with constructing the Geometric Staircase at St Paul's Cathedral and the sensitive
repairs to its vaults, whereas the building accounts show clear evidence that Wren
entrusted Christopher's son William with these important tasks.* Carde incorrectly
assumed Christopher's second son William to be his eldest, and to have been born in
1678 rather than 1651, as the parish records show.’ This error was repeated by the

Wren Society.®

Carde had sight of Kempster's Daybook which was subsequently lost, resurfacing at
auction only in 2003 (Figure 1).” The Daybook records the Kempster family's
business as quarrymen, masons and yeoman farmers in the Burford area, from around
1667 until the eighteenth century, albeit fragmentarily. Examining the Daybook for
the first time in almost a century, my research has benefited greatly from its content,
and from newly-found documents at the Burford Tolsey Museum relating to the

Kempsters.® Other previously untapped sources relied upon include two boxes of

3 Carde.

* Carbe, p. 85; GL, MS 25,473/39-42,

* Burford Parish Records: ORO, MSS D.D Par/Burford c.1.
S WS, Ix, (1942), 102.

7 Sold by Finan & Co, Mere, Wiltshire.

® BT, Daybook; BT, D660-670.
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Kempster papers held at the National Archives, which shed light in particular on

William Kempster's activity in London.’

Ephraim Beauchamp is more overlooked in the literature. He is understood to be
included in a privately published chronicle of the Beauchamp family entitled 'A Mark
Enduring', by Peter Beauchamp, a descendant, but despite correspondence with the
author, I have been unable to locate it.'° Beauchamp's later paper about Ephraim's
carpenter brother Benjamin makes passing mention of Ephraim.'' For this thesis,

evidence concerning Ephraim was largely found in primary sources, discussed below.

Knoop and Jones included brief biographical footnotes on selected members of all
three dynasties, taking in Christopher and William Kempster, Ephraim Beauchamp,
and of the Strongs, Thomas and the Edwards senior and junior.'? Of the two seminal
dictionaries published in the 1950s, Rupert Gunnis and Howard Colvin both include
entries for the Strongs and Kempsters, incorporating evidence from sources additional
to Clutterbuck and Carde, the similarity of documentation cited reflecting their
collaboration in research.'® Only the Dictionary of Sculptors contains an entry on
Ephraim Beauchamp, however. Their entries remain the fullest accounts of the

Strongs, Kempsters, and Beauchamp to date, yet neither Dictionary is comprehensive

° TNA, KvW.

' Author's correspondence with Peter Beauchamp, 2006.

' Peter Beauchamp, 'The Life and Times of a C17th Westminster Builder', Westminster History
Review, 4 (2001), 6-13.

"2 L ondon Mason.

B Dictionary of British Sculptors 1660-1851 (London: Abbey Press, 1951); Biographical Dictionary
of English Architects 1660-1840 (London: Murray, 1954).
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in respect of their activity or biography.'* My accounts of the Burford Masons go
much further than either Dictionary, my Catalogue Raisonné incorporating many
more evidenced examples of their work, thus making them the most up-to-date

record.

Recently, James W.P. Campbell has looked at the individual mason-contractor teams
working on St Paul's Cathedral. In his book Building St Paul's, Campbell touches on
the Strong and the Kempster dynasties, which he expands on in his 2009 paper
'Building a Fortune'."® His two paragraphs on Thomas and Edward Strong in this

paper, however, introduce little new evidence.

Problems of identity run through the literature, in respect of William Kempster in
particular. He is presented as Christopher's brother rather than son by such writers as
Gunnis, Ann Saunders, Paul Jeffery and even Colvin. 16 Anthony Geraghty was
unsure as to whether William was Christopher's father or son.'” Roscoe's Dictionary
of Sculptors carries a separate entry for William as the son of Christopher,
incorporating my contribution.'® Campbell wrestles to disentangle members of the

Kempster dynasty, correctly identifying William, mason-contractor at St Paul's, as

" Ingrid Roscoe, Emma Hardy and M.G. Sullivan, eds, Biographical Dictionary of Sculptors in
Britain 1660-1851 (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2009); Dictionary.

'* Building St Paul's (London: Thames & Hudson, 2007); Campbell, 'Fortune'.

18 Gunnis, p. 225; Ann Saunders, St Paul’s (London: Collins & Brown, 2001), p. 105; Paul Jeffery,
The City Churches of Sir Christopher Wren (London: Hambledon, 1996), p. 270; Dictionary, p. 608.

' The Architectural Drawings of Sir Christopher Wren at All Souls College, Oxford: A Complete

Catalogue (Aldershot: Lund Humphries, 2007), p. 137.
18 Roscoe, p. 687.



33

Christopher Kempster's son, but introduces new errors of identity, discussed below in

the context of the family tree. '

Errors of attribution are found even in the most recent edition of Colvin's Dictionary
which, for instance, credits Christopher with William's work on St Paul's vaults,
probably following Carde.?® Colvin consistently cited St Paul's Cathedral as the
repository for Kempster's Daybook, whereas the Cathedral Librarian has never found
any evidence to corroborate this.?! The recently revised Dictionary of Sculptors has
disentangled many earlier errors of biography and attribution, but despite my own
acknowledged input in respect of the Kempster entry, difficulties seem to have arisen
in assimilating that information and disentangling Gunnis's original contents.
Christopher Kempster, for instance, is wrongly credited with William's work at St
Mary-le-Bow churchyard and various taverns.?? Some errors travel through the
literature, such as attribution for carving the marble font at St Mary Abchurch, for
which 'Mr Kempster' was paid in 1686.2 Jeffery, Saunders, Simon Bradley and
Nikolaus Pevsner all give the font to William, however.?* Christopher was the mason-
contractor for rebuilding the church, doubtless warranting the title 'Mr', also there is
no mention of William in the building accounts, churchwardens' accounts, or vestry

minutes around this time, making William's authorship unlikely.

' Campbell, 'Fortune', p. 301.

X Dictionary, p. 608.

2! Author's correspondence with the Cathedral Librarian, 2010.

22 Roscoe, p. 686.

2 Churchwardens' Accounts: GL, MS 3891/1.

% GL, MSS 25,539/4 and 3892/1; Jeffery, p. 270; Saunders, p. 105; BOE: London: The City Churches
(New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2002), p. 105.
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A wide-ranging investigation of the source material has been made with the aim of
expanding on the modest amount known about these dynasties. In addition to
Christopher Kempster's recently resurfaced Daybook, the Kempster papers at The
National Archives and the Burford Tolsey Museum, and the Strong Memorandums,
this investigation has involved examining building accounts, bank archives, and
personal documents such as wills, inventories, conveyances, mortgages, bonds, and
insurance assignments among other disparate records. Also vital were parish registers,
the recording of baptisms, marriages and burials being a relatively recent
introduction, starting in Burford only in 1612. Their script is of varying legibility,
entries are often disrupted during the Commonwealth, and their survival has been
haphazard. As there still is no central comprehensive catalogue of the contents of all
parish registers, the thread of family names can be difficult to trace in different
parishes. All relevant surviving parish registers have been examined in the
Oxfordshire/Gloucestershire area. Appendix One expands on these primary sources,
in particular the Strong Memorandums and the Kempster Daybook, and discusses

unpublished literature.

This chapter now turns to looks at the careers of the Burford Masons, starting with
their place of origin. The geographical location of Burford and its proximity to
Oxford, London and the River Thames which was vital for the transportation of stone
from the Burford quarries can be seen in Figure 2. Figure 3 illustrates the geology of
the Burford area, showing the location of the quarry villages of Taynton and Upton

(‘Kit's Quarries"), the origin of the Burford Masons' dynasties, and nearby Little
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Barrington, where the Strongs leased a further quarry. The Strongs are known to have
worked the quarries at Little Barrington since at least the early seventeenth century,
continuing their masonry business which had already been established in Wiltshire.”
The Kempsters, despite having access to their quarry in Upton from an even earlier
date, do not appear to have exploited it until the market for stone opened up in
London after the Great Fire. Until then, the Kempsters' main livelihood appears to

have been that of yeoman farmers, like their neighbours the Beauchamps.

A timeline showing the lifespans of the Burford Masons is shown in Figure 4. Family
trees have been prepared showing the masons of each dynasty, which are the most
comprehensive, and in the case of the Beauchamps, the first attempted. Colvin, in the
third edition only of his Dictionary, includes a family tree for the Strongs, which
limits itself to Edward and John's line.?® Figure 5 presents a more representational
Strong family tree, incorporating eleven more masons, eight of whom worked in
London. The Kempster family tree (Figure 6) has been built up from primary sources,
some newly-available or untapped. Campbell, in his 2009 paper, sets out a 'first
published version' of the Kempster family tree.?” However, in seeking to flesh it out,
Campbell corrects some of the errors which have travelled through the literature, but
creates new confusions of names and dates in respect of Christopher's father,
children, and grandchildren, many of whom were masons. Campbell makes no

mention of Christopher's son Edmund, nor of his sons-in-law Thomas Hands and

25 SM, Letter-book.

% Biographical Dictionary of British Architects 1600-1840, 3rd edn (New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 1995), p. 935.

7 Campbell, 'Fortune', pp. 300-301.
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Richard Richards, all of whom were masons in the family firm. He comments on the
Kempsters' 'annoying habit' of naming 'most of their sons Christopher or William', an
observation not literally correct, but indicative of the problem of unravelling
individuals of the same names within the family. Dynastic first names were not
unusual in stonemasons' families, occurring for instance in the Peisleys of Oxford, or

the Stantons of Holborn. The Beauchamp family tree is shown in Figure 7.

GENERATIONS OF BURFORD MASONS

The Strongs, spanning at least six generations, were active significantly the longest of
the Burford Masons, twice the duration of the Kempsters and three times that of the
Beauchamps. Thomas and the Edward Strongs senior and junior, Christopher and
William Kempster, and Ephraim Beauchamp were the masons of greatest note in

these dynasties.

Already from the first identifiable generation of the Strongs, their works show
familiarity with the incoming styles. As early as 1631 Timothy Strong and his son
Valentine were introducing classical ideas to Oxfordshire, building the south front of
Combury Park (Figure 8) to Nicholas Stone's designs, going on to Canterbury
Quadrangle, St John's College, Oxford (Figure 9), around 1634-5. The prestige of the
client, and the significance of the commission as one of the earliest attempts in the

country at a classical country house front, strongly suggests earlier work of some
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standing by the Strongs, evidence for which has not been found.?® Valentine
continued to work at the cutting-edge of architectural style during the Interregnum,
building country houses at Sherborne (1651-3), Lower Slaughter (1656-8) and
Fairford (1660-1), all in Gloucestershire (Figures 10, 11 and 12). His design input
with these innovative houses is considered in Chapter Seven. Valentine's son Thomas,
the third generation of Strongs, also was engaged at Cornbury, carrying out Hugh
May's designs for the stables between 1663-4 and the east wing between 1665-7
(Figure 13), the latter contemporaneous with his contract to build the north side of
Garden Quad, Trinity College, Oxford, to Christopher Wren's designs (Figure 14).
This is the first certain link between any of the Burford Masons and Wren, which was

to become a vital association explored in Chapter Three.

By contrast, little is known of the work during these years of Christopher Kempster,
Thomas Strong's contemporary, other than small masonry jobs. It is likely, however,
that Christopher trained and continued to work with the Strongs, also gaining
experience in the new styles. Appendix One looks at these early years, including

apprenticeships.

The Great Fire of London was the catalyst to change the fortunes of the Burford
Masons, opening up unprecedented opportunities for building and for selling their

quarrystone. Wren, holding a central part in the rebuilding, was familiar with their

2 Jennifer Sherwood and Nikolaus Pevsner, BOE: Oxfordshire (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1974),
p. 553.
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expertise and increasingly commissioned them, making them some of his most

important master masons.

City church rebuilding

Christopher Kempster was already forty years old when he went to London, Thomas
Strong some five years' younger. Both were mature masons capable of taking on
rebuilding contracts after the Great Fire. It was, however, five years before they were
awarded their first known contract in London, for rebuilding St Stephen Walbrook, in
1672. Chapter Three enquires into their activity in London during the intervening
period. The wait proved worthwhile, as St Stephen Walbrook was to be a highly
prestigious and innovative church, the first domed church in England (Figure 15).%
This important commission was the first of thirty-two contracts which Burford
Masons took on for City churches. Christopher went on to take three further
rebuilding contracts in his own name, for St James Garlickhythe (1677-86), St Mary
Abchurch (1681-7), St Mary Somerset (1685-95), and the contract to repair the tower
of St Mary-at-Hill in 1695. Inspection of the building accounts did not, however,
substantiate Geoffrey Beard's claim that Christopher Kempster was mason-contractor

for St Martin Ludgate.*°

» RCHME, The City of London Churches (London: Collins & Brown, 1998), p. 212.
*® GL, MS 25,549/3; The Work of Christopher Wren (London: Bloomsbury, 1987), p. 75; author's
correspondence with Geoffrey Beard, February 2005.
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Thomas Strong did not live to see St Stephen Walbrook or any of his London
contracts completed, as he died in his late forties in 1681. He took on two further City
church rebuilding contracts as sole contractor, for St Benet Paul's Wharf in 1678, and
St Augustine Old Change two years later. Campbell credits Thomas with rebuilding
three further churches: St Clement Eastcheap, St Mary Magdalen Old Fish Street, and
St Michael Cornhill, citing the Wren Society and the London Mason as evidence.”'
Building accounts, however, show that work on St Clement's and St Mary's started in
1682 and 1683 respectively, postdating Thomas's death and were built by his brother
Edward instead, whose contract for St Clement's has survived; the third, St Michael
Comnhill, the rebuilding of which started in 1669, predates Thomas's freedom, and is
recorded to have been built by Nicholas Young.*? The Memorandums make no
mention of these churches being by Thomas's hand. The Wren Society reflects the
building accounts, showing Nicholas Young as mason for St Michael Cornhill, and
Thomas Strong's successor Edward senior as mason-contractor for the other two
churches.*® The London Mason makes no reference to these churches on the page

cited, which outlines Thomas Strong's career.

Edward senior, Thomas's younger brother by some twenty years, purchased his
freedom of the London Masons' Company by redemption in 1680, opportune, as it
turned out, to take on Thomas's contracts the following year.** Of all the Burford

Masons, it is Edward senior whose age and family connections enabled him to

3! Campbell, 'Fortune', p. 300.

32 GL, MSS 25,5422, fol. 161; 25,539/4; 25,539/2, fols 109-114.
3 WS, x (1933), 48, 50.

** GL, MS 5301/1, fol. 41: Masons' Company Court Minutes.
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embrace the post-Fire building boom to greatest advantage. He built on Thomas's
thriving City practice, becoming one of the most active mason-contractors in the City
and the most renowned of the Strong family. The year in which Thomas died, Edward
is found deputising as mason-contractor for Samuel Fulkes at St Mary Aldermary,
having recently cleared the debris at St Andrew-by-the-Wardrobe. In 1681 he took
over Thomas's three City church contracts, and was soon awarded five more, being St
Mildred Bread Street (1681-7), St Clement East Cheap (1682-7), St Mary Magdalen,
Ol1d Fish Street (1683-7), St Michael Paternoster Royal (1685-8), and St Vedast alias
Foster (1695-9), where he was obliged to take on parishioner William Collins as
partner.”® Also in 1695, Edward took on the steeple contract for St Augustine Old

Change.

The Beauchamps were the latest dynasty of Burford Masons to make their mark in the
London rebuilding. Ephraim Beauchamp is first noted in London in 1684, when he
purchased his freedom of the Masons' Company.36 By this time, the City church
rebuilding campaign had in the main run its course, the last five contracts being
embarked upon by 1686. By the 1690s, repairs carried out to some churches shortly
after the Fire by parish vestries rather than the Wren office were beginning to show
deficiencies, and presented further rebuilding opportunities.’” In 1695 Ephraim

embarked on St Dunstan-in-the-East, his only City church contract, repairing the

35 SM, Letter-book.
3% GL, MS 5313: Masons' Company Quarteredge Book.
37 Jeffery, pp. 49, 51.



41

church and constructing a new tower and distinctive crown steeple (Figure 16), and a

new vestry.*®

St Paul's Cathedral

Starting in 1675, the rebuilding of St Paul's Cathedral continued for some forty years,
offering contracting opportunities to several generations of Burford Masons. The first
masons' contracts for St Paul's Cathedral were let in 1675, Thomas Strong being
awarded one, Joshua Marshall, the King's Master Mason, taking the other. It was
Thomas, however, who, according to the Memorandums, 'layed the first stone in the
Foundation thereof [St Paul's] with his own hands’.*® This was the first of many
contracts for rebuilding St Paul's given to the Strongs until the following century.
Having worked with Thomas already on the foundations at St Paul's, Edward senior
went on to inherit his contract in 1681, continuing at St Paul's until the 'last stone' was
laid upon the dome in 1708, Edward junior having constructed its lantern.*® Edward
junior continued to be engaged at St Paul's until at least 1715, laying marble paving,
and carrying out repair work.*' The Strongs, Thomas and Edward senior and junior,
were the only firm to see the building of St Paul's through from inception to official
completion, and are the only mason-contractors named on a commemorative plaque

in the crypt, above Wren's tomb (Figure 17).

¥ GL, MS 25,539/8.

3% §M, Letter-book.

