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THE WELSH TINPLATE TRADE IN THE MID-EIGHTEENTH
CENTURY

By L. ]. WILLIAMS

century Carmarthenshire was the ironmaster and tinplate manufacturer,

Robert Morgan, Yet despite the fact that his importance has long been
generally recognized, little is known about the man himself and there are
large gaps in our knowledge of the nature and scale of his enterprises. Thus
there is, for example, no certainty as to the date at which the manufacture of
tinplate was established at Kidwelly and Carmarthen, little information of the
markets which Morgan found for his products and less about the way in
which his various enterprises were organized. It is the purpase of this article to
throw a little more light on the career and aciivities of this substantial in-
dustrialist, concentrating attention mainly upon the tinplate industry and
trade.}

Robert Morgan started the Carmarthen iranworks in 1748.2 A decade later
he was the sole, or major, owner of a blast furnace at Carmarthen, two air
furnaces, four forges—at Whitland, Kidwelly, Cwmdwyfran and Blackpool
(Pembrokeshire)—and a tinplate works at Kidwelly. His normal business was
to produce pig iron at the blast furnace, using charcoal as fuel, convert the pig
into bars at the forges and send these bars for rolling and tinning at Kidwelly.
During the Seven Years' War, however, this production pattern was con-
siderably modified. Morgan, attracted like others by the apparently high
profits, took advantage of the war-time demand for ordnance. For a few years
from mid-1757 the Carmarthen works was active in casting guns and shot for
the Board of Ordnance, as well as in making guns to be supplied to merchant
ships at Bristol and Liverpool.3

So far as the trade in Government guns was concerned, Morgan found thar,
for a number of reasons, high profits were more difficult to make than he had
expected. Nonetheless, between 1758, when the Carmarthen guns began to
arrive at Woolwich, and 1763, the Board of Ordnance accepted 739 guns sent
in the name of Robert Morgan: these constituted a little over 8 per cent of all
the guns (10,219) accepted by the Board during these years.¢ To accommaodate

ONE of the outstanding figures in the industrial development of eighteenth

1 The main sources of information on Robert Morgan are: Francis Green, ‘Carmarthen
Tinworks and its Founder’, Trans. of Hist. Soc. of West Wales, V {1915), 244—70; Sir John Lioyd
{ed.), A History gf Carmarthenshire {Cardiff, 1935—9), vol. II, Chap. IV; and L. W. Evans,
‘Robert Morgan of Kidwelly, Ironmaster’, Trans. of Carms, Antigu. and Field Club, XXVIII
{1938), 136-8. The present article is mainly based on a letter-haok of Robert Margan’s from
September 1759 to Fehruary 1762 in the Carns. MES in the National Library of Wales, Unless
otherwise stated all references are to this source.

2 Sir John Lloyd, op. ¢it. vol. 11, 331.

3-P.R.O. W.0. 47/47-62. Board of Ordnance, Surveyor-General’s Minutes, 1756-63.

4 After 1761 the number of guns sent in Morgan's name was greatly reduced and those then
made were, in fact, probably sub-contracted by him for production elsewhere: after his com-
parative lack of success in making Government guns in 1760 Morgan asserted that he would not
make any more and only accepted further Gavernment arders for guns in arder to secure the
more profitable shot contracts which went with them.
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this produciion—together with the manufacture of shot, merchant guns and
iron wheels for gun carriages—Morgan’s enterprises were reorganized. The
furnace at Carmarthen was for a time wholly engaged on the production of
Government guns cast from charcoal iron whilst an air (or reverberatory)
furnace was also used to make shot and merchant guns by heating scrap iron
and bars with mineral fuel, This meant that the pig iron needed for the forges
and tin-mill had mainly to be bought from outside.

It is not, however, intended to examine in any deiail Robert Morgan's
excursion into the ordnance trade, This was clearly a temporary departure
from his normal activity: it has been mentioned to indicate the background
against which his tinplate trade operated during the period covered by the
surviving letter-bock and because the willingness to embark upon this new
ordnance venture in itself suggests 2 man of considerable enterprise.

II

By 1759 the manufacture of tinplate was established as the permanent core of
Robert Morgan’s activities. The tinplate was sold under a yearly or two-yearly
contract to a firm of Bristol merchants, Messrs. Allen, Coram and Vaughan,
who undertook to accept Morgan’s output at a stipulated price. The contract
also allowed Morgan to draw upon the Bristol firm up to a given monthly
figure, Morgan allowing a discount—of 6 per cent in 176t—upon the amounts
so drawn, Once each year, about July, a balance was struck between the value
of the tinplate delivered and the amounts which Morgan had drawn upon
Bristol and a general settlement made. It was at these annual settlements that,
if necessary, a new contract was negotiated.

This arrangement, so long as it worked smoothly, suited Robert Morgan
very well. It meant that he was provided with an assured outlet for his pro-
duction and that much of his output was turned fairly quickly into ready
money reducing the amount of working capital required for the trade, This
was particularly valuable during the period in which Morgan was engaged
upon the Government ordnance trade, where he received payment in Ordnance
Debentures which carried no interest and were of uncertain maturity and
consequently could be cashed only at a heavy discount. To avoid the cost of
this high discount Morgan used part of the proceeds of his tinplate sales to meet
the expenses of ordnance production. Indeed in May, 1760, when the rate of
discount an ordnance debentures was particularly high (t6 per cent), Messrs.
Allen agreed to allow Morgan to draw upon them to a greater amount than
their contract provided.! Thus the financial arrangement of the tinplate trade
not only reduced the amount of capital required for that trade bit was an
important source of assistance for Carmarthen’s war-time activities.

The arrangements, however, did not always run so smoothly. Their operation
was dependent upon the Bristol merchants maintaining a sufficient degree of
liquidity to meet the calls made upon them from Carmarthen. Towards the
end of 1761, hawever, it became gradually apparent that Messrs, Allen and Co.
were in financial difficulties. Morgan became first suspicious and then certain
that they were using ordnance debentures (which he had sent them as security

I Roht, Margan to Messra. Allen, Coram and Vaughan, 8 May 1760.
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for loans raised in Bristol} to raise money for their own business.* At the same
time they were asking Robert Morgan to draw upon them as little as possible.2
Fortunately, Morgan was at this time able to avoid the more serious conse-
quences of this. Unable to find a reliable gunfounder he had already consider-
ably curtailed his participation in the production of guns for the Board of
Ordnance and hence was relieved of the anxiety of finding money to finance
this trade. Indeed, the réles were reversed: he was now receiving payment for
ordnance made in earlier years and these receipts now helped to tide him over a
period of financial stringency in the tinplate trade.

Even so, difficulty at Bristol inevitably caused anxiety at Carmarthen. The
main cancern, of course, was lest Messrs. Allen were about to collapse. ‘Tho’
their Capital is not less than 20 or £25,000°, Morgan told his London agent,
‘yet it may be overdone in Business’. And again: ‘I cannot think otherwise of
Messrs. Coram than that thire Trade is too Large for thire Capital’,? He was
warried, too, in case they were involved with Thomas Knox, another Bristol
merchant, who failed in December, 1761.4 Early in 1762 he sent one of his
sons, John, and the manager of his tin-mills to Bristol to investigate and was
relieved to find that ‘its Assured on all Hands that we are safe’.b Safe, but not
unscathed. To some extent, as he acknowledged, all that was required of
Morgan was that he should now assist Messrs. Allen as they had earlier, in 1760,
assisted him: ‘I owe em some Indulgence and will give it em’.® But the scale of
this assistance was formidable and expensive. In December 1761 Morgan drew
bilis on Bristol for only £20 although he had shipped goods worth aver £1,000.
At the end of that month he wrote that ‘they are now about £5,000 deep and
if they goe on they’ 1l make a Capital of £10,000 in Carmarthen Tin Mills in
the room of £5,000 which will reduce the profit greatly’.? A month later he
agsessed the “Tin at Bristol payable and not so, full £6,000°.8 And although
an agreement was reached when Morgan’s son visited Bristol that Messrs,
Allen would accept Morgan’s bills up to £150 a week, this—since Carmarthen
was producing about £1,000 of tinplate a month—would only slow down the
rate at which Morgan was extending credit.