“ Edward Strong's epitaph; SM, Letter-book.
1 SM, Letter-book.
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Christopher Kempster was already sixty-three when he and his partner Ephraim
Beauchamp took over Edward Pierce's contract at St Paul's in 1690. Their contract
was for the south section of the choir, going on to build a quarter of the drum of the
dome.* Ephraim was only twenty-nine years old at this point, and probably brought
the necessary energy and finance to the partnership. His wealth, acquired relatively
early in life, probably enabled him to partner the very much older Christopher
Kempster as mason-contractor at St Paul's at a time when skills were paramount and
payment tardy. By 1694 Strong, and Kempster and Beauchamp were employing by
far the largest of the six mason-contracting teams on site.*® Kempster and Beauchamp
were to remain engaged at St Paul's for seventeen years, by the end of which

Christopher was aged eighty.

Some seven years before Kempster and Beauchamp took the masonry contract at St
Paul's, Beauchamp had been acting as a stone merchant for it.* This indicates that
Beauchamp had already forged an association with St Paul's, probably working in his

brother-in-law Edward Strong's team.

William Kempster was almost fifty when he was awarded his contract at St Paul's.
William's name is found heading the list in John Thompson's team in the Masons'
Company Search of 1694, indicating he was the foreman.*> When Thompson died in

1700, the Commission for rebuilding St Paul's chose William to take over his contract

“ GL, MS 25,471/34, St Paul's Cathedra! Building Accounts; WS, XvI, 66. GL, MS 25,473/25, fol. 38
shows the last entry for Pierce on 28 February 1689/90. WS, X1V, 66, records the success of

“ Ephraim Beauchamp's petition to take over Pierce's contract.

“ GL, MS 5304/1.

o GL, MS 25,575/2.
GL, MS 5304/1 Masons' Court Minutes.
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on the south-west tower.*® This, William's first known contract, was one of the most
prestigious of that time. By 1705 he had completed the structurally challenging
Geometric Staircase in the tower, and the sculpture of scrolls, wreaths and cherubs'
heads over the Dean's Door (Figures 18 and 19).* Between 1707 and 1709 William,
at Wren's insistence, was entrusted to lead a large team of masons repairing the 'Flaws
and Defects in the Vaults', which included refacing the great piers in the crypt
carrying the weight of the dome. Wren, in a statement defending his choice of
William, declared the work 'requir'd great Care, Skill and Caution in the Performance
of it', and he would not entrust it to a foreman but 'directed that the Master (the said
William Kempster) should duly and constantly attend'.*® Later at St Paul's, together
with Joshua Fletcher, he was awarded the joint contract for the windows below the
dome in 1715, and finally for the controversial balustrade, but William died before

work could start.*

Contemporaneous work outside London:

Eleven years after starting their first contract in London, Christopher Kempster and
Edward Strong senior were awarded their first royal contract, to lay foundations for
the king's new palace at Winchester, Hampshire (1683-5). Above ground, they took

two of the five contracts for the stonework, Edward for the central, east block,

“ GL, 5304/1; WS, xv1(1939), 99.

7 GL, MS 25,473/39, fol. 134,

8 Second Part of Fact against Scandal: In Answer to a Pamphlet intitled a Continuation of Frauds
and Abuses at St Paul’s, ed. by John Morphew (London: Morphew, 1713), p. 76.

* WS, xv1(1939), 99.
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Christopher the west wing (Figure 20). This remained the Kempsters' only royal
commission, whereas the Strongs were to take on another in 1705, for the main pile at

Blenheim Palace (Figure 21).

Significant opportunities in the provinces also arose through institutional clients.
Christopher Kempster's first known important contract in the provinces was awarded
in 1678, for Abingdon's County Hall in Berkshire (Figure 22), which is examined as a
case study in Chapter Seven. Three years later, in connection with Bishop Fell's
proposals to build Tom Tower, Christ Church, Oxford (Figures 23 and 24), Wren
drew his attention to County Hall in strongly recommending Christopher Kempster as
mason-contractor. It is from Wren's letters to Fell that some insight is gleaned into
Kempster's personal qualities, and the esteem in which Wren held him in comparison

with Oxford masons. Wren wrote on 26 May 1681 (Figure 25):

I cannot boast of Oxford Artists though they have a good opinion of themselves.
My L? with submission I have thought of a very able Man, modest, honest and
Treatable, and one that your masons will submit to worke with because of his
interest in the Quarries at Burford, & therfore you will have the stone from him
at first hand. His Name X"*"" Kempster, he wrought the Town house at
Abbington and goeing now to the Quarrie, I perswaded him to returne by
Oxford & wait upon Your LP. I have used him in good workes and he is very
carefull to worke trew to his designe and strong well banded worke, & I can rely

upon him, I have talked with him & indeed promised to recomend him to Y'LP
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& I am confident he will promise little advantage to himselfe soe he may have

the honor of the Worke.>°

In 1687 Christopher built a further work of note in the provinces, the side chapel
known as the Perrott aisle at St Mary's, North Leigh, Oxfordshire (Figure 26). This,
the only building the design of which has been firmly attributed to him by Colvin,
demonstrates Christopher's familiarity with London City churches, showing him
transmitting metropolitan styles to the provinces.’' This aspect is explored in Chapter

Seven.
City church steeples

By the time Edward Strong junior was free and able to take on contracts, the City
church rebuilding programme was completed, but its steeple campaign remained.
Edward was awarded eight steeple contracts, for Christ Church Newgate Street
(1703-4), St Vedast alias Foster and St Christopher-le-Stocks, both starting 1709, St
Michael Crooked Lane (1711-14), St Stephen Walbrook and St Michael Paternoster
Royal, both starting 1713, and St James Garlickhythe and St Michael Cornhill,

commencing 1715.

William Kempster was also of an age to benefit from the steeple campaign. William's

daybooks at The National Archives show him working on at least nine City churches,

%0 ccM, MS 376.
3 Dictionary, p. 608.
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particularly rebuilding the steeples of St Edmund the King and Martyr (1706-7), St
Michael Bassishaw and St Margaret Pattens, both starting 1712.>2 He carried out
repairs to many other City churches around this time, such as St Mary-le-Bow, St
Michael Queenhythe, St Mary Abchurch, All Hallows the Great, St Alban Wood

Street, and intermittently to his own parish church of St James Garlickhythe.

Queen Anne churches

An Act of Parliament passed in 1711 created another opportunity, to build churches in
the suburbs of London known as the 'Queen Anne' churches. This was in response to
the perceived threat of growing non-conformism in these areas.”> Edward Strong
Junior soon became heavily involved in the programme. Of the twelve churches
actually built, he constructed half, embarking on St Alfege, Greenwich, St John Smith
Square, and St Paul, Deptford in 1713, St Anne, Limehouse and St George-in-the-
East, Wapping the following year, and St George, Bloomsbury in 1716. All were joint
contracts with Edward Tufnell until his death in 1719, after which Edward junior
continued on his own. Also with Tufnell he embarked in 1714 upon the 250-foot
pillar in the Strand which was to support a statue of Queen Anne, abandoned upon the
Queen's death later that year.>* With partner Christopher Cass, Edward junior

completed St George, Hanover Square (1724), and St Luke Cripplegate (1728).

*2 TNA, KvW.

33 Kerry Downes, Hawksmoor (London: Thames & Hudson, 1996), p. 104.

34 The Commission Jor Building the Fifty New Churches, ed. by M .H. Port, (n.p.: London Record
Society, 1986), p. 93.
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Between 1717 and 1729 he went on to build five ministers' houses for the parishes at

Deptford, Wapping, Bloomsbury, Cornhill and Westminster.

Of Christopher Kempster's sons in London, William was already sixty years of age
with a thriving City masons' business when the 1711 Act was passed. Edmund
Kempster, however, was of an age to work on the Queen Anne churches, but did not
take on any of the contracts, unlike his contemporary Edward Strong junior.
Edmund's absence in the campaign may be reflective of the Strongs' superior

financial position in an age when payment was unreliable.

Greenwich Hospital

In 1696 tenders were invited for constructing the foundations of a hospital for seamen
at Greenwich. The first contract was let to Edward Strong senior, then only forty-four,
in partnership with Thomas Hill, both masons concurrently running contracts at St
Paul's. Three years later, Edward senior took his next contract at Greenwich Hospital
in partnership with his brother-in-law Ephraim Beauchamp, and his own son Edward
Strong junior, who had only recently completed his apprenticeship.> To be included
as contractor of a prestigious contract at a very early age doubtless improved Edward

Junior's professional credentials. The joint contract was the start of a long period of

55 GL, MS 5304/1, fol. 33.
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engagement at the Hospital, Edward junior taking on contracts at the Hospital until

1729.%°

GEOGRAPHICAL MOBILITY

Age profile also played a part in geographical mobility. By the time Thomas Strong
and Christopher Kempster went up to London, they had already spent almost an
average lifetime in the Burford area, where they had family roots. Despite the
fourteen years Thomas worked in London, he remained committed to his family and
community in Taynton and Little Barrington, leaving bequests in his will not only to
his family but to the church and the poor of the parish.’” He is buried in Taynton

churchyard.

Christopher was engaged in the City for some forty years, yet never settled in
London. Whilst working in the capital, he returned when possible to his family in
Burford, participating in parish life. Christopher's purchase of the freehold of his
family home in 1694 is further evidence of his commitment to his home area (Figure
27).*® Christopher spent his retirement years in Burford, where he is buried. In his
will he, too, remembered the poor of his home parish.” Appendix One examines his

presence in Burford in greater detail.

55 WS v1(1929), 40.

7 TNA, PROB 11/367.
8 BT, D660-662.

% TNA, KvW.
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The next generation of Burford Masons went up to London at a much younger age, as
yet unmarried and ready to establish a new life elsewhere. Some of the Strong
dynasty returned to practise in Oxfordshire or Berkshire after completing their
apprenticeships, such as John and Timothy, who set up in Stanford-in-the-Vale. Some
of the most important Burford Masons stayed on to work in the capital, never to
return, like Edward Strong senior, William and Edmund Kempster, and Ephraim

Beauchamp. With this, the firms' base split.

William Kempster, having worked in London since at least 1671, remained, operating

1.%° He is buried in his parish

his successful City masons' business from Garlick Hil
church built by his father, St James Garlickhythe.®' Edward Strong senior retired to St
Albans, Hertfordshire, to New Barnes manor house, now Sopwell House (Figure
28).%2 This had been in his son-in-law Robert New's family. Edward's earlier property
dealings in that town with New suggest that he was already living in St Albans by
1705, operating his London business from there.*® Edward Strong junior moved to
Greenwich, retaining, until his death, the lease of a house on St Peter's Hill, London,

part of the wing of the College of Arms which his brother-in-law Ephraim

Beauchamp had built in 1688 and bequeathed to him.**

Ephraim Beauchamp, having lived in London in Knight Rider Street, moved to

% City churches rebuilding accounts: GL, MS 25,539; London Rate Assessments 1681: GL, MS 9801.

' GL, MS 25,539/2.

S2 BL, Weekly Journal or British Gazetteer, 15 February 1724, p. 4.

53 St Albans 1650-1700, ed. by J.T. Smith and M.A. North (Hatfield: Hertfordshire Publications, 2003),
p. 206.

64 TNA, PROB 11/596; Bodl., MS Top. Herts. ¢.2; TNA, Letter-book.
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Tottenham High Cross, Middlesex, living at Crokes Farm, later known as White Hall

(Figure 29).9 He later moved to Hertford, living in the Brickenden Liberty.66

WEALTH ACCUMULATION

Age was also a factor in wealth accumulation. At a time when life expectancy
averaged some forty-four years only, Christopher Kempster enjoyed twice that
lifespan, dying in his eighty-ninth year. Edward Strong senior achieved seventy-two
years, William Kempster and Ephraim Beauchamp both reached the age of sixty-
seven, and Edward Strong junior sixty-five. Contemporary statistics have shown
longevity to be a major factor in the accumulation of wealth, enabling successful
businessmen to build up significant wealth if they lived to the age of sixty or over.”’
Apart from William Kempster who worked until he died, also as a rich man, all these

Burford Masons accrued enough wealth to cease work and live on their investments.

The sums which Thomas Strong bequeathed in 1681, one hundred pounds each to his
brother Valentine and sisters Anne, Sarah and Lucy, and fifty pounds to his brother
William, compare favourably with his father Valentine's more modest bequests
twenty years earlier of five shillings apiece to his six sons and five daughters,

illustrating the wealth which Thomas had acquired in London.®®

5 Robinson, p. 124.

% GL, MS 5313; TNA, PROB 11/624.

87 Peter Earle, The Making of the English Middle Class: Business, Society and Family Life in
London, 1660-1730 (London: Methuen, 1989), pp. 310, 141, 347.

% Will of Thomas Strong: TNA, PROB 11/367; Will of Valentine Strong, TNA, PROB 11/309.
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Edward Strong senior's financial success is reflected in his extensive acquisition of
property, which upon his death included at least eighteen investment properties in
London, some possibly resulting from speculative development, and others in and
around St Albans, Hertfordshire, where he had acquired several landed estates
including South Mimms, Wheathampstead, and Abbot's Langley. He also retained
family property in Burford, and in Little Barrington and Rissington in
Gloucestershire.®® Whilst some contemporary masons' dynasties also amassed wealth,
such as William Townesend of Oxford, who earned what a contemporary Oxford
chronicler described as 'a vast deal of money', there were others who descended into
bankruptcy, like William Stanton of Holborn in 1735.” Although Strong's properties
are not valued, his estate upon death would appear to compare favourably with that of
Edward Pierce, a fellow mason-contractor at St Paul's, who claimed in a
memorandum which was proved as his will that he was worth £2516 when he died in
1695, less than £200,000 in today's money.”' Both the Townesends and the Strongs
were quarry-owners, unlike the Stantons or Pierce. The commercial and professional

advantages of quarry-owning are explored in Chapter Three.

Like his father, Edward junior amassed extensive land and property, including houses
in Holborn, Whitechapel and Wapping, and farms in Middlesex, Hertfordshire, Kent,

and Lincolnshire. The archives of the Bank of England show something of his

* Will of Edward Strong snr: TNA, PROB 11/596.

" Remarks and Collections of Thomas Hearne, ed. by C.E. Doble, Oxford Historical Society, 11
vols, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1885-1921), 1 (1906), p. 171; Dictionary, p. 976.

& Dictionary, p. 793.
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monetary wealth, recording £12,500 in annuities, plus £9000 in Bank of England

managed stock, equating to nearly three million pounds today.””

William Kempster's estate is unknown, but when his wife died four years after him,
she was described in a sworn statement as 'possessed of a very considerable personal
estate consisting in ready money, securities for money, plate, jewels household goods

and other things amounting to a very great value'.”

Ephraim Beauchamp, in 1695, some twelve years after his arrival in London, was
assessed as wealthy enough to be subject to payment of surtax, the threshold for
which was possession of a personal estate of the value of at least six hundred
pounds.’™ A year earlier, with the help of a mortgage, he was able to buy his first
estate in Tottenham High Cross, Middlesex, for £3100.” Ephraim consolidated his
landholding in the area by buying up nearby agricultural estates, one in 1708, also at
Tottenham High Cross, for £2000, and another in 1714 at Monken Hadley,
comprising three farms.” Ephraim Beauchamp's house at Crokes Farm was large,
being taxed on twenty-one hearths in 1664, which compares very favourably with the

Kempsters' three hearths at Upton.”’

" Will of Edward Strong jnr: TNA, PROB 11/713; Stocks: BEA, M 1/97.
7 TNA, PRO C 11/2588/44.
™ London Inhabitants, p. 23.
7 William Robinson, History and Antiquities of the Parish of Tottenham in the County of
Middlesex, 2 vols (London: Nicholls, 1840), 1, 80.
8 BL, Acc 564/ 141; VCH, Middlesex v (London: Oxford University Press, 1976), p. 264.
n VCH, Middlesex v, p. 332; Maureen Weinstock, ed., Hearth Tax Returns Oxfordshire 1665, vol. 21
(Oxford; Oxfordshire Record Society, 1940), p. 233.
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Christopher Kempster, despite living longer than any other Burford Mason, did not
amass great property or wealth. Instead of moving to a more imposing house, he
appears to have built on a modest wing to his farmhouse in 1698, and the few
dwellings he is known to have acquired were gifted to members of his family.”® The
sharp contrast between his wealth and that of other successful Burford Masons might

be put down to Christopher's relatively late age when he achieved success in London.

SOCIAL MOBILITY

Wealth was the primary means to social mobility. The Burford Masons' acquisition of
land, as well as securing investment, also served to elevate their status, an issue
explored in Chapter Five. It may be that the choice of estates which brothers-in-law
Edward Strong senior and Ephraim Beauchamp purchased in South Hertfordshire and
North Middlesex, only five miles distant from each other, was also motivated by their
desire to build on the prestige of their shared family heritage, Beauchamps having

been landowners in the area as early as the fourteenth century.”

The Burford Masons' use of personal titles gives some indication of their social
mobility. Ephraim Beauchamp was the first Burford Mason known to describe
himself as 'gentleman’, in a conveyance of 1708.%° Some twenty years eatlier,

Gregory King had noted the rank of gentleman to be above that of clergymen and

7 BT, D660-670.
 VCH, Middlesex v, p. 332.
% Conveyance of property in Tottenham High Cross: LMA, ACC 564/141.
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'persons in the law'.®' Although its definition was flexible at this time, the title

'gentleman’ appears to have recognized wealth and landholding, and the wherewithal
to 'live freely and handsomely', indicating that the titleholder was no longer
working.®? In his will of 1712, Christopher Kempster described himself as
'gentleman’, in contrast to the yeoman he was born.®® The first Strong to use the title
was Edward senior, in 1716.%* Only two Burford Masons described themselves in
documents as 'esquire', Ephraim Beauchamp in 1712 and Edward Strong junior in
1728.% King placed the rank of esquire immediately below that of knight, although it

may be that usage had become more flexible since his writing in 1696.