Apart from the cost of financing this extra capital, however, there was also
anxiety as to whether Messrs. Allen would be able to command sufficient
funds to settle accounts at the July balancing. ‘I am afraid’, confided Morgan
to his London agent, ‘that when we meet at Bristol Fair [in] July all will not go
clever'. Nor were all Morgan’s misgivings purely financial. The whole
incident had done much to point the dangers inherent in the way his tinplate
trade was organized [t was doubtless convenient to have his output contracted
for in advance, but this also made him highly dependent upon the fortunes of

1 Some of the debentures which Morgan had used as security for the Bristal loans came up for
payment in 1761 and Morgan, anxious to cash these, had sent other unmatured debentures to
replace them: but Messrs. Allen, instead of returning the matured debentures, used them ta
raise money for their own purposes.

2 Rabt. Morgan to Messrs, Allen, 10 and 24 December 1761,

3 Robt. Margan to John Stephens, 16 and 28 November 1461,

4+ Robt. Morgan to Wm. Perks, 27 December 1761; W. E. Minchinton (ed), The Trade of
Brustol in the Esghteenth Century, Bristol Record Soc. Publns. vol. XX (Bristol, 1957), 186,

5 Robt, Morgan to John Stephens, 16 January 1762,

% Robt, Margan to Wm. Perks, 24 January 1762,

7 Robt. Morgan to Messrs. Allen, 24 December 1761 to Stephens, 51 December 1761.

2 Robt. Morgan ta Stephens, t February 1762.

& fbid, 25 January 1762, The letter-bock unfortunately finishes before these negotiations took
place.
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the Bristol buyers. Thus when the crisis arose he found that he had no real
choice in supporting Messrs. Allen: ‘... it is no time ta give up the Contract
upon any account whatever (so long as they are Certain of being safe} without
some person Contracting on much the same Terms’.} The extent of this
dependence was still further emphasized when it became clear that Messrs.
Allen, partly because of their financial difficultics and partly because of a fall in
the demand for tinplate reflected in a drop in its price, were unable to accept
all the Carmarthen output. This was particularly galling to Morgan who had
anly recently sunk capital in building a new mill to increase his capacity, hut—
despite the contract—there was little he could do but to ask Messrs. Allen to let
him try and sell part of his output elsewhere. ‘T don’t think the proccedings are
fair but to force em may perhaps be attended with great inconveniences’.?

To a limited extent Robert Morgan had, even before these difficulties
arose, been seeking alternative markets for the products of his tin miils. But
since his tinplate production was already largely contracted for, these efforts
had been mainly directed towards dispasing of by-products and impertiect
plates. ‘As I understand vou are concerned in Ship Building®, he wrote to his
Liverpool agents, ‘and in our Tin works we make a good deal of Rod Iron, or
rather Bolt Tron, from an Inch and a Quarter to Three-quarters of an Inch,
pray what per Tun is such Rod Tron—ready for cutting into Bols—worth™ 3
This bolt iron made from the shearings of the tough iron used for tinplate
manufacture was ‘extraordinary good stuff’ for which John Stephens, the
London agent, was also urged to find a market at the naval dockyards at
Potrtsmouth, Deptford, Chatham and Sheerness.® Besides the small parcels —
usually a few tons at a time—of bolt iron sent to London and Liverpool,
Morgan also occasionally sent some tinplate to London. The plates were
normally imperfect and unsuitable for the Bristol contract. In June, 1761, for
example, Morgan found that as the Bristol people were being ‘very nice in
thire tinplate’ he had about 50 boxes of these ‘most of them very sound and
stout but not very fine to the eye owing to thire being a little Rough. They will
do extremely well for Navy use'.5 A trial consignment was successfully seld
(although Morgan—anxious for the reputation of his works—instructed his
agent not to say where they came from) and was followed by others as well as
small quantities of untinned black plate.§

It was not, however, till early 1762 when his Bristal merchants scemed
unable to accept his full output that Morgan seriously explored the passibilities
of alternative markets.” He then hoped to sell 50 to 100 tons of black plate a
year in London and also enquired into the possibility of selling tinplate, hlack
plate and bolt iven in Ireland.8 Unfortunately the letter-book clases hefore the
outcome of these enquiries is ascertained but there is no doubt that Morgan
was hoping to find permanent outlets in these directions to reduce his depen-

! Roht, Morgan to Perks, 1.4 January 1762.

? Robt. Morgan to P. Ford, 7 January 1962; to Perks, 14 January 1762,

3 Robt. Morgan ta Messrs. Gorrell and Pawnall, 27 December 1759.

+ Rabt, Morgan to Stephens, 25 April 1761,

i fbid. 13 June 1761.

¢ fhid. 2 July 1761 ; to Ford 17 QOctober and 41 Decembhber 1761, g0 January 1762,

? Morgan had in 1759, when he was huilding a new mill, suggested to his agents that Liver-
pool might be a good market for tin. But either he did not pursue this or their reply was dis-
couraging for the maiter is not mentioned again. Robt. Morgan to Messrs, Garrell and Pownall,
26 November 1759,

& Roht, Morgan ta Ford, 7 January 1762; ta W, Beeby, 21 January 1762
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dence upon his Bristol merchants and strengthen his bargaining position with
them before the current contract expired in July.

This was especially important as Morgan had been building new tin-mills.
Initially, as has already been stated, the tinplate was manufactured only at
Kidwelly, but in November 1759 a new tin-mill was started at Carmarthen.*
The motives underlying the decision to build this new mill were various. A
brisk demand was encouraging expansion whilst Kidwelly was liable to
stoppages which made it difficult to maintain output there. Thus in 1759,
when he was being pressed by his Bristol merchants for further supplies, Morgan
wrote: ‘I hope as the Mill will goe next Tuesday you'll soon be well sorted with
plates. .. The dry season and repairs has prevented our making 5 or 600 Boxes
more this year than we should have done had all been right and ‘plenty of
water’ 2 In addition to these considerations Morgan’s pasition at Kidwelly was
uncertain so the possibility of a forced move had to he guarded against. “We
shall do extremely well without Kidwelly if it must be so’, he asserted when
giving news of the progress of the new mill.3

The Carmarthen tin-mill was finally opened in 1961. It was brought into
production stage by stage: at the end of December 1760 the new mill was
ready to ‘turn rods’; on 22 January Morgan announced that ‘my new Mill
began to roll plate last Monday’; but, because of the delay in the arrival of
Stourbridge bricks for the tinning furnace, it was not until 5 March 1761 that
the first plate was tinned.# Doubtless the event was well-celebrated at Car-
marthen but no record of this has survived: in sending the first batch of plates
from the new mill to Bristol, however, Morgan wrote to his merchants: ‘I
desire you’ll Treat yourselves with a bit of Supper and Punch Wine and drink
the success of the Works. ..” 5 Soon he was erecting a second rolling mill at
Carmarthen and this time it is clear that his main motive was the growing
certainty that the Kidwelly mill would pass out of his control. The reasons for
this are only obliquely referred to in the letters. Although he was the major
partner in the Kidwelly concern Robert Morgan did not own the lease under
which the works were held, This was apparently vested in Lewis Rogers who—
like George Tyler, the first gunfounder at the Carmarthen works—held a one-
fifth share in the enterprise. Morgan and Rogers had quarrelled. Rogers
apparently owed Morgan £ 500 (presumably Roger’s share of the capital of the
works} and Morgan had found that the only way to obtain this was by stopping
it out of the rent and the share of the profits due to Rogers. Rogers, moreover,
objected hecause a person whom Morgan thought had been responsible for
some defective workmanship was dismissed from Kidwelly, “We have turned
that fellow off and great quarrells it has made betwixt Mr. Rogers and us and

1 Robt. Morgan to Messrs. Gorrell and Pownall, 26 November 1759. Hitherto it has only
heen possible to date building of chese works as lying samewhere between 1748 and 1979, [See
F. Green, 'Carmarthen Tinwerks and its Founder', Trans, of Hist. Soc. of West Wales, V, 253;
Sir John Lloyd (ed), 4 History of Carmarthenshire, vol. 11, 326, 491; W. Minchinton, The
British Tinplaie Indusiry (Oxford, 1957], p. 14]. Seme uncertainty about the Kidwelly works still
remains, although they were clearly active in 1959, It seems likely that Robert Morgan’s
connexion with the Kidwelly tinworks dates from about 1957 when George Tyler, whao came to
Carmarthen as a gunfounder, had a one-fifth share in them. At Carmarthen, as will be seen
helaw, the introduction of the tinplate industry can now be precisely dated.