The society in which they moved also reflected their rising social status. Edward
junior was the first and only Burford Mason to follow the growing trend for
gentlemen to widen their education by travel abroad. On at least two occasions he
journeyed on the Continent. The first time was probably in early 1699 after
completing his apprenticeship, in the company of Wren's son Christopher junior.
Wren's letter to his son on their travels highlights the comparative interest of Edward
junior in the architecture they encountered.® In 1711, he travelled to the Low

Countries, accompanied by his brother Thomas and Sir James Thornhill, who was the

81 Julian Hoppit, 4 Land of Liberty? England 1689-1727 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2000), p. 52,
citing Gregory King, A scheme of income and expence of the several families of England
calculated for the year 1688.

% Felicity Heal and Clive Holmes, The Gentry in England and Wales 1500-1700 (Basingstoke:
Macmillan, 1994), p. 9; Hoppit, p. 74, citing Guy Miége, New State of England under our Present
Monarch K. William I1I (4th edn., 1702), part 2, p. 152.

¥ TNA, KvW.

* HRO, 1.0.25, assignment of Herons Manor.

% Reports of the Royal Commission on Historical Manuscripts, xi, 211; HRO, 44735: indenture for
Napsbury Farm, Hertfordshire; Hoppit, p. 52.

8 WS, XIX, 119.
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decorative artist at Greenwich Hospital (1708-12) and later at Blenheim Palace
(1716) and St Paul's Cathedral (1716-19). *” On this tour, Edward junior was
introduced to Prince Eugene of Savoy at his levée in The Hague. The importance of

travel to the designer of buildings is explored in Chapter Seven.

Both Edward senior and junior became involved in the new movement of Masonic
Lodges, Edward senior as early as 1685, when, according to William Preston, he
became Warden to 'Grand Master' Sir Christopher Wren.®® Upon his death in 1724,
the Weekly Journal or British Gazetteer referred to him as 'one of the ancientest
Masons and FREEMASONS in England'.®® A portrait at Freemasons' Hall presented
by one of his descendants depicts Edward senior holding a part-unfurled plan which
may be that of St Paul's, and a pair of dividers and a set square, symbols of his own
trade as well as those of Freemasonry (Figure 30).”° Edward junior is recorded in
1725 as a member of Lodge no 25 which met at The Swan Tavern, East Street,
Greenwich, being still a member in 1631.°! Members of this Lodge included Sir
James Thornhill, and architect John James. Chapter Six explores the Strongs'

involvement in Freemasonry.

As might be expected of men of substantial property at the time, both the Edward

Strongs senior and junior, and Ephraim Beauchamp, took on public responsibilities.

87 BL, Add.MS 34,788, Sir James Thornhill's Diary.

% William Preston, /llustrations of Masonry, 9th edn (London: Wilkie, 1795), iv.
% BL, 15 February 1724, p. 4.

% GA, P.141 MI 2/4, Hodges collection.

*! Quatuor Coronatorum Antigrapha Masonic Reprints, X, a.
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By 1701 Ephraim was already a Governor of Bethlem and Bridewell Royal Hospitals,
the latter by this time chiefly used as a prison.”? In the same year, Edward Strong
senior was appointed a governor of St Bartholomew's Hospital, indicating that he was
a significant benefactor, Edward junior following his father's footsteps as Governor in
1729.% Ephraim, in 1710, was noted as one of the nine trustees of the Free Grammar
School at Tottenham High Cross, and according to his epitaph became a governor of
Christ's Hospital, where, with Edward Strong, he advised on the 'ruinous' condition of
the cloisters.®* In 1712 Ephraim became a Commissioner of Sewers for Tower

Hamlets, one of forty-seven, all entitled 'esquire'.95

The wealth which some of the later Burford Masons accrued enabled their
descendents to marry up into the gentry and aristocracy, the very society they had
previously worked for, and in the case of the Strongs, the very family they had
worked for. Edward junior's daughters married up into the gentry, two of them
becoming titled and are depicted, with Edward junior and his wife, in Charles Philips'
conversation piece of 1732 (Figure 31). The interior shown should not be assumed to
be that of Edward junior's house, however, as another family conversation piece by
Philips, Tea Party at Lord Harrington's House, St James's, painted 1720, shows a

similar decor. Philips went on to become a court painter, commissioned by the Prince

%2 Bethlem Royal Hospital Archives: Minutes of the Court of Governors 1701, fol. 419.

*British Journal or The Censor, 30 August 1792, p. 2; SBHA, SBHB/HB/S/1, Registries of
Legacies and Benefactors.

% WS, x1(1934), 79.

% Reports of the Royal Commission on Historical Manuscripts (London: HMSO, 1887), xi, 211.



57

and Princess of Wales in 1737.% Edward junior's great-grandson went on to marry the
daughter of the fourth Duke of Marlborough, descendent of his former client at

Blenheim Palace.

A similar pattern of social change in the artificer class through vertical mobility can
be found in the Smith of Warwick dynasty, Francis's grandson marrying into
aristocratic circles.”” Ephraim's line was aggrandised posthumously through Thomas's
son William who, as a condition of inheritance on his mother's side, assumed the
surname of Beauchamp-Proctor and was soon after created a baronet.”® Another
conversation piece of 1749 by the painter John Wootton at the Castle Museum,
Norwich, shows Ephraim's grandson Sir William Beauchamp-Proctor at his Palladian

mansion Langley Hall in Norfolk (Figure 32).%

CONCLUSION

It has been seen that age profile played an important part in the Burford Masons'
careers, their respective ages when major opportunities arose proving significant.
Longevity was also found to be a factor in their accumulation of wealth, and social

rise. The similar longevity of their contemporary Wren made for a remarkable

% Katharine Baetjer, British Paintings in the Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1575-1875 (New Haven
and London: Yale University Press, 2009), p. 52.
*7 Andor Gomme, Smith of Warwick (Stamford: Shaun Tyas, 2000) p. 87.
* RCHM, Report on the Family and Estate Papers of the Beauchamp-Proctor (later Proctor-
Beauchamp) Family, Baronets of Langley 1380-1899 (London: RCHM, 1977).
% Author's correspondence with Assistant Keeper of Art, Norwich Castle Museum and Art Gallery,
2007.
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association over several decades which produced some of the most outstanding

buildings of the period.

The three dynasties emerged from the Burford quarries with common training, high
standards of craftsmanship, understanding of stone and the ability to supply it, which
Wren recognised and haressed to great effect. The importance of quarry-owning in
the success of stonemasons' dynasties, including the Strongs, was noted by Colvin
when he wrote of the Townesends of Oxford that 'it was only the proximity of the
Headington quarries that gave Oxford its flourishing school of masons'.'® This
observation applies similarly to the Strongs, Kempsters and Beauchamps and their

Burford quarries.

Chapter Three will now go on to examine the pivotal event for the Burford Masons:
the Great Fire of London and the opportunities it opened up for them. It will also look

at their close relationship with Wren.

100 Dictionary, p. 16.



59

CHAPTER THREE:

THE BURFORD MASONS AFTER THE GREAT FIRE OF

LONDON, 1666-1681

INTRODUCTION

This chapter looks at the response of the Burford Masons to the opportunities which
the rebuilding opened up in London after the Great Fire. In order to examine issues
in greater detail, it is restricted to part only of the research period, from the
aftermath of the Great Fire in 1666 to the year of Thomas Strong's death in 1681.
These fifteen years warrant close investigation as they witnessed profound changes

in the organisation of the building trade, and in the Burford Masons' careers.

The chapter comprises three sections. The first deals with the conditions prevailing
in the immediate post-Fire period, starting by looking briefly at the impact of the
Fire on the City, and the legislative provisions introduced to stimulate its
expeditious rebuilding. These events opened up a new market for stone to which the
Burford Masons actively responded, prompting examination of the Strong and
Kempster stone-selling operations, in particular of the relative quality of their stone,

its transportation, and seasonal factors affecting the business. This is followed by an
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examination of the differential rates of masons' pay between the City and the

provinces, from the Burford Masons' experience.

The central section investigates the early connections between Sir Christopher Wren
and the Burford Masons. In order to throw light on how Thomas Strong and
Christopher Kempster, as provincial masons, came to be awarded major contracts in
London for rebuilding City churches and St Paul's Cathedral, Thomas Strong's pre-
Fire associations with Wren are traced. This is followed by looking at
manifestations of the growing association of Wren with Strong and Kempster in the

rebuilding.

The final section looks at how Strong and Kempster responded to the position in
which they found themselves after the Great Fire. It investigates the speed of their
reaction to the opportunities of post-Fire London, both as purveyors of stone and as
masons. An attempt is made to identify buildings they may have been engaged on in
London prior to their first known contract, and to assess the value of their work

during their first fifteen years in London.

The most extensive exploration of masons' activity in post-Fire London remains the
London Mason. Whereas Knoop and Jones looked at this important period as part of
their larger study of masons in seventeenth-century London, this chapter, building
on their general foundations, scrutinises the experience of Strong and Kempster in

depth over the first fifteen years after the Great Fire, Ephraim Beauchamp not being
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traceable in London until 1683. It explores Strong and Kempster's motives for
seeking work in the rebuilding, their competitive advantages, and the degree of their

success. This thesis extends Knoop and Jones's study significantly.

Sources for this chapter include the building accounts for St Paul's Cathedral and
City churches, together with vestry minutes and churchwardens' accounts, only
some of which have survived. Of the seven parishes that embarked on rebuilding
their churches prior to 1670, no building accounts are extant. In only two cases have
both the churchwarden's accounts and vestry minutes survived, for St Magnus the
Martyr, and St Michael Cornhill. In respect of public buildings, accounts lodged at
the Guildhall Library and London Metropolitan Archives have also been consulted.
However, in almost all these cases, only the mason-contractor is named in the
accounts, excluding master masons working with, or substituting for him. The
presence of Burford Masons may well be hidden under this veil, and as a result, the
location of their employment as jobbing masons or subcontractors has proved
difficult to ascertain. Kempster's Daybook and the Strong Memorandums provide

unique first-hand evidence of their business during these years.

As the only Burford Masons taking on contracts in London between 1666 and 1681
were Thomas Strong and Christopher Kempster, they will usually be referred to in

this chapter as simply 'Strong' and 'Kempster'.
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Section One: CIRCUMSTANCES AFTER THE GREAT FIRE

THE FIRE AND ITS IMPACT

It is likely that the smoke pall created by the Great Fire could be seen even from
Burford, some twenty miles west of Oxford, from where the diarist Anthony Wood
observed: 'the wind being eastward blew clouds of smoke over Oxon the next day,
and cheifly Tuesday, and the sunshine was much darkened. The same night also the
moone was darkened by clouds of smoak and looked reddish'.' This would have
alerted the inhabitants of Burford to a serious conflagration in the east, which they
may well have read about soon afterwards in the London Gazette in the issues of the
3 and 10 September.’ The Great Fire, intensified by summer drought and a strong
east wind, started on the second of September and went on to engulf over four-fifths
of the City, burning eighty-seven parish churches, St Paul's Cathedral, fifty-two
livery company halls, and buildings vital to the City's commerce such as the Royal
Exchange, the Custom House, and wharves.? An estimated 13,200 houses were
destroyed according to the City's surveyors.* Outside the City to the north and west,

a further sixty-three acres of suburbs were also laid waste by the Fire.’

! The Life and Times of Anthony Wood, Antiquary, of Oxford, 1632-1695, described by Himself, ed.
by Andrew Clark, 5 vols (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1891-1900), 11 (1892), 85.

2 Stephen Porter, The Great Fire of London (Stroud: Sutton, 1996), p. 62.

* The Diary of John Evelyn, ed. by E.S. de Beer (London: Oxford University Press, 1959), p. 502;
Porter, p. 72.

* Eric de Maré, Wren's London (London: Folio Society, 1975), p. 54.

3 T.F. Reddaway The Rebuilding of London after the Great Fire, (London: Cape, 1940), p. 127.
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The damage caused by the Fire to the nation's economy had serious implications,
especially at a time when extra funds were needed to fight the second Dutch war
(1665-67). London's share of the nation's taxation had been large, being the capital
city and the leading trading centre. Loans had been raised on the security of
London's taxation and were serviced on its revenue.® The Fire, however, had
devastated the City's trade, obliterating the taxes raised on it, and depleted income
from the Hearth Tax.” The Corporation of London and livery companies lost
significant income from property rents, and parish income from that source had
virtually vanished.® Urgent economic reasons made it imperative to rebuild the City

so that it could resume generating income and revenues as quickly as possible.

The workforce to effect this, however, including masons, had been seriously
depleted. Already in the 1630s, London-trained craftsmen were migrating to the
suburbs to avoid the control and fees of the livery companies, over the years
diminishing the numbers of skilled building craftsmen permitted to work within the
City.® The decline in building activity during the Interregnum had, by 1660,
resulted in a shortage of skilled craftsmen in much of the country, a situation
doubtless compounded in 1665 by the serious outbreak of bubonic plague causing
the death of around ten percent of the City's inhabitants.'® The City was further

depleted of skilled resources in 1666 whilst the Fire was still burning, following a

SE.L. Hargreaves, The National Debt (London: Amold, 1930), p. 1.

" Reddaway, pp. 41-2; Porter, p. 88.

8 Paul Jeffery, The City Churches of Sir Christopher Wren (London: Hambledon, 1996), p. 17.

® Reddaway, p.42; Nikolaus Pevsner, BOE: London I: The Cities of London and Westminster,3rd
edn, rev. by Bridget Cherry (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1984), pp. 62-64.

' Geoffrey Beard, Crafismen and Interior Decoration in England 1660-1820 (Edinburgh:
Bartholomew, 1981), p. 6; Porter, pp. 2, 17.
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Royal Proclamation providing 'for distressed persons' made homeless by the Fire to
practise their trades in any town in the provinces, regardless of that town's
restrictions limiting trade to its own freemen.'' Several London traders set up in
Oxford, for instance, although it is not known whether masons were among them. 12
Many of the City's displaced skilled craftsmen did not return. The resulting number
of masons left in the City after the Fire was found to be totally inadequate for the

magnitude and urgency of the rebuilding. 13

LEGISLATION TO FACILITATE REBUILDING

It was not until five months after the Fire, on 8 February 1667, that legislation was
passed to redress the situation, granting provincial craftsmen reciprocal rights to
work in the City."* This 'Act for Rebuilding of the City of London', known as the
(First) Rebuilding Act, provided for building craftsmen from outside the City
(‘foreigners') to enjoy the same liberty to work in the City as freemen until 1674 or
until all the rebuilding was completed. Those who worked under these provisions
for seven years were to be granted their freedom in perpetuity. This was a serious
blow to the livery companies which had already lost considerable control over their
craft. The implications for the London Masons' Company are explored in Chapter
Six. The livery companies, however, still retained political influence, electing and

supplying the major office holders in the City's government. In view of their

' Reddaway, p. 27.

2 Wood, 11, 86.

"3 Porter, p. 70.

1418 and 19 Charles 11, c.8, of 8 February 1666/7.
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standing, the provisions of the Act were bold, removing much of the companies'
remaining privileges and sources of income from fees. Such radical action reflected

the pressing need to attract building craftsmen.

The same Act, following up a Royal Proclamation delivered soon after the Great
Fire on 13 September, prescribed the detailed nature of the rebuilding, in particular
requiring external walls of houses to be rebuilt in brick or stone. Previous
Proclamations and an Act of Parliament made earlier in the century providing for
new buildings to be constructed of brick or stone had achieved only limited success,
as the proportion of new stock was small, and the regulations were openly
contravened.'® The scale of the rebuilding made necessary by the Fire, however, led
to this requirement being finally accepted by the citizens, and enforceable.'® Even
houses rebuilt of brick often required stone finishes, opening up opportunities for

stonemasons' skills.

In order to attract Londoners back to the City, and for economic activity to be
resumed as soon as possible, the 1667 Act also placed some urgency on the
rebuilding of dwellings, providing for the Lord Mayor to serve notice and sell sites
where houses were not rebuilt within three years. ' This compressed timescale

intensified the need for skilled building craftsmen.

'* Philip Booth, 'Speculative Housing and the Land Market in London 1660-1730', Town Planning
Review, 51:4 (1980), 379-398 (p. 382).

'6 James Ayres, Building the Georgian City (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1998).

' Michael Cooper, A More Beautiful City (Stroud: Sutton, 2003), p. 130.
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Of the eighty-seven parish churches burnt by the Fire, the 1667 Act stipulated that
thirty-nine should be rebuilt, a figure that was raised to fifty-one in 1670 by the
Additional, or Second Rebuilding Act.'® There was a strong likelihood that at least
some of those churches, and other public or prestige buildings such as livery halls,
would be built of stone, requiring not only masons' skills, but stone in large
quantities. London had no stone quarries, so all stone, unless re-used from the Fire

debris, would need to be brought in.

THE STRONG AND KEMPSTER STONE OPERATIONS

Strong and Kempster would have found themselves in a favourable position, since they
owned a vital asset: quarries producing quality stone for use as structural building
material, finishes, and for sculpture. A closer examination of their stone selling operation

provides a valuable opportunity to explore their ingenuity as entrepreneurs.