2 R. Margan to Messrs. Allen, Coram and Vaughan, 19 October 1754.

4 R. Morgan to W, Perks, 31 July 1760,

4+ Robt, Morgan to Perks, 22 December 1460 ; to Messrs. Allen, 22 January 1761 ; to Stephens,
5 March 161.

5 Rabt, Morgan to Messrs. Allen, 19 March 1961.
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because I would not supply him [Rogers] with Money as he called or suffer
him to draw on you as he pleased. These Money matters make best Friends
quarrell sometimes ... [Rogers] has given us Notice to quit Partnership the
1st. of November. I was allways aware of it and have within roo yards of this
present work [i.e. new tinworks—at Carmarthen] fixed the spot to erect an
additional Rolling Mill only—everything clse now built will do’.1

Accordingly Rabert Morgan’s connexion with the Kidwelly tinplate mill
was severed in November, £461, although he continued to own and work
Kidwelly forge which was held as a separate undertaking. Kidwelly now
figured as a rival to the Carmarthen works, where the second rolling mill was
completed early in 1762. At first Morgan viewed this new competitor with
equanimity. His Carmarthen mills were newer; he thought that their workman-
ship would be better; and Carmarthen would have an ample water supply
whereas ‘water is short at Kidwelly spring and summer’.2 Moreaver, it seemed
initially that Rogers might have some difficulty in raising capital to work the
Kidwelly mills, especially when the price of tinplate fell 3s. per box at the end
of £761. Early in 1762 Morgan was less confident. Kidwelly was being financed
by one Thomas Price while at the same time Morgan’s Bristol merchants were
in financial difficulties and felt that their contract with Carmarthen was
working unfavourably for them.? Morgan was afraid they would try to come to
terms with Kidwelly: ‘if they could pick a hole in my Coat they'd Immediately
wheel about to Rogers and I believe that’s the view tho Coram positively told
my son they would not take a plate of him [Rogers]’.4

This was of all the more concern to Morgan because the developments at
Carmarthen had considerably increased his output and he was worried about
its disposal. The Kidwelly mill had been intended to produce about 2,500
boxes of tinplate a year although, particularly because of an inadequate water
supply, it was difficult to attain this level. ‘I . .. hope yet to compleat our 2,500
Boxes the Second Year, tho' we are now greatly behind hand’.# When his
first mill was erected at Carmarthen, however, Morgan expected to produce
9-3,500 hoxes a year ‘at this work alone’ and the second mill increased the
Carmarthen capacity to 5,000 boxes a year.¢ In fact Morgan did not at that
time intend to produce this output at Carmarthen—he had the mill and water
capacity for 5,000 hoxes but had contracted with his Bristol merchants for a
lower actual production. ‘My Forges are so calculated, and every other
matter, as to make the 4,000 Boxes yearly and very little more’.? This level
of output had been planned on the assurance that Messrs. Allen would accept
it but, Morgan bitterly commented early in 1762, ‘I find after Building my
new Mill one work would do for them so that 3,000 Boxes must be sent em
instead of 4000’.% But although these difficulties temporarily prevented full use
of its capacity, the Carmarthen works was clearly large by the standards of the

1 fhid, 4 May 1761.

2 Ihid. t1 May 1761.

3 The market price of tinplate had fallen but the price which Messrs. Allen paid Morgan was
unchanged because, under their contract, it was tied to the price of bar iron which had not
fallen.

4+ Roht, Morgan to Perks, 23 January and 8 February 146a.

5 Robt. Morgan to Messes. Allen, 7 August 1760,

8 fbid 4 and 28 May 1761.

7 Raobt. Morgan to Perks, 7 January 1762,

8 Robt. Morgan to Stephens, 10 January 1762,
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time. It had two mills when most works had only one and its output was
higher than that of most of its rivals.}

If this extra production was to be sold it was vital that it should be of high
quality. In this respect the experience of Carmarthen and Kidwelly confirms
the difficulties of maintaining an even quality in eighteenth century tinplate
production.? Morgan clearly suspected that some of the complaints from his
Bristol merchants were ill-founded and it is true that they multplied when
Messrs. Allen were in financial straits and were attempting to circumvent the
strict letter of the contract. He recognized, however, that there was ample
room for improvement: indeed, one of the most important advantages which
Morgan hoped to derive from moving to Carmarthen was that of higher
quality resulting from more direct supervision. ‘If I mistake not’, he told
Messrs. Allen, ‘the both Relling Mills on the same spot with all the other
apparatus of the Tin to be inspected in the same 5 minutes will give us credit
and your partnership no small advantage’.?

When he had started his works at Carmarthen Morgan had begun to mark
his boxes with an ‘M*: 4 much depended upon the standing of this brand in the
market. ‘Your telling me not to draw’, Morgan informed Messrs. Allen, ‘does
not hurt me half so much as when I Receive Complaints of goods. I have
Resources elsewhere but goods not in right order delivered cannot be Reme-
diedt’.3 He clearly recognized that unless the quality of the production was
maintained the reputation of the works would decline and Messrs. Allen
would be unable to dispose of the plates. ‘Extremely sorry I am that Kidwelly
waorks are in such disgrace’, Morgan wrote after he had received a series of
complaints, ‘but what we shall hereafter send you shall in some measure
retrieve the loss of Character. If all your customers are not irretrievably lost—
which I hape is not the case with you as Getley and Co. would be glad of every
opportunity to rival you in that branch of business—more than ordinary care
must be taken’ 8

Yet it was easy for defects to occur. For example, Morgan claimed that he
provided his forges with the best pig iron he could get but as ‘Forgemen are
very idle Fellows, if not well followed, a Bar of Iron now and then will be no
better than it should be and that through Carelessness only. This Bar will make
many bad Sheets of Tin'.7 After a series of complaints from Bristol at the end of
1760 and early in 1761 Morgan took several steps to counter such tendencies.
He ordered that any defective bars coming from the forges should not be used
for tinplate but be turned into thick black-plate and that the forges were ‘not
to mind the Yield of Piggs but to make good Iron.' Moreover, he proposed
building a new forge on the same spot as the furnaces and mills at Carmarthen
to ‘rectify the others in making the Tron to the exact Gages, which the other
Distant Forges are deficient in'. He also warned his foreman that he would at
ance be dismissed if there were any further complaints of wrong sorting and
asked Messrs. Allen ‘to open constantly 4 or 5 Boxes of every parcell. .. and
let’s immediately know thire Faults’. ‘Let the expenses be what they will’, he
assured his Bristol merchants, ‘you shall keep pace with your Neighbours’.8

W. E. Minchinton, The British Tinplate Industry, p. 21.

Ibid. p, 22,

Robt. Morgan to Messrs, Allen, g November 1761,

Ibid. 19 March 1761.

Thid. 1o December 1961.

fhid, 6 April 1961,

fbid, 20 November 1760,

Ihid, 16 Qctober, 20 Navember 1760, 4 and 11 May, 930 November t461.

L T A O N
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The letters also provide some information upon the capital required in the
tinplate trade. And although this is intermittent and imprecise it is, in face of
the paucity of data on this topic for the eighteenth century, worth quoting. The
initial capital required for the Kidwelly works appears to have been about
£2,500; at all events, George Tyler—who invested £500 in this enterprise—
held a one-fifth share. By early 1760, however, the capital at Kidwelly had
advanced to about £3,000, probably because of an increase in stocks of raw
materials and finished plate.l The cost of building the tin works and rolling
mill at Carmarthen was about £2,500 whilst the second mill there cost an
additional £800.2 This did not, of course, represent the full extent of the
capital required: in November 1761, for example, Morgan found that—besides
the fixed capital—‘we now have by us £1500 in Block Tin £2000 for Rolled
Iron for Tin besides £2,000 in Bar Iron at the Forges and Mill, and the money
in Messrs. Allen, Coram and Co. and 2 running stock of other matters’.3
Stocks of this magnitude, however, were abnormally heavy and had been
built up because for some months previous to this Morgan had been unable to
secure the necessary supplies of block tin from Corawall. Morgan’s anticipation
had been that the normal total capital requirement for the two Carmarthen
mills would be £5,000. This figure, however, had heen based upon an ex-
pectation that his Bristol merchants would in fact provide a considerable part
of the necessary working capital (Morgan ailowing them discount at a rate of
6 per cent for this service).4 The importance of the merchant’s réle in this
respect was forcibly illustrated when, as we have seen, Messrs. Allen were for a
time unable to render this service; Morgan then soon found that he needed a
capital of £10-12,000 instead of £5,000.5