The gentleman architect Sir Roger Pratt, advising on the process of building in 1665,
strongly recommended buying stone from the 'first owners of it', meaning quarry-owners
such as the Strongs or the Kempsters.'® Where this was not possible, Pratt understood
that choosing quality stone was 'by no means easy' for the client. Mason-contractors were
expected to source the stone for their commissions, although few in London possessed

their own quarries, procuring stone instead from quarry-owners. The Memorandums

'8 22 Charles I, c.11, of 11 April 1670.
' The Architecture of Sir Roger Pratt, ed. by R.T. Gunther (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1928),
p. 84.
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record Strong selling 'great Quantitys [of stone] to other Masons' in London after the Fire;
Kempster's Daybook is more specific, noting 'received of mr Knight for | the first parsell
of stone | delivered at London £15-0-0', identifying 'mr marshall' and 'mr cartwright' as
further clients (Figure 33).2° These names presumably refer to Thomas Knight, the City
Mason, Joshua Marshall, who went on to succeed his father as the Crown's Master
Mason, and Thomas Cartwright, the London mason-contractor. Strong and Kempster, as
'first owners' of stone, should have had a clear advantage in competing for contracts in
London, yet my scrutiny of contracts for the first twenty City churches shows that,
despite Pratt's advice, all were let to London masons instead, except where records are
lost (Figure 34). It is possible that Strong and Kempster did not put themselves forward
for these early contracts, perhaps due to the financial risks involved, or because they were
already fully committed. It is more likely, however, that London masons were given
preference at that time, as was the case with municipal contracts, all of which were
awarded to London masons, such as the rebuilding of Newgate Gaol, built by Thomas

Knight, and the Monument, by Joshua Marshall.?!

The Strongs' quarries at Taynton and Little Barrington had been worked over many
centuries, Taynton since at least Roman times, a Roman sarcophagus of Taynton stone
having been found near Taynton mill in 1814.%? Quarries at Taynton were recorded in the

Domesday Book, indicating that they were of commercial value in the late eleventh

%0 SM, Letter-book; BT, Daybook, fol. B3".

2! London Mason, p. 42.

2 Joanna Turner, Quarries and Crafismen of the Windrush Valley (Burford: Cottage Print, 1988),
p. 3. The sarcophagus was moved to Burford Parish Churchyard.
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century.” Figure 35 shows a plan of the quarries at Taynton. Stone from Taynton is of a
soft ochre hue due to its iron oxide content, which generally weathers well, Dr Robert
Plot observing ‘it endures the Weather'.>* Barrington stone is of a brownish colour, also of
good quality.” The stone from the Kempster quarry at Upton is pale and finer in texture,
giving a good cutting edge, 'much a finer Arris [sharp edge]’, according to Plot.* Being
slightly more susceptible to weathering, it is best suited to interior finishings and
sculpture. The difference in colour between stone from the Upton and Taynton quarries
can be seen in Figure 36. Despite their diversity, stone from the Burford, Taynton and
Barrington quarries not only belongs to the same Great Oolite geological group, but is
classified together within the Taynton Limestone Formation.”” Confusingly, the generic
term 'Burford stone' was often used in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries to
describe stone from the Upton, Taynton, and Barrington quarries without distinction,

obscuring the identity of the quarry of origin.®

The Burford quarries, however, were not alone in producing quality stone. An even more
finely-textured and frost-resistant stone was produced by a few quarries in north
Northamptonshire around Stamford, for instance Ketton, Ancaster and Clipsham.29 The
stone of choice for facing prestige buildings in London was to become that from the

Crown's own quarries on the Isle of Portland, yielding a white, durable limestone. It had

;j Domesday Book 14 Oxfordshire, ed. by John Morris (Chichester: Phillimore, 1978), p. 157a.
Plot, p. 77.

2 W.J. Arkell, Oxford Stone (London: Faber and Faber, 1947; repr. Wakefield: S.R. Publishers,
1970), p. 77.

2% Philip Powell, The Geology of Oxfordshire (Stanbridge: Dovecote, 2005), p. 28; Plot, p. 76.

27 Powell, p- 32.

% Arkell, p. 67.

2 Alec Clifton-Taylor and A.S. Ireson, English Stone Building (London: Gollancz, 1983), p. 19.



69

been utilised before the Great Fire for building the Banqueting House for instance, and
afterwards for the Monument, and livery halls not built of brick. Portland stone resisted
the coal-smoke of London better than that from Taynton. This may have been realised
only later, however, for the Taynton stone which was used externally at St Paul's had to
be replaced by Portland only fifty years later.® The swift effect of London's smoke-
polluted atmosphere on the stone at St Paul's was noted by the German traveller
Zacharias Conrad, who observed of St Paul's as early as 1710, 'It is already so black with

coal-smoke that it has lost half its elegance'.”!

A royal warrant of 1676 gave the commissioners rebuilding St Paul's the free use of stone
from the king's quarries on Portland.*? This, in principle, should have seriously
disadvantaged any other quarry-owners seeking to sell their stone for St Paul's. However,
the free Portland stone was not without significant costs and problems of extraction and
transport. Although the Portland quarries were well placed for shipping by sea, in order to
reach its destination at Baynard's Castle in the City, the stone had to be unloaded on the
Thames at Redriffe Stairs (Rotherhithe) and craned on to smaller vessels which could
navigate the low and narrow arches of London Bridge.>® The process of transferring stone
to different vessels was costly, entailing risk of damage. Deliveries could also be
disrupted by adverse weather conditions at sea, particularly in winter, with stone being

damaged in transit. The third Dutch war (1672-74) made sea transport more vulnerable

30 James W.P. Campbell, Building St Paul's ( London: Thames & Hudson, 2007), p. 91.

3 Gerald Cobb, The Old Churches of London (London: Batsford, 1942), p. 80.

*2 J H. Bettey, 'The Supply of Stone for Re-Building St Paul's Cathedral, Archaeological Journal,
128 (1971), 176-185, p. 177.

33 Campbell, pp. 89-90, 96.
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and unreliable, a factor arising again fifteen years later when war with the French broke
out.** At the quarries themselves, landslips and disputes with the islanders were not
uncommon, causing interruption to the supply of stone; already in 1678, Strong was
among those dispatched to report on the problems on the island, to enable deliveries to

resume. 35

Transportation of stone to London

For the enterprising quarry-owner who could be relied upon to deliver quality stone at a
reasonable price, a wide market had opened up in London. The cost of transporting stone
from quarry to client was a significant factor in competing successfully. The haulage of
stone overland was appreciably more expensive than by river. Moving stone overland
from Oxford to London, for instance, cost three pounds a ton, triple that for water
carriage, some overland routes even costing up to five times that of water transport.* It is
noteworthy that a sloping weir was constructed on the River Windrush in the late
seventeenth century just downstream of the Strongs' quarry at Little Barrington to enable

stone-laden barges to shoot the weir and reach Burford by water instead of overland.’’

In the 1750s, the architectural writer Isaac Ware emphasised the importance of close

access to a navigable waterway when choosing a site for building, in order to reduce

* Bettey, p. 181.

WS, x1m (1936), 107.

3 D.G. Wilson, The Making of the Middle Thames (Bourne End: Spurbooks, 1977), p. 103; Richard
Wilson and Alan Mackley, Creating Paradise: The Building of the English Country House, 1660-
1880 (London: Hambledon, 2000), p. 179.

37 Sybil Longhurst, Walter Tufnell, and Alice Tufnell, Sherborne: A Cotswold Village (Stroud:
Sutton, 1992), p. 9.
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costs.”® This observation was equally valid from the quarry-owner's point of view. The
proximity of the Strong and Kempster quarries to the River Thames at Radcot, just eight
miles south of Burford, made the cost of their stone in London competitive with suppliers
who had to cart their stone over long distances, or transfer their loads from sea-going
ships to smaller barges. Once stone from the Burford quarries had been dragged the short
distance to the top of White Hill (identified as Cotswold Gate on Figure 3), the remaining
journey to Radcot was downhill. By comparison, the Northamptonshire quarries,
although a similar distance from London, were less favourably placed for water transport,

involving shipping by sea, with its inherent problems.

The infrastructure for transporting stone from the Burford quarries down the Thames to
Oxford, Windsor, or London had been established over the centuries and was still
operational. As recently as August 1666, Strong was shipping Taynton stone from Radcot
to Oxford for the Sheldonian Theatre.*® Even Radcot Bridge was built of Taynton
stone.*” With such ready organisation, the Burford Masons would have been
advantageously positioned to respond speedily to orders. Stone from the Burford quarries
destined for London was loaded onto boats at Radcot (Figure 37), and transferred to river
barges at Oxford for the remaining journey to wharves just south of St Paul's Cathedral,

particularly Paul's Wharf, Broken Wharf, Baynard's Castle, Bull Wharf, Puddle Dock,

38 Wilson and Mackley, pp. 178-79.
3% Bodl., MS Bodl. 898, Sheldonian Acquittance Book.
“ powell, p. 32.
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and Brookes Wharf, and from the later 1670s, to those along the Fleet Channel (Figure

38).4

Kempster's Daybook has been found to be a valuable source of evidence about his
shipping of stone. It notes payments in 1669 to the Oxford boatmaster Richard Pemerton,
for 'the hole cariag by Richard pemertun from ratcat to oxford of S and K 242 tunn 12 '
foot'.** The letters 'S and K' are not mentioned elsewhere in the daybook, but likely refer
to Strong and Kempster, Kempster being in charge of the shipping in that instance. The
Daybook records payments to other Oxford boatmasters such as Humphrey Duffin,
William Howse (who leased land at Castle Mill Stream) and Walter Chapman

(boatmaster at Folly Bridge) for shipping stone from Radcot in the early 1670s.*

The commercial advantage of the proximity of the Strong and Kempster quarries to the
Thames emerges clearly in the Wren Society's analysis of the total value of stone used for
rebuilding St Paul's Cathedral.* Disregarding stone from Portland, nine quarries are
listed, of which payments for Burford stone are the highest, totalling around £21,475. The
next highest payment amounted to little more than half that sum, around £11,860, for
stone from the Headington quarries at Oxford, also well placed for transport along the
Thames. The sums quoted include the cost of transport, which in the case of Burford

stone is likely to have been the higher of the two, being further upstream and needing

“ GL, MS. 25,473; Mary Prior, Fisher Row, Fishermen, Bargemen and Boatmen in Oxford 1500-1900
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982), p. 130.

“ BT, Daybook, fol. B6".

“ BT, Daybook; Prior pp. 125-138.

“ WS, xv (1938), xvi.
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change of craft, but even accounting for this, Burford stands out significantly as the major

supplier.

Seasonal factors affecting deliveries of stone

Despite the established infrastructure, the smooth delivery of stone by river from Burford
to London could still be thwarted by adverse seasonal conditions, exacerbated by millers
who controlled the flash-locks, extracting water from the Thames for their own
purposes.*’ Drought could quickly make the Thames south of Oxford too shallow for
navigation, Plot noting in 1677 that 'in dry times, Barges do somtimes lie aground [in the
Thames] three Weeks, or a Month, or more, as we have had Experience in past
summers'.*® Kempster intermittently recorded carting his stone to 'Colum' (Culham,
eleven miles downstream of Oxford), one of his entries indicating summer 1668,
presumably when the water level was too low to use the established route from Radcot.?’
Culham being about three times the distance overland as Radcot, this must have seriously
affected profit. Presumably the sheer quantity of stone sold in London, and the higher
price it fetched there, more than made up for such additional outgoings. Wood observed
that after a notably dry February and March in 1685, 'boatmen can not goe from Oxon to
London but take boats at Bircot', Burcot lying some fifteen miles downstream from
Oxford (Figure 2).*® This was probably an exception, however; J.M.W. Halley, after

inspecting the building accounts for St Paul's, observed that the supply of Burford stone

* Prior, p. 133.

% Plot, p. 239.

“T BT, Daybook, fol. F7".
® Wood, 11, 136.
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was generally reliable over the winter months, by contrast to deliveries from Portland.*
Boatmen would charge extra for their trouble navigating in difficult conditions, as John
Lufton, Fellow of St John's College, Oxford, recorded in his building accounts in
September 1634 whilst the Strongs were working on Canterbury Quad: 'the Waters being

exceeding Lowe [ was faine to raise the price'.”

Seasonality also affected the state of roads, especially in winter. Malcolm Airs noted that
during the construction of Hatfield House, Hertfordshire, less than half the average
summer loads could be carted in winter.>' More seriously, inclement weather could make
roads impassable at any time other than summer, as was the case carting supplies from
Bristol for building Dyrham Park, Gloucestershire.’> Even the eight miles from Burford

to Radcot might have been impassable in bad weather, the limestone surface puddling.

Labour for handling stone from the Burford quarries was also subject to seasonal
pressures, for example when men were needed for sowing or harvesting work. The
Kempsters particularly would have been mindful of this, being farmers as well as quarry-
owners and masons, having to manage their labour force to best advantage. Men on the
Kempster payroll appear to have been versatile however, able to carry out quarrying,
carting, agricultural work and even masonry. Kempster would have been in a position to

organise his men according to his own priorities, such flexibility giving him another

® 'The Rebuilding and the Workmen of St Paul's Cathedral for the "Accounts™, RIBA Journal, 22.3
(1914), 49-60 (p. 56).

% SICA, MUN LXXXI.2, fol. 28.

3! The Tudor & Jacobean Country House: A Building History (Stroud: Sutton, 1995), p. 136.

52 Wilson and Mackley, p. 179.
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advantage over London competitors. Those employing men in the provinces solely as
building labourers had to pay higher rates at times of agricultural demand in order to
tempt them from the fields, as was noted in the Canterbury Quad building accounts in
1634, 'Harvest time....For extraordinary charge in getting Laborers at that time...xxv".”
The Strongs, running a large and long-established quarrying and masonry operation at
Taynton, were likely to retain their men throughout the year and be less affected by
seasonal agricultural demands on labour. Horses and carts needed for carrying stone were
also taken over for agricultural purposes at these critical times, forcing the price up, as
experienced a few decades later at Blenheim Palace when farmers charged more for
transporting stone at harvest time.>* Kempster's Daybook mirrors this agricultural

seasonality, showing deft management of his workforce. It illustrates the competitive

advantage of operating an agricultural enterprise together with a quarry.

DIFFERENTIAL RATES OF PAY

To provincial masons, a major attraction of working in London would have been the
higher rates of pay. My endeavours to compare, by reference to Strong and Kempster's
work, daily rates of pay in London with those in the provinces have produced few, but
very revealing figures over the period under investigation up to 1681. In London,
payment for contract work was generally based on measurement of particular stages of
construction, although work additional to contract, identified as 'taskwork’, was paid on

daily rates. Occasionally, their work for parish vestries also shows up daily rates. It is

% SJCA, MUN LXXXI.2, fol. 27.
 Wilson and Mackley, p. 181; David Green, Blenheim Palace (London: Country Life, 1951), p. 73.
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perhaps indicative of the sparse evidence for daily rates in London that Knoop and Jones,
in comparing rates in Oxford, Cambridge and London, drew on the London Bridge

building accounts only, and used estimates in respect of Oxford and Cambridge.*

There are few known examples of Strong and Kempster working outside London at this
time. The building accounts for Strong's commission in 1675 at Hamstead Marshall,
Berkshire, have not been located, and those for Kempster on County Hall, Abingdon
1677-81, also then Berkshire, record intermittent payments which cannot be analysed on
a daily basis.*® However, Kempster's work at Tom Tower, Christ Church, Oxford, was
paid weekly, the building accounts providing first-hand evidence of daily rates in Oxford
in 1681.%" Regarding rural areas outside Oxford, Kempster's Daybook reveals daily rates
of pay to his master masons in 1680.® An examination of the Churchwardens' Accounts
for St John Baptist Church, Burford, has shown up rates per day for jobbing masons in

the 1660s.>°

Analysis of this evidence has shown a significant differential in masons' rates of pay
between London and Oxfordshire even before the rebuilding of London (Figure 39A).
According to the Sheldonian Theatre Acquittance Book, master masons in Oxford were
paid one shilling and sixpence per day in 1666.%° In Burford, jobbing masons John and

Thomas Osmond were paid eleven percent less, one shilling and fourpence per day, for

5 London Mason, p. 63.

:: ABC, Chamberlain's Accounts.
CCM, Bills 1679-81 and 1683-92.

8 BT, Daybook, fol. F12".

* ORO, MSS D.D Par/Burford c.36.

% MS Bodl. 898.
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their work on Burford Church in 1661 and 1668 respectively.®’ By comparison, master

masons at this time at London Bridge were paid two shillings and sixpence a day.®

The Fire severely disrupted the supply and demand relationship in the City's building
trade and there was concern about the danger of profiteering from the new situation. To
address this, a Fire Court was set up in 1667 and given authority to determine wage rates
in the building trades.®® Strikes were declared illegal, anyone withholding labour could be
imprisoned for one month or heavily fined.®* However, wages for the building trade in
the City appear to have adjusted themselves satisfactorily by normal economic forces

without interference by the Fire Court, which was finally disbanded in 1676,

A comparison of rates of pay some fifteen years after the Fire can similarly be made by
reference to Strong and Kempster (Figure 39B). Kempster's Daybook notes payments in
1680 to his master masons John Seacole and Walter Sessions at one shilling and sixpence
per day for erecting the gate piers for Sir John Lenthall in Burford.®® A year later, when
Kempster started work on Tom Tower, he and other master masons were also paid one
shilling and sixpence per day, rising to one and eightpence after the first month and
thereafter. This eleven percent increase may well reflect work at height on the tower,

involving risks and difficulties for which masons usually demanded a premium. When

' ORO, MSS D.D Par/Burford c.36.

8 I.ondon Mason, p. 63.

% 18 and 19 Charles II, c.7.

 de Maré, Wren's London, p. 84.