Apart from the contribution made to circulating capital by the merchant,
most of the capital required seems to have been provided by Robert Morgan
himself. In the Kidwelly tinworks both George Tyler and Lewis Rogers each
held a one-fifth share. When the Carmarthen works were built, however, the
only ather contributor was John Stephen, Morgan’s London agent, who was
to have a £500 share ‘half to be paid about the setting on the work, the other
mostly in three years without Interest’.¢ For the other enterprises—the furnaces
and the four forges—there is, with one exception, nothing to suggest that
Morgan was not the sole participant, The only exception was at Blackpool
forge in Pembrokeshire where, although Morgan had taken the lease in his
aown name only, he assured Thomas Lewis, who managed the forge, that ‘you
are a Partner in the concern and that to be a full moiety when your praoportion
is advanced even if you can do it in 2 ar 3 years”.7 Of the return on this capital
there is, so far as the tinplate trade is concerned, little indication apart from
the assertion that in the thirteen months from November, 1758 to December,

! Robt. Morgan to Thas. Tyler, 21 January 1 760; to Messrs, Allen, 41 March 176a.

? Robt. Morgan to Stephens, 1 January 1761 to Perks, 7 January 1762, This cost compares
with that of £7,195 for constructing the two mills and tinhouse of the Morfa works, Lianelly, in
1854: the cost of construction per mill had about deubled in the century following the establish-
ment of the [ndustry at Carmarthen. Minchinton, gp. ¢ pp. 93—4. But compared with the
much larger expansion in the amount of capital required to enter, say, the coal or iron industey
between 1450 and 1850, it was probably relatively easier to enter upon the tinplate trade in the
1850's than in the 1750%,

3 Robt. Morgan to Stephens, 16 November 1761,

Ibid, 26 December 1961,
Ibid, 41 December 1761.
fbid. 19 November 1760.

4
5
]
7 Robt. Morgan to Thos. Lewis, junior, 25 February 1760,



448 THE ECONOMIC HISTORY REVIEW

1759 the Kidwelly works made a profit of £651-13-14, ‘and nevertheless the
stack is now £3,000 in the room of 2500’1

The evidence of these letters broadly confirms that the price of tinplate was
closely related to that of bar iron. Initially the Bristol merchants had agreed
to pay Morgan a fixed and definite price for his tinplate. Rarly in t760,
however, the price of bar iron rose forcing up the price of tinplate. Morgan
now found himself squeezed: his production costs had increased but, tied by
his contract, he was unable to raise his selling price. He thus appealed to
Messrs. Allen, whose selling price had now risen but whase buying price had
remained unchanged, for some division of the extra profit. Morgan pleaded
that when the agreement was made he had fixed his price ‘as low as the nature
of the thing would admit of Iron valued at £18 p. Tun. The present price of
Iron being £20 p. Tun advances [the cost of production] full gs. p. Box, the
Calculation being t5 Boxes to the Tun or very near it. If you insist upon the
Mill working for a year for no profit or next thing to nothing it must be done. . .
but we'll hope you'll not desire it’.2 When the contract was renewed the
relationship between the price of tinplate and that of bar iron was explicitly
recognized : the price given by Messrs. Allen to Robert Morgan was to fluctuate
with changes in Bristol bar iron prices. The connexion between the prices of
these two products was not, however, altogether automatic. At the end of £761,
for example, the price of tinplate fell even though that of merchant bars was
maintained.?