6 Adrian Tinniswood, By Permission of Heaven (London: Pimlico, 2004), p. 241.
% BT, Daybook, fol. F12".
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Christ Church's Treasurer W.G. Hiscock made a brief resumé of these accounts in 4

Christ Church Miscellany, this increase was not noticed.®’

In 1681 Kempster and Strong were still working on St Stephen Walbrook. On the
occasions when payments per day are noted in the building accounts, the rate was two
shillings and sixpence, half as much again as Kempster's top rate in Oxford.*® Strong had
similarly charged St Stephen Walbrook Vestry two shillings and sixpence per day in
1678, the rate at which masons at London Bridge were being paid.®® As Kempster's
London work was highly remunerative, it is not clear why he should have taken on the
Christ Church commission at such comparatively low rates of pay. Kempster may have
accepted this work as a favour to Wren, either in gratitude for, or expectation of further
work in London or the provinces. The building accounts show Christ Church to have
been reliable payers, on a weekly basis, which would have helped offset the dilatory
payments from the Rebuilding Commission for his London contracts. This is an example
of a Burford Mason balancing contracts in order to stay afloat. The issue of late payments

is explored in Chapter Five.

The evidence shows that, when the bonus for working at height is disregarded, rates
of pay in London and Oxford were no higher in 1680-1 than before the Great Fire.
Burford, by contrast, shows an increase of 12'?%. This rise suggests a local

shortage of masons in 1680-1, their numbers depleted by those going to London.

7 4 Christ Church Miscellany (Oxford: OUP, 1946), pp. 232-234,
%8 GL, MS 25,539/1; CCM, Bills 1679-81, fol. 129.
% GL, MS 594/2; London Mason, p. 63.
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Taking on contracts in London not only resulted in higher personal remuneration for
Strong and Kempster, but in higher wages for the workforce. The implications of this
aspect have been difficult to assess, however, as evidence is lacking on such factors as
numbers employed, wages, and the profit involved. However, the Memorandums state
that Strong took his own workforce with him to London, as Kempster possibly did, so

they probably did not pay out full London wages at first.”

To aspirational provincial masons, higher London rates offered a sudden and
significant rise in income, a bonus which would help capitalise their business and
buffer them against dilatory payments once they took on contracts. London masons,
who were used to such rates and had geared up their businesses accordingly, would
not have this advantage. To the provincial mason also able to sell his stone on
projects he was engaged upon, like Strong and Kempster, these higher rates

constituted a double gain.

Section Two: THE WREN CONNECTION

Strong and Kempster had an additional reason to try their hand in London: Thomas
Strong's earlier connection with Christopher Wren. Personal contacts could make a

critical difference to a craftsman's career when seeking to break into an unfamiliar and

70 M, Letter-book.
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highly competitive market. It is unlikely that such a responsible task as rebuilding St
Stephen Walbrook, perhaps the most prestigious and technically complex of all the City
churches, would have been awarded to unknown and untried masons. This chapter now
seeks to trace when and where the Burford Masons' paths crossed with Wren before their
London days, the beginnings of what was to develop into a long and extraordinary

working relationship.

Wren was central to the rebuilding from the start. Within less than a month of the
Fire, he was one of the king's three appointees along with Hugh May and Pratt to a
joint commission with the three City representatives Robert Hooke, the bricklayer
Peter Mills, and carpenter Edward Jerman, reporting to the Privy Council on the
rebuilding.”" It is notable that master craftsmen were appointed to this commission
alongside gentlemen such as Wren and Hooke. Wren rose rapidly in influence to
become Surveyor-General of the King's Works in 1669, and was in a position to

award commissions for rebuilding City churches and St Paul's Cathedral.

Until 1662 Strong 'had been for some time doing Business in the way of his trade
for Sir James Thynne' at Longleat, Wiltshire.”” Wren is also known to have been
engaged by Thynne in the early 1660s, for whom he designed the main staircase

and doorway.” This may well have been work which Strong himself was engaged

" Porter, p. 105.
2 M, Letter-book.
 Colvin, p. 995; W. Michael, Historical Associations of Longleat House (London: Michael, 1867).
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upon, in which case, their paths crossed at Longleat at this time. This seems to be

the first indication of Wren knowing the Strongs, and possibly working with them.

In 1665 Strong embarked on the masonry for the north building of Garden Quad,
Trinity College, Oxford, which Wren had designed before he left for Paris in July
that year.”* Strong's involvement in the project may have resulted from Wren
having knowledge of him at Longleat. The commission may, however, equally have
come through Strong's partner at Garden Quad, the Burford carpenter Thomas
Minchin, who, as inspection of the building accounts has shown, was engaged
across the road at Wren's Sheldonian Theatre (1664-8).” Its building accounts do
not reveal Strong himself to have been employed at the Sheldonian, although he
was certainly a supplier of stone for its construction for over three years.”® As a
carpenter, Minchin needed a master mason at Garden Quad, and as a Burford man
himself would have known Strong. However, only Minchin is mentioned as a
contact in Wren's correspondence with the College President Dr Ralph Bathurst,
presumably because Minchin was working nearby.”’ As Wren was Professor of
Astronomy at Oxford at the time, he would have had opportunity to inspect the
building on his return, and would certainly have been informed of Strong and

Minchin's progress through his friend Bathurst.

;‘; TCA, Misc. vol. 1, fol. 126.
MS Bodl. 898.
: MS Bodl. 898.
TCA, Misc. vol.1, 82/126, fol. 126.
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Wren is also likely to have been aware of Strong's commissions at Cornbury Park,
Oxfordshire, in 1663 on the stables, and from spring 1666 on the east, or Clarendon,
front.”® Matthew Wren, Christopher's Wren's cousin, was secretary to Strong's client
Lord Clarendon until 1667, when he was appointed to the Duke of York's
household.” Lisa Jardine points out that Matthew was one of Wren's closest friends

and a member of the Royal Society, where they would have met frequently.®

Strong's early connection with Wren would go some way to account for him, along
with his partner Kempster, being entrusted with St Stephen Walbrook. This
important commission was to prove the Burford Masons' entry into the select group
of master masons Wren repeatedly turned to for many of the foremost building
projects of the time. This cooperation was to bear fruit in Burford Masons being
awarded no less than thirty-three contracts for City churches (1672-1717), shown
diagrammatically in Figure 40, and further contracts for Tom Tower (1681-4),
Winchester Palace (1683-5), and for St Paul's over almost its entire building period
(1675-1718). The unusual longevity, both professional and personal, of Wren,
Kempster and later Edward Strong senior in an age when life expectancy was
around half of what they achieved, allowed their fertile professional relationship to

continue for many decades.

78 SM, Letter-book; John Newman, 'Hugh May, Clarendon and Combury' in English Architecture
PubIlC and Private, ed by J. Bold and E. Chaney (London: Hambledon, 1993) pp. 81-88 (p. 82).
” Lisa Jardine, On a Grander Scale: The Outstanding Career of Sir Christopher Wren (London:
Ha.rperCollms, 2003), p. 72.
% Jardine, pp. 9, 154.



83

Already in the 1670s, Strong and Kempster were invited to socialise with Wren at
'perambulation dinners', which parish vestries organised at various hostelries on
Ascension Day after the annual ceremony of beating the bounds. The Vestry of St
Stephen Walbrook held these dinners at the Fountain and Bull Head Taverns,
attended by Wren and the principal craftsmen involved in rebuilding the church

until 1681.%

By 1681, Kempster's personal connection with and appreciation by Wren emerges
strongly in the latter's correspondence with Bishop Fell of Oxford, in commending
Kempster as mason-contractor for Tom Tower above Oxford masons, part of which
was quoted in the previous Chapter (Figure 25). Such was Wren's determination to
have Kempster carry out his designs for Tom Tower that he spent time riding out to
Burford to persuade Kempster to return via Oxford and wait upon Fell. Wren was
therefore well acquainted by this time with Kempster's character, the quality of his

workmanship, and his quarry.

Section Three: RESPONSE OF STRONG AND KEMPSTER TO THE

POST-FIRE SITUATION

This section will go on to examine how swiftly Strong and Kempster responded to
the post-Fire situation, looking first at their role as purveyors of stone, then their

work as masons.

81 GL, MS 594/2; Cobb, p. 51.
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RESPONSE AS PURVEYORS OF STONE

The Fire had occurred in early September, towards the end of the building season.
Among the provisions of the Royal Proclamation later that month was a prohibition
on rebuilding work until clear guidelines could be issued, and streets and individual
plots surveyed.®? The ensuing winter, so cold that the Thames froze over, ensured
that these provisions were generally complied with, for practical reasons.* As seen
earlier in the chapter, the new legislative and organisational framework was in place
by the beginning of the new building season, spring 1667, to enable construction to

begin.

There were, however, intrinsic delays in the provision of building materials,
particularly when required on a large scale. Clay for bricks had to be dug in the
autumn and weathered over winter, and only from April onwards through the
summer months could it be fired into bricks.** Limestone, such as that from Burford
or Portland, contains quarry sap when first extracted, a natural fluid rich in
dissolved minerals which must be allowed to dry out before use as a construction
material, a process in some cases taking at least six months.®* Some limestones,

such as Bath stone, need underground storage over winter to avoid frost damage,

8 Tinniswood, p. 192.

53 de Maré, p. 52.

% Hermione Hobhouse and Ann Saunders, Good and Proper Materials (London: RCHME, 1989), p. 4.
% Peter Stanier, Quarries and Quarrying (Princes Risborough: Shire, 2000), p. 13.



85

only to be brought to the surface between May and November for seasoning.*®
Stone from the Strong and Kempster quarries, however, best quarried between April
and October, had the advantage of drying fast in frosty weather and so could be
made available for building purposes up to six months earlier than that of

competitors.*’

The earliest these materials might have been available for use after the Fire would
have been in spring 1667, along with the new legal provisions enabling rebuilding
to begin. In anticipation of this, already on 22 December 1666 the London Gazette
invited all persons 'willing to serve and furnish this City' with particular building
materials, including stone, to present themselves with their written proposals for
contracting for work to the Committee of Common Council at Gresham House,
where the civic authorities were temporarily based (Figure 41).%8 1t is not known,

however, whether Strong or Kempster responded to this particular announcement.

Looking at the question as to when Strong and Kempster started delivering stone for

the rebuilding, the Strong Memorandums provide an indication:

In the Year 1667 Artificers were invited by Act of Parliament to Rebuild

the City of London and accordingly the afors'd Thomas Strong provided

% Paul Jenkins, Geology and the Buildings of Oxford (Oxford: Thematic Trails, 1988), p. 37; Arkell,
p. 75.

% Freda Derrick, Cotswold Stone (London: Chapman & Hall, 1948), p. 27.

%8 London Gazette, 20-24 December 1666; Tinniswood, p. 235; de Maré, p. 54.
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stone at the Quarrys which he had the command of, & sent the same to

London, & sold great Quantitys to other Masons.¥

This places Strong's initial response to sometime after the Rebuilding Act of February
1667. The use of the word 'accordingly' suggests that Strong's response was expeditious,

'great Quantitys' reflecting his success.

The entry noted above for Kempster's 'first parsell of stone' is undated, but that
immediately following on the same page is dated the 3 August, a payday (Figure 33). The
Daybook indicates that Saturday was Kempster's usual payday. The 3 August fell on a
Saturday in 1667. A page later, Christmas is mentioned, followed by Easter and
Whitsuntide, which can be established as 1668 from the date Whitsuntide falls.”
Although entries in the Daybook are not reliably consecutive, these, closely following on
in the same hand, indicate very strongly that Kempster's 'first parsell of stone' was
delivered before August 1667. In order to have obtained these orders, Kempster must
have been in London some time before then. I have been unable to tie up Knight,
Marshall or Cartwright taking this particular delivery, but building accounts do show
Joshua Marshall being active on repairs at old St Paul's Cathedral around this time,

buying in 'Burford stone'.”!

8 SM, Letter-book

% BT, Daybook, fol. B4"

* GL, MS 25,471/16, fol. 83. Marshall went on to buy 'Burford Stone' for Whitehall Palace and
Hampton Court Palace in November 1688: TNA, WORK 5/145.
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I have detailed my methods of calculation to establish the critical date of Kempster's first
payment for stone in London. This does not tally with W. Douglas Carée, who
unequivocally claims the year to have been 1668, without providing evidence.”” My
calculations, however, establish that within less than a year of the Fire, Kempster was

already supplying stone for the rebuilding.

Another early, but also undated, entry in the Daybook shows Kempster paying his man
Lawrence Chadwell for thirteen days' work in Burford, while Kempster was 'at London'
(Figure 42).” This entry is likely to have been made around December 1667, calculated
by reference to the entries immediately following, dated January, and another stating
after ester fowler rought | to the 11 of aprill 13 days'. Easter fell early in 1668 on 22
March, allowing another of Kempster's men, Thomas Fowler, to fit in his thirteen days'
work before the 11th April. This would not have been possible in 1667, 1669, or 1670,
when Easter fell later. By 1668 and 1669, Kempster was carting large quantities of stone
to Radcot or Culham, employing at least forty-five hauliers in addition to the men he
employed for agricultural and masonry work, which for a town of less than a thousand

inhabitants would have been a significant undertaking.

In order for Strong and Kempster to be in a position to sell large quantities of stone
ready for use in spring or summer 1667, however, they must have been quarrying it
already shortly after the Fire. This prescience is an illustration of their business

acumen and readiness to grasp opportunities. With their large-scale stone-selling

2 Carde, p- 90.
% BT, Daybook, fol. F5".
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operations to London they capitalised their firms, enabling them later to take on and

withstand late-paying contracts, an issue explored in Chapter Five.

RESPONSE AS MASONS

Strong and Kempster were among the many provincial masons to benefit from the
provisions of the 1667 Act granting them rights to carry out their masonry craft in

London. The Memorandums go on to record that Strong

took up Masons with him to London, to work for him to serve the City in
what they wanted in his way of Trade, & continued there in that

Employment for many years till most of the Houses and Halls were built.**

Like the sale of his stone, this dates Strong's response to sometime after the Act was
passed in February 1667 with an intimation of expeditious action, and records his

success in finding building work in London over a substantial period of time.

In 1667, Strong was already committed to two important commissions in
Oxfordshire, at Combury Park and Trinity College. Work on the east wing at
Combury had started in the spring of 1666, the Memorandums noting that Strong
had not finished it at the time of the Fire.>> An account dated March 1668, eighteen

months later, 'To Thomas Strong for a casement for a patterne for Cornbury...£30

o4 SM, Letter-book.
% Newman, p. 82; SM, Letter-book.
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12s', indicates he was still supplying some services at Cornbury in spring 1668.°¢
However, a letter from Lord Clarendon's London steward John Clotterbook to his
Cornbury steward, John Carey, in August 1667 discusses wainscoting, which
implies that most of the masonry work was by then completed.”’” In respect of
Trinity College, the building accounts for Garden Quad show Strong's main activity
to have been in 1665 and 1666, and, although a final payment was made on 8 July
1667, Strong and Minchin were tiling the roof already in the previous December.”®
Both buildings nearing completion by spring 1667, Strong's engagement on them
was significantly lessened, freeing him to sell his stone in London and relocate his

labour resources there.

Kempster's presence in London in these early post-Fire years is detected only twice
in his Daybook, the thirteen days around December 1667 mentioned above, and
fifteen days some time between July and December 1668.% These entries were only
made to record payments to Chadwell for work in Kempster's absence, and are
unlikely to represent all of Kempster's stays in London. As these absences appear
lengthy periods for the purpose of selling stone only, it is likely that Kempster also

undertook masonry work during these times.

Kempster was also likely to have been attracted to work in London by legislation in

1670, which appears to have been another trigger for acting expeditiously. The

% TNA, PRO C 104/109, summary account records.
%7 Newman, p. 87.

% TCA, Il E/1, fol. 14.

» BT, Daybook, fol. F4".
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Second Rebuilding Act passed in April 1670 had considerably increased the number
of churches to be rebuilt, and allocated public funds for their reconstruction by
raising the tax on coal coming into the port of London. This was likely to result in
many rebuilding contracts becoming available for stonemasons. Strong and
Kempster did not delay in placing themselves on a level footing with their London
competitors by becoming members of the London Masons' Company, Kempster
only four months later on the fourth of August, Strong shortly afterwards on the
fifteenth of September.'°® Chapter Six explores their likely reasons further, but the
relevance here is the speed with which they positioned themselves favourably for
early consideration in winning valuable business. The rapid response of both Strong
and Kempster in recognising the opportunities presented after the Great Fire is

again evidence of their astuteness and flexibility as businessmen.

It is clear that between 1667 and their first known London contract in 1672, Strong
was carrying out masonry work in the capital, and very likely Kempster as well.
Despite the evidence in the Daybook and Memorandums, neither specifies which
buildings they were engaged upon in this period. These are their obscure years in
London which this chapter now turns to investigate, examining which projects they

may have worked on.

Neither Strong's nor Kempster's name has turned up in any of the building accounts,

churchwardens' accounts or vestry minutes inspected relating to construction

1% GL, MS 5313, Masons' Company Quarteredge Book.
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between 1667 and 1672. Building accounts checked include those for the Guildhall,
Customs House, Newgate Gaol, old St Paul's, and churches started under the 1670
Act, as well as surviving churchwardens' accounts and vestry minutes for churches
where rebuilding started prior to 1670 which were not yet financed by the
Commission.'®" Their names are also absent in the pre-1672 building accounts for
livery halls belonging to the Masons', Grocers', Brewers', Weavers', Painter-

Stainers' and Merchant Taylors' Companies. '

Between 1667 and 1672 stonemasons were needed to rebuild public buildings
necessary for trade and revenue, and for the reconstruction of at least seven City
churches started in the late 1660s. St Paul's Cathedral, which had been damaged in
the Fire but not destroyed, was undergoing repairs then, requiring masons. House
rebuilding too was going on apace; by the end of 1667, only 150 new houses had
been constructed, most of which at this time were rented to alehouse-keepers and
victuallers serving the incoming building labour force, Strong and Kempster
probably among them.'®® By 1672, some 8000 houses had been completed in the
City, although to what extent stonemasons were involved in the construction of
dwellings is not known.'® There may also have been work starting in 1671 for
masons along the River Fleet, in its canalisation and creation of wharfage, and in

street widening.'® The area west of the City which had been burned in the Fire also

11 GL, MSS 323, 25,471/16, 25,539/1, 4425, 2791, 4072, and 3149; TNA, AO1/2492/398.

1% GL, MSS 22,607, 11,655, 5,502, 4650, 11,505a and 34,348.

1% Leo Hollis, The Phoenix: St Paul's Cathedral and the Men who made Modern London (London:
Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 2008), p. 151.

1% Porter, p- 127.

15 Cooper, p. 166.
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needed rebuilding. Reddaway asserts that, in their petitions for freedom in 1670,
both Strong and Kempster 'declared that they had been engaged in the rebuilding
since the time of the Fire', although as noted in Chapter One, no applications for
freedom from 1670 have survived.'® As Reddaway gives no reference for his
statement, it may be an assumption based on the format of information contained in
other surviving petitions. The Memorandums and the Daybook, however, indicate

that they were active in London only from 1667.

Despite becoming free of the Masons' Company in 1670, as confirmed in its Court
Minutes, neither Strong nor Kempster were awarded a City church contract until 1672.
Analysing the background of the mason-contractors known to have been given those
contracts (Figure 34), all were without doubt London-trained, apart from Thomas Wise
senior, who took the contracts for St Michael Wood Street and St Nicholas Cole
Abbey.'”” Knoop and Jones suggest that Wise originated from the Isle of Portland,
although he had worked as a contractor at Greenwich already in 1664, and carried out
paving work at Whitehall after the Fire, so was not a newcomer to London. 1% The bias in

favour of London masons was even more pronounced in municipal work, noted above.

The absence of evidence of Strong and Kempster's work in London prompted

Knoop and Jones to surmise that they spent the years 1670-72, selling stone,

106 Reddaway, p. 126, footnote; author's correspondence with LMA, 2009.
Y7 Jeffery, p. 314.
1% London Mason, p. 35.
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although they do not state which records they checked.'® Kempster's Daybook
records his business in Burford, giving no specific details of his London work. The
fact that Strong, when he went up to London, took masons with him, and that both
he and Kempster took on an apprentice each in London in April 1671, seventeen
months before they were engaged at St Stephen Walbrook, testifies that they were
not only selling stone but actively involved in building work.''® It is very likely that
Strong and Kempster worked under the umbrella of London mason-contractors,
maybe even gaining experience in building some of the many churches started
before 1672. Indeed, it is most improbable that Wren would have included

Kempster in the contract for St Stephen Walbrook unless his reliability was proven.

ASSESSMENT OF STRONG'S AND KEMPSTER'S SUCCESS IN LONDON

Strong and Kempster's success in winning the contract for St Stephen Walbrook
marked a new phase in their careers, placing them in the select group of mason-
contractors who were consistently awarded commissions for some of the most

important building projects of the period.

By the time the contract for St Stephen Walbrook was to be let, however,
substantial arrears of payment had already accrued to mason-contractors rebuilding

City churches.'"" St Stephen's was the first church built 'on the extraordinary’, being

'® London Mason, p- 45.
"9GL, MS 5313.
! Jeffery, p. 48.
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authorised by the Commission for rebuilding the churches but financed by the
Vestry until the Commission's finances improved sufficiently to reimburse the
expenditure and assume responsibility for the remaining construction.''? Such
relative insecurity of funding doubtless discouraged many potential contractors,
especially those who were committed to other contracts already, mainly London
masons. This would have opened up the field for provincial, first-time contractors
such as Strong and Kempster, who in order to enter the market were willing to take

on such a risk, sharing it as partners.

It is notable that none of the mason-contractors for the previous twenty churches funded
directly by the Commission chose to contract as partners. The wait for Strong and
Kempster's first contract, and the risk involved, proved rewarding, however; St Stephen
Walbrook was to be the first domed church in England, and the most complex in design
of all the City churches.!'® Tributes to this church abound in the literature; it was Wren's
'Master-piece', according to Parentalia, Pevsner describing it as 'the most majestic of
Wren's parish churches'.!"* The sculptor Antonio Canova is reported to have told Lord
Burlington that there was nothing to touch it in Rome.''> As a first contract, this was

remarkable, unlikely to have been given to untried masons.

This soon led to Strong and Kempster taking on further church rebuilding, this time

as individual contractors, Kempster at St James Garlickhythe, awarded in 1676, and

"2 Jeffery, p. 47.

1 Jeffery, p. 340.

114 Parentalia, p. 318; Pevsner, p. 177.

"5 Kerry Downes, 4 Thousand Years of the Church of St Stephen Walbrook, church leaflet.
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Strong at St Benet Paul's Wharf two years later. Both were similarly built on the
extraordinary. The distinction between building on the 'ordinary' and 'extraordinary’
had disappeared by the time Strong took the contract for St Augustine Old Change
in 1680, and Kempster, for St Mary Abchurch in 1681."'¢ In 1675, Strong was
awarded one of the two highly prestigious masonry contracts for rebuilding St
Paul's Cathedral, the other mason-contractor being Joshua Marshall, the King's
Master Mason. By 1678, Strong was employing thirty-five men on this contract
alone.'"” St Paul's Cathedral was to engage Burford Masons well beyond the

parameters of this chapter until at least 1718 when William Kempster died.

Strong and Kempster, heads of their family firms and the first of their dynasties to go up
to London, were followed shortly afterwards by Strong's younger brothers John and
Edward, and Kempster's son William. None of these are known to have taken contracts of
their own in the period up to 1681. The eight apprentices Strong and Kempster took on
during this period were all from the provinces, mostly from their home area. The subject

of apprentices is explored in Chapter Six.

As a different measure of their success, an attempt is now made to assess their
financial rewards for their London work. The value of Strong's work and sales of
stone in London up to 1681 in respect of St Stephen Walbrook, St Benet Paul's
Wharf, St Paul's, and private work, was estimated by his younger brother Edward at

around £26,675, averaging out at just under two thousand pounds for each of the

"1 Jeffery, p. 49.
17 GL, MS 5304/1, Masons' Company Court Book.
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fourteen years.''® This sum, however, included receipts for 'Great Quantitys' of
stone supplied to Windsor. Edward does not specify whether his estimate represents
gross receipts, or profit after expenses such as labour, nor does he put a figure on
the few months Thomas worked at St Augustine Old Change. By contrast, a master
mason working six days a week at London rates could have earned around thirty-
five pounds a year, amounting to some £490 over the same fourteen-year period. In
view of the ambiguity of Edward's estimate, however, a reliable assessment cannot

be made.

In respect of Kempster's work at St Stephen Walbrook and St James Garlickhythe,
the building accounts provide payment figures for his labour and stone supply
totalling around five thousand pounds, out of which he would have paid his
workforce.'"® His Daybook carefully records the frequent shipping of stone from
Burford in the early years when establishing the operation, albeit usually in terms of
quantity rather than receipts, but the entries taper in detail from the mid-1670s,
making it an increasingly inadequate source for quantifying the amount sold and

assessing its importance.

In view of the patchy evidence, a meaningful assessment of the financial value of
Strong and Kempster's masonry work and stone-selling in these first London years

could not be established.

'8 SM, Letter-book.
1% GL, MS 2550, City church expenses, fols 15 and 16.
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CONCLUSION

The above exploration has shown that Strong and Kempster lost little time in taking
up the business opportunities which the Great Fire, and subsequent legislation,
opened up for provincial masons. Their incentives for this were found to include a
greatly expanded market for the sale of their stone, higher rates of pay, and building
on their established association with Wren. The date for Strong venturing up to
London is intimated in the Memorandums, and I have ascertained, by analysis of
the Daybook, the earliest date of Kempster's activity in London. Both reveal that
Strong and Kempster were shipping their stone for the London rebuilding within a
year of the Great Fire, placing them in the vanguard of stone suppliers. The quality
of their stone made it marketable in London, but it was the proximity of their
quarries for transport down the Thames, and the fact that this established
infrastructure could usually accommodate adverse seasonal forces, which made
their stone competitive. The speed of their response reveals their flexibility,
entrepreneurial motivation, and readiness to expand their businesses into a new

London market.

Almost certainly resulting from Strong's earlier association with Wren, they were
entrusted with the most prestigious City church, biding their time for two years after
the 1670 Act whilst London masons were awarded contracts. It was the first
contract let on the extraordinary, insecurely funded, showing their courage and

determination to enter the City church rebuilding market. As partners, they
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withstood the payment problems of this contract well enough to go on to embrace

other City churches as sole contractors on the same insecure basis.

Although their financial success in this early period is inconclusive owing to patchy
evidence, these years were the foundation of the Burford Masons' later success,
enabling them to become some of the biggest players in the London rebuilding.
They learned to adapt to a new working environment, which was to lead to the
Burford Masons becoming large-scale businessmen and financiers. These aspects
will be explored in the following chapters, in particular, working practices in

Chapter Four, followed by financing issues in Chapter Five.



99

CHAPTER FOUR:

BUSINESS ORGANISATION: EMPLOYMENT

INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines changing employment practices, in particular the effects of the
gradual shift from employing masons by direct labour to engaging them under the
contracting system. Finding employment under both systems, the Burford Masons' first-
hand experience is likely to reveal contemporary working practices. Questions will be
addressed such as how they operated under these very different methods of employment,
to what extent their contract terms evolved over the period, and the means by which they
obtained their commissions. This chapter is closely related to Chapter Five, which
explores one particular problem arising from the contracting system, that of dilatory

payments.

Studies encompassing employment practices during the research period include James
W.P. Campbell's Building St Paul's, focusing particularly on masons and carpenters.' In
an earlier paper, Campbell examined seventeenth-century bricklayers' contracts for City
churches, looking at their various terms.? Malcolm Airs scrutinised methods of
employing craftsmen for country house building in a slightly earlier period, also

undergoing transition.> Howard Colvin's examination of the accounts of the Townesend

! Building St Paul's (London: Thames & Hudson, 2007).

?'Seventeenth-Century Bricklayers' Contracts: Wren's City Churches', Construction History Society
Newsletter, 64 (2002), 7-12.

* Malcolm Airs, The Tudor & Jacobean Country House: A Building History (Stroud: Sutton, 1995)
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masons of Oxford sets out principal forms of engagement for master builders in the early
eighteenth century, with a view to investigating the Townesend's profit margins.® This
chapter, in examining the Burford Masons' experience, goes beyond these studies,
drawing on a wide range of sources and extending the parameters of period, geography,
client base and building type. In addition, the unusual continuity of one group of
contractors (Burford Masons) with one person in charge of allocating many of the
contracts (Sir Christopher Wren) provides a rare opportunity to investigate the

development of employment practices, including contract terms.

Neither direct labour nor contracting systems were new in the seventeenth century.
Knoop and Jones noted that even during the Middle Ages, masons carried out smaller
jobs or parts of larger ones by contract, and substantial building works by direct labour.’
By the early sixteenth century, contracting was increasingly used for larger works, like
completing the chapels of St George's, Windsor, and King's College, Cambridge, where
earlier work had been by direct labour. Malcolm Airs points out that country house
building, which had previously used direct labour, increasingly adopted the contracting

system from the later sixteenth century.6

Knoop and Jones observed that by the seventeenth century, it was becoming rare for
masons in London to be employed by direct labour, one of the last major buildings

erected even partly on that system being the Banqueting House, Whitehall, in 1619-22.

: Colvin, 'Townesends', p. 53.
'The Sixteenth-Century Mason', AQC, 50 (1937), 191-210 (pp. 192-3).
¢ Airs, p. 62.
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They claimed that in London the direct labour system was 'almost universally displaced

by the contract system' after the Great Fire.

The main documents drawn upon in this chapter include the building accounts and other
records of institutions, such as the various commissions for rebuilding the City churches,
St Paul's Cathedral, Greenwich Hospital, and the Queen Anne churches; the Office of
Works, Oxford colleges, the College of Arms, and Abingdon Borough Council. Some of
these collections are incomplete, such as the contracts for City churches, of which only a
third of those granted to the Burford Masons have survived. Building accounts can often,
but not always, indicate the method of employment used. Examination of documents
relating to freemasonry, with a view to ascertaining the Burford Masons' involvement, is

limited due to the wilful destruction of records in 1720, lest they fell into 'strange hands'.®

The chapter attempts to throw light on working practices by examining the Burford
Masons' employment and analysing their contracts. It starts by setting out Wren's three
categories under which masons were employed at the time, which have been adopted in
the literature as a basis of discussion and as tools for examining building practice.’
Following this tradition, Wren' categories are applied as a framework to examine the
Burford Masons' experience, drawing on a range of primary sources, many hitherto

unexplored in this context.

7 London Mason, pp. 19, 39.

® Edward Conder Jnr, Records of the Hole Crafte and Fellowship of Masons (London: Swann
Sonnenschein, 1894), p. 25.

? See Dictionary, pp. 18-19; Colvin, 'Townesends', p. 53; Airs, pp. 57-63; Elizabeth McKellar, The
Birth of Modern London: The Development and Design of the City 1660-1720 (Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 1999), p. 86; Campbell, 'Fortune', p. 298,
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An examination of the Burford Masons' surviving contract documents follows, as they

provide best evidence of their contemporary conditions of employment. Seven aspects of
these contracts are scrutinised, noting developments to meet contemporary needs. Finally,
the main criteria upon which they won their contracts are explored, being by competition,

by size of workforce, and by networking.

THE BURFORD MASONS' EMPLOYMENT IN THE LIGHT OF WREN'S '3

WAYES OF WORKING'

Wren, in his letter of 25 June 1681 to Bishop Fell of Oxford, described contemporary
methods of employing building craftsmen, summarising 'there are 3 wayes of working;
by the Day, by Measure, by Great' (Figure 43). 10 Working by the day, or payment of
workers at day rates, was usually found within a direct labour framework.'' This simple
arrangement would not generally warrant a written agreement. Work both by great and by
measure, carrying far more onerous conditions, usually involved the mason taking on a
contract setting out both parties' obligations. Instead of being a wage-earner with a
weekly income, the mason thereby became a contractor with clearly specified

responsibilities.

'Y ccM, MS 376.
' Airs, p. 57; Campbell, 'Fortune, p- 298.



103

Wren's category 'by the Day’

Under the direct labour system, a mason was recruited and engaged on a daily basis by
the client, who usually also arranged for the provision of building materials. Airs noted
that masons employed on daily or weekly wage rates were paid at the end of the working
week, on a Saturday, for the number of days worked. 12 The client had to pay his
craftsmen promptly, as without wages work would cease.'® The mason working under
this system could expect regular income for as long as he was hired. His overheads were
simply those of a jobbing craftsman, responsibilities and risks such as recruiting a
sufficient workforce, administration of the men, and finding the wherewithal to pay them,
resting with the client. This system was particularly suited to masons with limited
financial resources who relied on a weekly income. The financial benefit to the mason,

however, was limited to his weekly wage, with little opportunity to make a profit.

For craftsmen with greater financial resources, contracting, either by great or by measure,
was viewed as more profitable. This is highlighted by the case of Richard Jenings, who,
despite being in charge of the most important carpentry contract in England between
1706 and 1711, the dome of St Paul's, was employed on daywork terms.'* Jenings made
repeated requests to be employed by measure, which Wren refused, finding daywork
much cheaper for the client, besides giving Wren more control over the numbers of men

on site.'?

"2 Airs, p. 172.

1% Richard Wilson and Alan Mackley, Creating Paradise: The Building of the English Country
House, 1660-1880 (London: Hambledon, 2000), p. 301.

' James W.P. Campbell, Building St Paul's (London: Thames & Hudson, 2007), p. 86.

'* Colvin, 'Townesends', p. 53; Campbell, 'Finances', p. 337.
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Under the direct labour system, the client enjoyed the flexibility of deploying his
workforce as he wished, or laying men off at short notice; the mason in his turn was not
tied to the job, allowing him mobility to seek more attractive employment. The client
would then be left with work unfinished, the task of finding and retaining other masons
possibly proving difficult, even in stone-producing areas where they could be in short
supply.'® During the building of Dyrham Park, Gloucestershire, the master mason
reported in 1701 that masons were 'very scarce' within a radius of forty miles, an area
comprising a large part of the Cotswolds west of Burford, where the Strongs and the
Kempsters were still operating. The mobility enjoyed by craftsmen, to the detriment of
the abandoned employer, was likely to have been a major reason for the rise of the

contracting system.

Direct labour was best suited to the client with adequate financial resources, competent
staff for administration, and access to a sufficient supply of craftsmen. However, even in
optimal circumstances, the system did not provide sufficient incentive for the mason to
complete work expeditiously, a disadvantage which the architect Sir Roger Pratt
highlighted in his advice on building in 1665, writing 'If workmen be employed by day,
they will make but small haste to finish the building'.!” So it is not surprising that a
system which transferred at least some of the client's burdens on to the craftsman, as the

contract system did, appeared attractive to the client, favouring its increased use.

16 Wilson and Mackley, p. 165.
' The Architecture of Sir Roger Pratt, ed. by R.T. Gunther (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1928),
p. 87.
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The Burford Masons' experience of working 'by Day'

Two case studies will be used to throw light on the Burford Masons' involvement in
employment by day, at Canterbury Quad, St John's College, Oxford, and at St Paul's

Cathedral.