That the prices of merchant bars did not then fall was partly due to the
concerted action of the iranmasters, although the main reason doubtless lay
in the declaration of war with Spain in December, 1761, These letters throw
some further light upon the extent of industrial combination in the ¢ighteenth
century, confirming the strong suspicions that the Stourbridge quarterly
meeting of Ironmasters had already been extant some time hefore the first
positive evidence of its operation in 1777.4 When, in January 1761, Morgan
wrote to William Perks, the agent for the sale of his merchant guns at Bristol,
he mentioned that the Stourbridge quarterly meeting would be held next day
and added: ‘the Fate of Barrs will then be determined, I yet think it will not
fall for the next six months.5 In July he wrote to ask Edward Knight, the
dominant figure in the Midlands iron industry, for the result of the Stourbridge
summer meeting and was surprised that prices, even for ordinary mill iron,
were maintained. “Tumble it will’, he added, ‘and that very fast which will shut
the door of many Little Forges’. These forebadings received further confir-
mation after the next meeting even though prices were apparently still maint-
ained. ‘I Observe your Remark’, he wrote to Knight, ‘on the gloamy Aspect of
the last quarter day att Stourbridge. I fear a more dismal one will follow
before May next. A draft [i.e. a drop in price] of 20s. p. Tun will Hurt some
people much but that of 40s. will not hurt Mr. Knight, tho’ I would Advise the
First only when it happens.” The next intimation, in January 1762, is that
Knight had cut his prices for mill iron by £2 a ton: it is not clear however,
whether this was the combined decision of the ironmasters at the next meeting
or an independent action on the part of Knight. There is no indication that

! Robt. Morgan to Thos. Tyler, 21 January 1760.

2 Rabt. Margan to Messrs. Allen, 31 March 1460.

3 Jhid, 24 December 1761 ; to Perks, 8 February 1762,

4 T. 8. Ashtan, fron and Steel in the Industrial Revolution {1924), pp. 162ff. W.H.B. Court, The
Rise of the Midland Industries (1948}, p. 176.

§ Roht. Morgan to Perks, 5 January 1761.
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Rabert Morgan ever attended or was represented at any of the Stourbridge
meetings despite his comment that although ‘I make very little Ordinary Iron
—my Consumption being chiefly Tin—yet 1 think if I attended a meeting
now and then it would not be Labour Lost’.1 In addition to the quarterly
meetings at Stourbridge, however, there was also a meeting of ironmasters
twice a year at the Bristol fairs, At these Morgan usually attended the July
meeting himself when he went to Bristol for the annual settlement with Messrs.
Allen and, in January, appointed William Perks as his representative.? The
closer interest that Morgan displayed in the Bristol meetings was natural—
Bristal was nearer, it was the main market for his tinplate and the price of his
tinplate varied with the price of merchant bars at Bristol. At Bristol, moreover,
his influence carried some weight: he told his Bristol representative that he had
more works than any other ironmaster wha attended the Bristol meetings
‘except Mr, Pit, so that you are Entitled to the First or second Vote’.3 And
whilst, in general, Bristol prices were naturally influenced by movements at
Stourbridge, the connexion was by no means inevitable. At the beginning of
1762, for example, when Knight had reduced his price for mill iron at Stour-
bridge by £2 a ton Morgan saw no reason why this should affect the Bristol
market for bar iron. His greater fear was that the Bristol ironmongers, such as
Gatley and Co. and Messrs, Allen, would have sufficient control over the
ironmasters to push prices down. In fact, however, the price of merchant bars
at Bristol was at that time maintained—doubtless being bolstered up by the
outbreak of war with Spain.

Such combination amangst masters as existed in the trade seems, however,
to have been restricted to the manufacture of pig and bar iron. There is no
suggestion in Robert Morgan’s letter-book for these years of any association or
combination amongst the tinplate manufacturers as such. The meeting of
tinplate makers which took place in London in 1780 must, then, have been a
new or recent development.4

IIT

The most outstanding feature of the Carmarthen undertaking was the extent
to which it was integrated. Robert Morgan bought tin from Cornwall; iron ore
from Lancashire and Cumberland; and sold the finished product to Bristol
merchants. But apart from these initial and final stages all the processes were
under his own control at his furnaces, forges, mills and tinning plant, This was a
distinct departure from the normal tinplate firm which, even if it occasionally
owned forges to make the bar iron, rarely produced its own pig iren. The
resource and enterprise which sustained these undertakings is, morecver, amply
confirmed by Morgan's readiness to adapt his activities to take advantage of the
wartime demand for ordmance. Part of his achievement inevitably soon
vanished as the general introduction of the use of mineral fuel for the pro-
duction of iron made Carmarthen an unsuitable location for this activity.
Robert Morgan’s main concern, however, was with the manufacture of tin-
plate, and in this he was one of the first and perhaps the most important of
those who laid the tradition which, for two centuries, was to make West Wales
pre-eminent in this field.
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1 Robt. Morgzan to Edward Knight, 2 and 20 July, 2 Navember 1761 ; to Adams, 18 January
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