Canterbury Quadrangle, St John's College, Oxford

The first building on which any of the Burford Masons are known to have worked was
Lord Danvers's Cornbury Park, the largest mansion in Oxfordshire at the time, judging
from the Hearth Tax Returns.'® Timothy, Valentine, and William Strong had been
engaged since 1631 on Nicholas Stone's designs for the 'South Front (& end) [...] with
the Vaults Cellars Great Hall and Rooms adjoining to the Same'. 19 They left Cornbury to
work on Canterbury Quad at St John's College, Oxford, probably in 1634. John Lufton,
College Fellow, paymaster and keeper of the building accounts, recorded alongside the
Strongs' names: 'These I fecht out of my Ld Danvers' worcke beyond Burford'.® The fact
that they were able to leave Cornbury to work elsewhere suggests that at Cornbury they
were employed by day, and it can be seen from St John's building accounts that they went
on to be employed on daywork terms there.?' Enticement of masons away from the
service of others was not unknown, recorded for instance in the mid-sixteenth century at

Longleat, Wiltshire.? The Strongs being prepared to shift employment in this way

'® Hearth Tax Returns, Oxfordshire 1663, ed. by Maureen Weinstock (n.p.: Oxford Record Society,
1940), p. xv.

' §M, Letter-book.

20'3JCA, MUN LXXXI.2, fol. 18.

2I'$JCA, MUN.LXXXI.2,

2 Airs, pp. 75-6.
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suggests that enticement was so commonplace that the move was unlikely to affect their
reputation adversely, although by 1634, work at Cornbury was nearing completion. For

the talented, daywork gave masons the opportunity to advance themselves elsewhere.

The Strongs were enticed from Cornbury by higher wages, Luften recording alongside
Valentine and Thomas Strong's names: 'These men would not come but at Extraordinary
Rates: w™ I yielded to give them'. The building accounts reveal that the Strongs were
paid over seven percent more than other masons working on Canterbury Quad, two
shillings and sixpence instead of the two shillings and fourpence others received. So as
not to have to pay all their master masons similarly high wages, Luften kept secret the
rates paid to the Strongs, 'but concealed from ye other workemen according to whose
Rates Mr Jackson payed them [ made up the rest to them afterwards', the accounts
continue. The fact that the Strongs alone were paid more indicates that they were highly
regarded, a conclusion endorsed by their previous employment on the prestigious
mansion Cornbury. These early references to the work of the Burford Masons show that
already in the 1630s they were masons of standing in the region with bargaining power

and able to benefit from the mobility which direct labour offered.

The question arises as to why Lufton sought out masons in the Cotswolds rather than
using Oxford masons. The choice might reflect on his reluctance to use Oxford
craftsmen, who had formed their own 'closed-shop' Company of Freemasons, Carpenters,
Joiners and Slaters of the City of Oxford in 1604.2 Other Oxford colleges such as

Wadham and Merton had similarly resisted using Oxford masons earlier in the century

2 SJCA, MUN.LXXXI.2, fol. 26.
* T.W. Hanson, 'Halifax Builders in Oxford', Halifax Antiguarian Society Transactions, (1928),
253-317, pp. 265-6.
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and brought masons in from as far afield as Halifax in Yorkshire and Somerset. Between
November 1634 and December 1635, Lufton made repeated journeys to Burford to find
more workmen, indicating that Burford was considered a source of good masons, trained
in the quarries there.”> These excursions support Colvin's observation that the College
had a good deal of trouble managing and engaging masons, even in the stone-producing
area of Oxford.*® They also illustrate the client's burden under the direct labour system of

finding workmen.

St Paul'’s Cathedral

It is not until later in the century, in London, that further evidence is to be found of
Burford Masons working by day. During the running of their contracts by measure at St
Paul's, Burford Masons, like other craftsmen, were also paid per day for 'task work' not
included in their contracts, such as routine sawing of Portland stone for paving, which
went on for many years.?” The Burford Masons would have men on site working on the

main contract and could probably transfer their duties to these smaller jobs easily.

Between 1707 and 1709, when the need arose to repair the vaults which had started to
crack from differential settlement under the weight of the pillars and the dome, Wren
chose daywork for employing William Kempster and his team. Each mason in the team
was paid direct by the Commission, freeing William from the responsibility of finding the

money to pay the men himself (Figure 44).”® This must have been welcome after carrying

2 SJCA, MUN.LXXXI.2.

26 Howard Colvin, The Canterbury Quadrangle (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), p. 6.
77 GL, MS 25,473/39.

2 GL, MS 25,473; KvW.
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the burden of dilatory payments as contractor at St Paul's, discussed in the next chapter.”
It is likely that the repair work could not be estimated in advance, as neither the extent of
the damage nor the cost of its remedy would have been assessable before work started,
and so was unsuited to contract work. It is also possible that Wren did not wish to bring
the work, the necessity of which would not reflect well on him, to the Commission's
attention by ratifying a formal contract. However, in 1708 Edward Strong junior was
similarly heading a team at St Paul's on direct labour terms, carrying out such work as
fluting the columns at the north and south porticos, all tasks which could be easily

estimated.*°

Other London work

Although masons' work in rebuilding the City churches was contracted by measure,
incidences of payment by day are also found in the accounts as well for items not
included in the main contract. Edward Strong junior for instance, was paid by day at St
Christopher-le-Stocks for small jobs such as cutting holes in the masonry for the
carpenters' scaffolds, and removing iron cramps from masonry, probably in early 1712
(Figure 45).>' Daywork payments to Edward Strong junior are also found in respect of
the Queen Anne churches once the main contracts were completed, for instance for

paving St John Smith Square in 1724-5. Such items were not priced in the contract, but

% Second Part of Fact against Scandal: In Answer to a Pamphlet Intitled a Continuation of Frauds
o and Abuses at St Paul's, ed. by John Morphew (London: Morphew, 1713), p. 76.

GL, MS 25,473/41.
:; GL, MS 25,473/41, fol. 38.

LPL, MS 2700, fol. 80.
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agreed with the Commission's surveyors.” At Blenheim too, the Strongs were paid by

day for work outside their contract.**

Edward Strong junior's employment on daywork terms at the Queen's House, Greenwich,
does not appear to have been incidental to a contract, however. Over the period 1716-19
he carried out relatively routine work such as laying paving, constructing steps and
hearths, and fashioning the occasional chimneypiece.3 > Despite being daywork, he only
received full settlement in 1721, tardy payment being common practice with the King's

Works. 3¢

Although much of the Burford Masons' daywork in London involved tasks incidental to
their main contracts, some commissions, such as William Kempster's work on St Paul's
vaults, were significant undertakings. The fact that major mason-contractors such as these
took on daywork in London in addition to their contracts, undermines Knoop and Jones's
assumption that the direct labour system had been almost universally displaced in post-

Fire London.*’

Wren's category 'by Great'

 David T. Yeomans, 'Managing Eighteenth-Century Building', Construction History, 4 (1988), 3-19
®. 12).

* BL, Add.MSS 19,595, fol. 5.

> TNA, PRO ADM 68/874 & 875.

S HKW, p. 44.

37
London Mason, p. 39.
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Contracting by great most closely resembled the modern lump sum contract.*® Under this
system, the mason-contractor undertook to carry out specified work from start to finish
for a fixed sum released upon completion, although small stage payments were
sometimes released during construction. At one end of the spectrum, the mason's contract
might cover all trades needed to complete the building, the mason then subcontracting
work he was unable to execute himself. Less onerously, it could be for mason's work
only. Several masons might be granted contracts for different sections of the same
building. The mason-contractor needed capital to finance the undertaking, a prerequisite

which would discourage most masons from venturing into such a commitment.

It is perhaps significant that only one contract for building a City church was let by great,
that for St Swithin London Stone in 1677.%° Joshua Marshall was the contractor, who
died the following year leaving an estate of over £14,000, placing him among the richest
men in London and certainly wealthy enough to withstand the risks of funding such a
contract.*’ Estimating the costs correctly at the outset was of vital importance, as a
mason-contractor who found he had underestimated might cut costs and skimp on
workmanship or materials so as not to find himself out of pocket, or at worst ruin himself
financially, as Wren pointed out.*! Masons successfully contracting by great charged

higher rates to protect themselves from this risk.*

38 Campbell, Building St Paul's, p. 73.

% Alexander D. Curtis, 'Sir Christopher Wren's City Churches: A Critical Reappraisal' (unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Princeton, 1995), p. 114.

“ Peter Earle, The Making of the English Middle Class: Business, Society and Family Life in London
1660-1730 (London: Methuen, 1989), p. 33.

‘I ccM, MS 376,

%2 Campbell, 'Fortune', p. 298.



A PEZS B oMLK T AGAI S D e AT S D

111

The Burford Masons' experience of contracting 'by Great'

The earliest surviving building contract for any of the Burford Masons, indeed for any
Gloucestershire country house, is that dated 23 January 1656 between Valentine Strong
and Sir Richard Whitmore, for building Lower Slaughter Manor House (Figure 46).4
The contract is by great, for mason's work only in building the shell of the house and
some details, but excludes certain showier work such as specified chimneypieces left for
later completion, probably by London masons. However, the agreed payment for Strong's
work, two hundred pounds, was to be released in weekly instalments. Weekly payments
would not be financially dissimilar to working by day, except that Strong would have had
his own team to find and pay. Payment by instalments released Strong from carrying his
costs over until completion, which would have been particularly welcome during the
relatively precarious times of the Commonwealth . The contract stated that within the two
hundred pounds' payment, all the freestone for finishes, such as quoins, windows and
doors were to be supplied from the Strongs' quarries, which would have further offset

Strong's overheads.

After the Restoration, Valentine's eldest son Thomas constructed the north building in
Garden Quad, Trinity College, Oxford, with partner Thomas Minchin. The College's

accounts show Strong and Minchin to have been contractors, not employed under direct

“ GA, D45/E17; Nicholas Kingsley, The Country Houses of Gloucestershire Volume One, 1500-
1660 (Chichester: Phillimore, 2001), p. 20.
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labour.** They were, however, paid intermittently, at irregular intervals, but it is not clear

from the accounts on what basis those payments were released.

In 1681, Christopher Kempster was engaged to build Tom Tower, Oxford, in partnership
with Christ Church's mason Thomas Robinson. The final contract is not extant but
surviving heads of terms quote a lump sum for the total work (by great), made up of
individual prices for the various elements of construction.® In the event, Christ Church
paid Kempster and other masons weekly on the basis of days worked, resulting in a
hybrid arrangement, part by great, part by day.*® This must have been particularly
valuable to Kempster at a time when he was kept waiting a considerable time for payment
for his work in London. Notably, Fell did not act on Wren's recommendation of
contracting by measure; perhaps Fell simply followed the college's usual way of getting

work done.

In all three cases payment was released to the mason-contractor whilst the contract was
running, which recognised the potentially awkward position of the mason as temporary
financier. Such an arrangement also mitigated against the situation about which Wren
cautioned, that an overstretched mason might skimp on his work, observing 'they doe
often injure themselves, and when they begin to find it, they shuffle and shift the worke
to save themselves'.*’ Wren was designer and advisor on both Tom Tower and Garden
Quad, and it is possible that intermittent release of payment was on his advice, a

conscious attempt to avoid overstretching the mason-contractors.

“ TCA, 111 E/I, Receipts and Disbursments of Bursars from 1665.
% CCM, MS 376.

% cCM, Bills 1679-1681.

‘TCcCcM, MS 376.
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In 1679 Kempster embarked on building County Hall, Abingdon, Berkshire, where he is
referred to as the 'undertaker' of the work in the building accounts.*® No contract is

extant. The term 'undertaker' is an example of the problem of nomenclature identified in
Chapter One. In his correspondence with Bishop Fell, Wren used the term in connection
with contracting by great, and it is also found in the Oxford mason William Byrd's
contract by great for constructing Garden Building at New College, Oxford (1681-5), also
built by great.** The building accounts for County Hall reveal that payments were
released during the three-year construction period, albeit infrequently, another example of
a hybrid arrangement. The fact that stone from Kempster's quarry was used extensively

at County Hall, as it was at Tom Tower, would have helped offset the wait for payment,

making such a contract more viable.

It is known from an application for, and grant of, a faculty in 1687 (Figure 47), that
Christopher Kempster built the side chapel known as the Perrott aisle at St Mary's, North
Leigh, Oxfordshire (Figure 26). The terms of that commission, including the pattern of
payment release, are not known, but Kempster appears to have contracted by great as he

is again referred to as the 'undertaker' of the works by the client Sir James Perrott.*®

In London, contracts for the demolition of City churches prior to rebuilding were often let
by great, such as that to Thomas Strong at St Stephen Walbrook, dated 16 September

1672.%! It is likely that in accepting this relatively modest demolition contract, the

“8 ABC, Chamberlain's Accounts.

* CCM, MS 376; NCA, MSS. 951 and 1168.

% ORO, MSS Oxf. Dioc. c45, fol. 103, and Oxf, Dioc. ¢105, fol. 10.
' GL, MS 25,542/2, fol. 48.
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payment for which totalled seventy pounds, he already expected to be granted the
contract for rebuilding the church, as he and Christopher Kempster received an imprest

(or advance) in respect of that work only a month later.”?

Ephraim Beauchamp undertook to build the east wing of the College of Arms in 1687 by
great, for a lump sum of forty pounds in addition to a sixty-one year lease of the building
(Figure 48).>® It may be that Ephraim's carpenter brother Benjamin was also involved in
the construction; contracting by great required a close working knowledge of other crafts,
generally favouring families whose members were skilled in different building trades,
such as the Beauchamps. Only Ephraim, as contractor, is named in the accounts,

however.

The Burford Masons appear to have entered into remarkably few contracts by great in
London, probably discouraged by the need to fund the construction initially; it is also
likely that there were fewer contracts of that type available. In the provinces, the problem
of funding seems to have been mitigated by the client releasing payment whilst the

contract was running.

Wren's category 'by Measure'

"The best way in this businesse is to worke by measure' concluded Wren, as the quality,

costs and the progress of work could be better monitored by this method.** This

observation doubtless stemmed from Wren's experience in London, where many

52 GL, MS 25,546/1.
%3 CAA, Chapter Book vol.1.
% CCM, MS 376.
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provincial masons of generally unknown workmanship had flocked to after the Great
Fire, seeking employment.>®> Contracting by measure offered some control over untried

performance.

Contracting by measure resembled modern piecework, but within a contract framework.*°
The contracting mason would undertake to build at agreed rates, payment being due
according to interim measurements of work executed. With this form of contract, the
mason-contractor would in principle only need to find the wages for his workforce for the
periods between measurements, providing an incentive to work more expeditiously. In
practice, however, although measurements were made, payment was often seriously

delayed, an issue explored in the following chapter.

A new type of building specialist was needed to run this kind of contract, someone able to
value, measure and check that an agreed section of work had been completed
satisfactorily. This person was known as a measurer. Fairly sophisticated skills were
required to carry out the work, similar to those of a Quantity Surveyor today.”” Wren
noted that few men were skilled in measuring stone work, 'I have bred up 2 or 3', he

wrote, probably including John Scarborough, whom he had employed since 1676.

:: Walter G. Bell, The Great Fire of London (London: Bodley Head, 1951), p. 254.
Airs, p. 62.

57 Campbell, Building St Paul’s, p. 72.

%8 CCM, MS 376; Anthony Geraghty, 'New Light on the Wren City Churches: The Evidence of the All
Souls and Bute Drawings' (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Cambridge, 1999), p. 38.
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The Burford Masons' experience of contracting 'By Measure'

In London, most masons' contracts for rebuilding municipal or ecclesiastical buildings
were let by measure.>® As Wren was in charge of a large number of these contracts, and
contracting by measure was his preferred method, its frequency of use is not surprising.
The Burford Masons took many contracts by measure, in particular for City churches
(figure 40) and St Paul's. St Paul's was particularly suited to this method, as it was
constructed by up to six teams of masons working simultaneously on separate sections,
and the different tasks and rates of progress could be monitored more effectively this
way. Edward Strong's and Christopher Kempster's contracts for Winchester Palace,
Hampshire, and the Edward Strongs' for the main pile of Blenheim Palace, Oxfordshire,
were also suited to being let by measure, for similar reasons.*® Other contracts by
measure taken by Burford Masons include the Strongs' for Greenwich Hospital, and

Edward Strong junior's work on over half of the Queen Anne churches.®'

On the face of it, where costs were to be recouped by stage payments based on measured
work, contracting by measure removed the mason's high burden of funding the entire
construction until completion, the principle of contracting by great. In practice, however,
stage payments were often made far from punctually, effectively placing the mason-
contractor in no better position than contracting by great. The Burford Masons held many

contracts by measure, often concurrently, so instead of receiving a steady income from

% London Mason, p. 39.
% RIBA, WRE/1, fols. 13, 49, 55; TNA, SP24/37/4.
' WS, v1 (1929), 31-73; LPL, MS 2703.
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stage payments, arrears of payment would have accrued from several contracts running at

the same time.

Although Scarborough was still employed as measurer by Wren in 1692, it was
nonetheless Edward Strong senior whom Wren dispatched to Chatsworth House,
Derbyshire, together with master mason Edward Pierce and a Thomas Webb, to measure
and check on the work of the chief mason Benjamin Jackson. This was a responsible and
sensitive task; Jackson's work at Chatsworth ultimately leading to litigation with his
client, the Duke of Devonshire.®? In view of the skills required, it is not surprising that

measurers generally emerged from craft backgrounds.®

General observations

The Burford Masons' experience has shown that even where their rebuilding
commissions in London were undertaken by contract, as the great majority of them were,
they nonetheless carried out significant work on the same buildings by daywork. Some of
the work paid by day was far from incidental, such as carrying out repairs to St Paul's
vaults, or laying large-scale and intricate paving within buildings, substantial enough to
have been included in a contract. This finding qualifies Knoop and Jones's assertion of
working practices having moved on to the contracting system, when in fact the transition
was shown to be a more complex, ongoing process. Looking at the Burford Masons' work
in the provinces, however, a different pattern was shown to be emerging, whereby their

main commissions between 1656 and 1681 were found to be hybrid arrangements.

2 WS, xvit (1940), 35; London Mason, p. 37.
8 Airs, p. 62.
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EXAMINATION OF THE BURFORD MASONS' SURVIVING CONTRACTS

Of the many building contracts taken on by the Burford Masons, at least twenty-nine
have survived. Included in this number are the heads of terms offered for Tom Tower,
details of which Kempster and Robinson sought to amend, making it possible to arrive at
an idea of the terms agreed.* An analysis of all of these documents can be seen in Figure
49. The agreements span almost seventy years, ranging from the contract for Lower
Slaughter Manor in 1656 to that for building the 'west front opposite the King Charles
building' at Greenwich Hospital, in 1725, providing an unusually broad and fertile

research base.®

Five of these contracts are in the form of loose documents, some on parchment, most
others written in contract books such as those for the City churches, Winchester Palace,
Greenwich Hospital and the Queen Anne churches.* The agreements entered in the
contract books are signed by contracting craftsmen and appear to be office copies. In
respect of City churches, despite Burford Masons being contractors for twenty-three of
them, only seven of their rebuilding contracts are known to have survived, and a further
one for demolition prior to rebuilding. Those contracts which are no longer extant may

have taken the form of loose papers, or were perhaps never even committed to paper but

% CCM, MS Estates 144, Buildings and Fixtures 1626-1953, fol. 14.
% GA, D.45/T.10; TNA, PRO ADM 80/3.
% GL, MS 25,542/2; RIBA, WRE 1/2; TNA, PRO ADM 80/2; LPL, MS 2703.
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agreed verbally instead, as Campbell suggests.®” In the case of Lower Slaughter Manor

and Tom Tower, the contract and heads of terms are loose papers.

Looking now at clients, three of the twenty-nine contracts were granted by Wren on
behalf of the king, in respect of Winchester Palace. A fourth, for Blenheim Palace, was
also started as a royal project but continued by the Duke of Marlborough, an issue
explored in the following chapter. Only one contract survives with a private individual,
that with Richard Whitmore, for Lower Slaughter Manor. All other clients in the
surviving contracts were public bodies, ecclesiastical and institutional, namely the
Commissions for rebuilding the City churches, and the Fifty New Churches; the Directors

of the Hospital of Greenwich; and Christ Church, Oxford.

As most of these contracts relate to ecclesiastical, public or royal buildings, they are not
necessarily typical of the average building contract of their period. All but two of their
surviving contracts involved Wren, either as Surveyor-General of His Majesty's Works
(Winchester Palace), the officer responsible for rebuilding the City churches, Surveyor to
Greenwich Hospital, architect of Tom Tower, or, in a lesser capacity, as one of the
Commissioners for the Queen Anne churches. Wren's involvement over several decades
with most of the contracts under investigation provides a unique basis of investigation

founded on continuity and experience, potentially to be reflected in contract terms.

Seven relevant aspects of these contracts will now be examined.

7 Campbell, ‘Bricklayers' Contracts', p. 7.
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Form of contract

The earliest contract, for Lower Slaughter Manor, comprises one page only. The contract,
as already noted, is by great. The preamble resembles the contract for the demolition of St
Stephen Walbrook, also by great. The only other document reflecting on terms of the
Burford Masons' engagement by great relates to Tom Tower, where the heads of terms

indicate that fixed prices for certain work would have been included in the final contract.

The remaining twenty-six contracts are all by measure, and follow a common format
comprising two sections; firstly, an agreement, followed by a schedule usually entitled
'estimate of rates and prizes'. An example of such a contract, for St Benet Paul's Wharf, is
shown in Figure 50. The schedule identifies types of work to be carried out, with their
respective payment, either as a price per foot (‘rates'), for example 'ffor Kentish Ashler
[...] at 2s-2d p foot', or as a lump sum ('prizes'), as for instance 'ffor the South Dorecase
wrought according to the Designe ...£24:00:00".°® The schedule appears to have
governed the length of the contract in many cases. Looking at the City church contracts
for instance, Christopher Kempster's for stonemasonry only at the brick-built St Mary
Abchurch is only two-thirds of a page long (Figure 51), whereas Edward Strong senior's

for stonemasonry and brickwork at St Clement Eastcheap runs to three pages (Figure 52).

% GL, MS 25,542/2, fol. 99.
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In respect of carpenters working on City churches, Campbell observed that Wren gave
detailed instructions to those he had not worked with before, and became less prescriptive
as they learned his methods.” Such a pattern has not emerged with the Burford Masons,
however, perhaps because they were already known to Wren, as discussed in the previous

chapter.

Length of the contract document was not found to relate necessarily to the value of its
work, however. Only one of the Burford Masons' contracts for City churches comprises
more than two pages, at a time when the average mason-contractor's payment for City
churches was £2400.7° Yet St John Smith Square, the most expensive of all the Queen
Anne churches at nearly £41,000, only warranted a shared contract with St Paul, Deptford
of just one-and-a-half pages' length.”’ The fact that contractors for Queen Anne churches
often sought to vary their terms indicates that these brief contracts proved inadequate for

their purpose.”?

Despite the introduction of new terms in later contracts, analysis has shown that the
average length of Burford Masons' contracts, and their general format, varied little. The
emphasis, understandably, remained mainly on rates of pay, resulting in only outline
specification for works. The brevity of these contracts indicates that much detail was
agreed verbally, as favoured by Wren at St Paul's where he held regular Saturday

conferences with his chief craftsmen, or in the case of City churches, even delegated

% Campbell, Finances', p. 330.

7 KJ, Mediaeval Mason, p. 42.

™ Simon Bradley and Nikolaus Pevsner, BOE: London 6: Westminster (New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 2003), p. 680.

" The Commission Jfor Building the Fifty New Churches, ed. by M.H. Port (n.p.: London Record Society,
1986), p.120.
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design decisions to the craftsmen.” This reflects trust between the client (as represented
by Wren) and contractor, and a flexibility and co-operation which favoured the more
experienced contractors such as the Burford Masons. The design input of craftsmen will

be explored in Chapter Seven

Contracting parties

In the contract for Lower Slaughter Manor, the contractor Valentine Strong is described
simply as 'freemason' (Figure 46). By the time the Burford Masons took on contracts for
City churches, both Thomas Strong and Christopher Kempster had become Freemen of

the City of London, and are referred to in those and subsequent contracts as 'Citizen and

Mason of London'.

As has been seen, the majority of the Burford Masons' contracts were granted by public
bodies. In the case of City churches, where the client is named, it is as 'The Right
Honourables the Commissioners appointed by Act of Parliament'.”* Wren had been
charged by the Commissioners in 1670 to 'contract with [...] Artizans, builders and
workmen as shall be employed [...] for the orderly execution of the workes', but was not
named as party to the contracts.” Despite this, masons contracting for City churches were
required to sign a Declaration acknowledging that they would not hold the Commission's
officers Wren, Robert Hooke, or John Oliver personally financially responsible.’® Edward

Strong and Christopher Kempster were among those who signed the Declaration (Figure

73 St Paul's: The Cathedral Church of London 604-2004, ed. by Derek Keene, R. Arthur Burns, and
Andrew Saint (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2004), p. 210.

7 GL, MS 25,542/2.

7 Paul Jeffery, The City Churches of Sir Christopher Wren (London: Hambledon, 1996), p. 27.

¢ GL, MS 25,542/2.
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53). As arrears of payment had already accrued to mason-contractors within a year of the
first contracts being let, this prescient Declaration must have given Wren the confidence

to let contracts despite unreliable funding. ”’

In 1706, the Strongs' contract to build the main pile of Blenheim Palace was made with
'John Vanbrugh on behalf of his Grace the Duke of Marlborough' (Figure 54)."
However, Vanbrugh appears to have made no similar Declaration with his craftsmen, and
in 1718 found himself included in the Strongs' legal action for recovery of over twelve
thousand pounds' arrears, in the event of their suit against the Duke of Marlborough
miscarrying. As it turned out, the Strongs' claim against the Duke succeeded, but

Vanbrugh later found himself among those sued by the Duchess instead.”

Specification of work

All the contracts relate to masons' work and supply of stone. The specification of
masonry work is limited to the 'rates and prizes' schedule, identifying stone type by
quarry origin (for instance, 'Burford'), and the cut of the stone (such as 'superficial' for
work on one plane, or 'cirque’ for use in arches). In all Burford Masons' contracts, this
specification appears to have been sufficiently clear to secure what was required, partly,
no doubt, because these contractors were experienced quarrymen, but perhaps also due to
the London Masons' Company's continued monitoring of the quality of stone brought into

the City. The Company's trade functions are discussed in Chapter Six.

77 Jeffery, p. 48.
"8 TNA, SP 34/37/4.
" David Green, Blenheim Palace (London: Country Life, 1951), pp. 150, 152.



124

Four of the Strongs' contracts for City churches, however, also include brickwork: those
for St Benet Paul's Wharf, St Augustine Old Change, St Mildred Bread Street, and St
Clement Eastcheap.®® By comparison with the masonry-only contracts, these are more
detailed. Bricks, being man-made, are of variable quality, and inadequate specification
could result in cost-cutting by the contractor, for instance by over-inclusion of clay, or
'Spanish' (ashes, or ashes with rubbish). All but the contract for St Mildred Bread Street
specify the use of the stronger stock bricks for the outside, which were relatively

expensive but of more consistent quality and more durable.®'

Where brick was the predominant building material and left exposed, its particular type
and bond would have been of aesthetic importance. Neither the source nor size of brick to
be used is specified in any of these contracts. Its type is rarely specified, although in
respect of St Clement Eastcheap (Figure 52), clamp bricks are specified for use on splays
and arches. Clamp bricks were not uniformly fired, often resulting in one side becoming
glazed.® Details such as the thickness of the wall (for example, 112 brick), or number of

courses, are found in the contracts for St Augustine's and St Clement Eastcheap.

Similarly, the type of bond to be used in bricklaying is rarely specified in these contracts.
The choice in brick bond types was in transition at the time; John Summerson noted that
the use of Flemish bond began to overtake English bond in the 1630s, an observation
supported by Campbell's analysis of ten bricklaying contracts for City churches, where

only one was known to be built in English bond (St Mary-le-Bow), compared with six in

% GL, MS 25,542/2, fols. 99, 123, 135, 161.
81 McKellar, pp. 72, 74.
%2 Campbell, Building St Paul’s, p. 107.
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Flemish.* Of the Burford Masons' contracts, only that for St Clement Eastcheap
stipulates 'header and stretcher’, indicating Flemish bond. St Clement Eastcheap was
subsequently rendered, but where brick was to be left exposed, it is unlikely that its bond
was of relative unimportance to the architect, as Campbell suggests, but subject to later
agreement rather, or simply left to the contractor, giving him an input into design.
Edward Strong, for instance, built St Benet Paul's Wharf in Flemish bond, whereas eleven

years later, he built St Vedast alias Foster using English bond (Figure 55).

In all these contracts, quality of workmanship was only specified to be carried out 'well
and in workmanlike manner', or words to that effect, a contract term which has carried
down to this day. The monitoring of standards of workmanship in London had
traditionally been exercised by the livery companies, but by the later seventeenth century,
the control of the London Masons' Company over workmanship was waning. Legislation
had not yet been introduced to regulate standards in the absence of the Company's
control.* It was during this intermediate period, another example of the transition from
medieval to modern practices, that the Burford Masons were taking on major contracts. In
the absence of independent control over workmanship, the onus of satisfying this contract
term rested firmly with the craftsman, his standard of workmanship being left to custom
and practice, and his own ability. Such a situation again favoured highly skilled,
experienced men such as the Burford Masons. The fact that Burford Masons went on
winning contracts from clients who were aware of their past performance, indicates that

their workmanship was at the very least satisfactory. Indeed, William Kempster was

% Architecture in Britain 1530-1730 (New Haven and London: Yale University Press,, 1993), p. 250;
'Bricklayers' Contracts', p. 11.
% Conder, p. 289.
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rewarded with an extra twenty pounds for 'Extraordinary dilligence and care used [...]

and his good performance' for the carving over the Dean's Door at St Paul's (Figure 19).%

The joint contract with Christopher Kempster and Edward Strong for the foundations of
Winchester Palace deviates from the standard format in its extraordinary detail.*® It
specifies how the foundations were to be 'Dugg with hard Rubbish well rammed', with
flint and ragstone in areas 'where there is any suspicon of softer and hollow veines of
Earth'. Even the mortar mix is specified. The inclusion of such detail is likely to stem
from Wren's experience some four years earlier of the failing foundations at St Paul's,
where part of the vaulting of the crypt collapsed and had to be rebuilt, and also shortly
afterwards at Tom Tower, when Bishop Fell embarked upon the foundations against
Wren's advice.®” It is of note that at Winchester, Tom Tower, and St Paul's, it was the

Strongs and Kempsters who were entrusted with difficult foundations.

The introduction of additional contract terms borne of experience can also be seen in the
issue of saltpetre. Saltpetre is comprised of potassium nitrate, a natural salt which forms a
crust on the stone surface, leading to early decay. In 1715, difficulties were experienced
with saltpetre in the Portland stone used at Greenwich Hospital. The Commissioners
consulted the Strongs as to how to protect against this recurring, since the Strongs were
responsible for sourcing the stone they used on site; the Strongs concluded that the only
remedy was 'care in observing it'.*® Nicholas Hawksmoor was Assistant Surveyor at

Greenwich Hospital at the time as well as the Surveyor responsible for drawing up

8 GL, MS 25,473/39, fol. 134.

8 RIBA, WRE/I, fol. 13.

87 Campbell, Building St Paul's, p. 108; CCM, MS 376.
¥ TNA, PRO ADM 67/4, fols 241-2.
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contracts for the Queen Anne churches.® It was probably through this connection that
Edward Strong junior's contracts for St George, Bloomsbury (1716) and St Michael,

Cornhill (1718) went on to stipulate that Portland stone should be 'free from saltpeter'.”

In all of the contracts, work was to be completed according to designs or instructions
given, or to be given, by the client. There is no indication, however, as to how
prescriptive they would turn out to be, and how much designing was left to the contractor.
In respect of the City churches, it is Anthony Geraghty's view that mason-contractors
were supplied with plans, sections, and probably elevations, but not necessarily with
detailed drawings.”! Whilst this is likely, I have been unable to locate any working
drawings in respect of the Burford Masons' commissions. However, with regard to
Winchester Palace, Edward Strong senior proudly recorded in his Memorandums that he
had 'the Designs of all the Mason's Work [...] committed to his Care by Sr Christopher

Wren', probably referring to working drawings.92

Specification of design in the Burford Masons' contracts is sometimes vague, such as
building 'a Doreway into y° Tower as good in all respects and as large as that at the
Southside of St Bennett's', found in Thomas Strong's contract for St Augustine Old
Change.” As Thomas Strong had only recently constructed St Benet Paul's Wharf to
Wren's design, this would have been an effective speciﬁcation.94 Colvin, however, noted

that it was not uncommon for a client to take an existing building as his model,

¥ Yeomans, p- 13.

% LPL, MS 2703.

*! Geraghty, pp. 60, 166.

%2 SM, Letter-book.

% GL, MS 25,524/2, fol. 124.
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particularly in country areas, presenting the contracting mason with a more difficult task,
although the Burford Masons were probably familiar with this practice in their home
area.” Certainly this freedom of interpretation was not unusual; Ephraim Beauchamp
was given even more leeway by the Vestry of St Dunstan-in-the East, instructing him to
make two entrances 'in such manner as in Mr Bechamps judgment may be most safe and
convenient'.’® In the case of the Queen Anne churches, the designs were incomplete at the
time masons put in their estimates, leaving much to the contractor's judgement as to the
risk involved.”” This again favoured experienced masons who could take a view from
incomplete information, and masons who were sufficiently secure financially to

withstand the risks of misjudgement.

Strength of workforce

The only contracts under scrutiny which specify the minimum number of men to be kept
on site by the contractor are those for Winchester Palace, doubtless because Charles 11
was in a hurry to see it completed.”® For the foundations contract, Edward Strong junior
and Christopher Kempster were required to keep sixty 'trowellers and setters' besides
masons and labourers to supply them in constant work.” For their contracts above
ground, Strong was required to keep no less than twenty-two masons and setters, and
seven sawyers and labourers, Kempster slightly less at eighteen and nine respectively.
Analysis of the building accounts confirms that both Strong and Kempster complied with

those requirements, Strong even providing four more sawyers than the stipulated

% Dictionary, p. 19.

% WS, xix (1942), 18-19.

°7 Yeomans, p. 6.

% HKW, p. 305.

% RIBA, WRE/1, fols. 13, 49, 55.
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minimum.'® Some thirteen years later, less strict control can be seen over workforce
size in the first masons' contract at Greenwich Hospital, which required Edward Strong
and Thomas Hill to keep as many workmen on site as the Surveyor considered

reasonable. '*!

It is notable that in the case of Winchester Palace, even though the king considered time
to be of the es